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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT 
This document has been prepared in the form of an amendment to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Baseball Stadium in the Diridon/Arena Area project (proposed 
project). The Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences associated with the imple-
mentation of the proposed project, and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially signifi-
cant impacts. This First Amendment provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR and makes 
revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to clarify any errors, omis-
sions, or misinterpretations of material in the Draft EIR. This document, together with the Draft EIR, 
constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction 
over a proposed project, and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the 
Draft EIR.  
 
The Draft EIR for the proposed project was made available for public review on February 21, 2006, 
and distributed to local and State responsible and trustee agencies. The public was notified of the 
availability of the Draft EIR through an advertisement in the San Jose Mercury News and through an 
announcement posted on the City of San Jose website. The Draft EIR was posted electronically on the 
City’s website and a hard copy was available for public review at the City of San Jose Planning 
Department and at the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library of the San Jose Library system. 
 
The CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment ended on April 6, 2006. The City extended this review 
period by an additional 30 days, to May 4, 2006. This City also conducted four public review sessions 
during the comment period. The public had the opportunity to submit written comments at these 
meetings. The City received a total of 10 comment letters from State, regional and local agencies 
during this period. No federal comment letters were received. Thirty-five comment letters were 
received from community organizations and individuals. Forty-one comment cards were submitted at 
the four public review sessions.  
 
In the process of drafting responses to comments, additional information on 145 South Montgomery 
Street, Sunlite Baking Company, was uncovered and an impact to this property previously catego-
rized as less-than-significant was determined to be significant. The EIR was revised only in part and 
that portion of the EIR was made available for public review on August 28, 2006, and distributed to 
local and State responsible and trustee agencies. The public was notified of the availability of the 
recirculation component and it was made available through the same process as the Draft EIR. The 
CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment ended on October 12, 2006.  Two letters were received on 
the recirculation component.  Copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR during the 
comment period are contained in Chapter III of this First Amendment. 
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The Final EIR will be presented to the Planning Commission at a public hearing on February 12, 
2007 during which the Commission may certify the Final EIR as a full disclosure of the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed project. 
 
 
C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This First Amendment consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this First Amend-
ment. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies and Individuals. This chapter contains a list of all agen-
cies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during the 
public review period. 

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment letters 
received on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related 
comment received during the public review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the 
preceding comments.  

• Chapter IV: Draft EIR Text Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the com-
ments received and responses provided, or necessary to clarify any errors, omissions, or misinter-
pretation, are contained in this chapter. Text in underline represents language that has been added 
to the EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the EIR. Revisions to figures are also pro-
vided, where appropriate. As mentioned previously, this document is an amendment to the Draft 
EIR; the Final EIR consists of this amendment and the February 2006 Draft EIR.  

• Chapter V: Mitigation and Monitoring Program. This chapter contains a table outlining the proc-
ess for implementing and monitoring mitigation measures identified in the EIR. The table 
describes the timing, responsible implementation and review parties, and the criteria for deter-
mining mitigation measure implementation.  
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,  
ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

This chapter presents a list of each letter received during the public review period and describes the 
organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter III of this document.   
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR.  The written comments 
are grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows:  State agencies (A); local and regional 
agencies (B); organizations (C); individuals (D); comment cards submitted at each of the four public 
meetings (E).   
 
The comment letters are numbered consecutively following the A, B, C, D, and E designation.  The 
letters are annotated in the margin according to the following code: 

State Agencies: A1-# 
Local and Regional Agencies: B1-# 
Organizations: C1-# 
Individuals: D1-# 
Public Meetings: E1-# 

 
The number following the letter refers to the letter number and the number following the hyphen 
refers to the comment number within that letter.   
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The following written comment letters were submitted to the City during the public review period.  
 

Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 

A. State Agencies 
A1    Department of Transportation  

Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Specialist 
March 28, 2006 

A2 Department of Transportation  
Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief 

April 5, 2006 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H E  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I .  L I S T  O F  C O M M E N T I N G  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S  A N D  I N D I V I D U A L S  

 

 
P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\2-commlist.doc (1/31/2007)    4

Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 
A3 Department of Transportation  

Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief 
April 6, 2006 

A4 Department of California Highway Patrol, San Jose Area 
M.D. Marlatt, Commander 

March 10, 2006 

A5 Department of Fish and Game, Central Coast Region 
Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager 

March 15, 2006 

A6 Public Utilities Commission 
Kevin Boles, Utilities Manager 

September 18, 2006 

B. Local and Regional Agencies 
B1 Caltrain, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 

Marie Pang, Environmental Planner 
May 4, 2005 

B2a City of San Jose, San Jose Historic Landmarks Commission 
Michael Youmans, Chair 

May 3, 2006 

B2b City of San Jose, San Jose Historic Landmarks Commission 
Ed Janke, AIA Chair 

October 11, 2006 

B3   City of San Jose, Parks and Recreation Commission  
Helen Chapman, Chair 

April 5, 2006 

B4 Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
Carolyn M. Gonot, Chief Development Officer 

May 3, 2006 

B5 Santa Clara Valley Water District  
Colleen Haggerty, Associate Civil Engineer, Community Projects Review  

May 2, 2006 

C. Organizations 
C1 HP Pavilion at San Jose, San Jose Arena Management  

Jim Goddard, Executive Vice President and General Manager  
April 21, 2006 

C2 Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
Bob Donovan, Land Planner 

April 5, 2006 

C3 Preservation Action Council of San Jose  
Megan Bellue, Executive Director 

May 4, 2006 

C4 San Jose Downtown Association 
Scott Knies, Executive Director 

April 21, 2006 

C5 SNI PAC Ad Hoc Committee 
Committee Members 

April 12, 2006 

C6 Shasta/Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 
Joe Bentley, President 

May 4, 2006 

C7 Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association 
Michael LaRocca, President 

May 1, 2006 

C8  Soccer Silicon Valley  
Donald Gagliardi, President 

March 24, 2006 

C9 Willow Glen Neighborhood Association 
Ed Rast, President 

May 3, 2006 

D. Individuals 
D1    Michael Beggs March 13, 2006 
D2 Lorie Bird May 4, 2006  
D3 Ruth Cavagnaro-Gilwee May 4, 2006 
D4 Helen Chapman May 1, 2006 
D5 Anthony Dominguez February 19, 2006 
D6 Harvey Darnell May 4, 2006 
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Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 
D7 Angela Elsey May 2, 2006 
D8 Varda Friedman  March 13, 2006 
D9 Sabrina Hall & Kathy Sutherland May 4, 2006 
D10 Trevor Holmes March 30, 2006 
D11 Jody Hucko May 4, 2006 
D12 Barbara Jacobs March 15, 2006 
D13 Maureen Jones May 4, 2006 
D14 Joseph Krale March 2, 2006 
D15 S & B Martin March 8, 2006 
D16 Brian Pirkl May 4, 2006 
D17 Yolanda Reynolds April 14, 2006 
D18 Peter Ross May 4, 2006 
D19 Erich Schmaltz February 26, 2006 
D20 Scott Soper March 2, 2006 
D21 Rebecca Stamm May 3, 2006 
D22 Harry Stewart May 4, 2006 
D23 Tessa Woodmansee April 13, 2006 
D24 Tessa Woodmansee May 4, 2006 
D25 Eloy Wouters May 4, 2006 
D26 Jamie Zucek May 3, 2006 
E. Public Meetings 
E1   Lawrence Ames  
E2   Betty Atkins  
E3   Cynthia Barnes  
E4   Joe Bentley (5)  
E5  Patrick Bernal (2)  
E6 Loenardo Calderon  
E7 Carole Campbell (2)  
E8 Lloyd Danon (2)  
E9 Harvey Darnell (3)  
E10 Jeff Dickard  
E11 Don Gagliardi  
E12 Sabina Hall  
E13 Mary Hernon  
E14 Trevor Holmes (2)  
E15 Carol Irwin (3)  
E16 John Jassen  
E17 Cathy Jones  
E18 Maureen Jones  
E19 Randi Kinman  
E20 Leila Manning  
E21 Betty Moore  
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Comment 
Letter Comment Received From Date of Letter 
E22 Johnny Moore  
E23 Marc Morris (2)  
E24 Dorothy Morton  
E25 Rhamesis Muncada  
E26 Richard Niesei  
E27 Bill Nicci  
E28 Brian Pirhl  
E29 Adele Poenisch  
E30 Ed Rast (2)   
E31 Edward Reyes  
E32 Joan Samuels (2)  
E33 Claudia Shope (2)  
E34 Kathy Sutherland  
E35 Michael Ward  
E36 William Ward  
E37 Randy Zechman  
E38 Ned Zuparko (2)  
E39 Commentor Unknown #1  
E40 Commentor Unknown #2  
E41 Commentor Unknown #3  
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. All 
letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each 
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows:  State agencies (A); local and regional agencies 
(B); organizations (C); individuals (D); and comment cards submitted at each of the four public 
meetings (E). 
 
Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR involve variations of several key issues. In order to 
consolidate responses to questions and comments related to these topics, and to address concerns 
comprehensively, several Master Responses have been prepared. Master Responses are included 
below and referenced within the responses to comments as appropriate. 
 
 
RECIRCULATION MASTER RESPONSE #1  
Recirculation of the Draft EIR 
Commentors have requested that the City recirculate the Draft EIR stating that the proposed project 
would result in significant environmental impacts that were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Impacts 
that commentors note require additional analysis and recirculation of the Draft EIR include historic 
resources, financing, public safety, transportation, circulation, and parking, noise, recreation, visual 
character, public services, and alternatives. 
 
CEQA requires recirculation when “significant new information” is added to an EIR after publication 
of the Draft EIR, but before certification.1 New information is considered significant under CEQA 
when: “The EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to 
implement.”2  
 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes a disclosure showing:  
 
1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented; 
 
2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;  
 
                                                      

1 CEQA Guidelines §15088.5; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal. 1112 
[1993]). 

2 Ibid. 
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3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, which is considerably different from others 
previously analyzed, would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; or 

 
4. The Draft EIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment are precluded.  
 
“Recirculation is not required where the new information added to an EIR merely clarifies or ampli-
fies or makes insignificant modification in an adequate EIR.” 3  
 
In the process of drafting responses to comments on the Draft EIR, additional information about the 
Sunlite Baking Company building at 145 South Montgomery Street was discovered. Based on this 
new information, the building now appears eligible for listing in the California and National Register 
of Historical Resources and to be a historic resource for the purpose of evaluating the environmental 
impacts of the project under the California Environmental Quality Act. A Revised Cultural Resources 
Section of the Draft EIR was circulated for public review on August 28, 2006. The public comment 
period for the Recirculated Draft EIR closed on October 12, 2006. 
 
None of the other comments received in response to the Draft EIR or the Recirculated Draft EIR 
disclose any new significant information that would require recirculation of the EIR. No new 
significant or substantially more severe environmental impacts have been identified that would result 
from the project or from an alternative or a new mitigation measure proposed as part of the project. 
Moreover, no new feasible mitigation measures or alternatives have been identified which are 
considerably different from others previously analyzed and would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project that the City as the applicant has declined to implement. All of 
the responses to comments provided in this First Amendment to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft 
EIR (Response to Comments document) merely provide information that clarifies and amplifies the 
evaluations of impacts contained in the Draft EIR as explained in responses to comments provided 
below. Minor clarifying revisions are contained in Chapter IV, Revisions to the Draft EIR, which do 
not change any of the EIR impact conclusions.  
 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES MASTER RESPONSE #1 
Los Gatos Creek Setback 
Commentors have expressed a concern that the proposed 50-foot setback from the Los Gatos Creek 
top of bank is inadequate and contrary to the Riparian Corridor Policy Study, which provides for a 
100-foot setback for development adjacent to the creek.  
 
As described throughout the Draft EIR, realigned Autumn Street north of Park Avenue and the 
parking garage south of Park Avenue would be set back an average of 50 feet from the top of the Los 
Gatos Creek bank. The proposed stadium itself would be set back the additional width of Autumn 
Street, well in excess of 100 feet from Los Gatos Creek. As described on page 59 of the Draft EIR, 
the Riparian Corridor Policy Study (RCPS) provides a guide to protect biotic resources when 
development occurs along creek systems. As described on page 61 of the Draft EIR, according to the 

                                                      
3 Ibid. 
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RCPS, exceptions to the 100-foot riparian setback area can be considered in limited circumstances as 
long as basic riparian habitat protection objectives are achieved. Conditions and circumstances on the 
stadium site that warrant consideration of a setback less than 100 feet include (per the RCPS): 1) the 
project site is located in Downtown San Jose; and 2) the project proposes redevelopment with uses 
that are more compatible with the riparian corridor than the existing industrial use (buildings and 
pavement covering the area up to the edge of the creek bank). In addition, the project is in an urban 
infill location where properties are already developed with little or no set back.  As a result of the 
project, existing incompatible uses with little or no setback will be removed, an enhanced riparian 
setback will be provided with appropriate plantings, and the stadium will be set back greater than 100 
feet in conformance with the guidelines. It should be noted that the 50 foot setback is consistent with 
recent approvals by the City Council for the KB Home Del Monte project on Auzerais adjacent to Los 
Gatos Creek, and for the San Jose Water Company Delmas project site adjacent to both Los Gatos 
Creek and Guadalupe River. 
 
As described on page 62 of the Draft EIR, the Los Gatos Creek Trail Master Plan was adopted in 
1985, and while portions of the trail along Los Gatos Creek have been implemented, the segment of 
the creek that is adjacent to the proposed project has not. A portion of Reach 5 of the Los Gatos Creek 
Trail would be located within the stadium project area. The trail project is independent of the stadium 
project, but would utilize the riparian setback areas resulting from the removal of the commercial 
buildings and parking lots east of S. Autumn Street and from the development of the Fire Training 
Facility site with the parking garage and relocated PG&E substation. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE LAND USE #1 
Increased Trash 
Commentors have expressed a concern that the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
trash in the neighborhoods surrounding the project site and along the Los Gatos Creek trail.  
 
The proposed project would include trash receptacles distributed throughout the baseball stadium and 
along major pedestrian corridors leading to and from the facility (San Carlos Street, Park Avenue, San 
Fernando Street, Autumn Street, and the Los Gatos Creek trail) to encourage patrons to deposit their 
trash appropriately. In addition, regularly-scheduled janitorial crews would clean public areas sur-
rounding the baseball stadium and empty these trash cans. Trash in the parking garage would be 
picked up by a regularly scheduled parking lot sweeping service. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #1 
Additional Intersections  
Commentors requested greater analysis of potential traffic impacts west and south of the project site, 
stating that these areas would experience significant traffic impacts that were not analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 
 
In response to comments requesting more analysis of potential traffic impacts west and south of the 
site, the project’s Transportation Impact Analysis analyzed an additional 16 intersections to the west 
and south of the proposed project site. Project scenarios of a stadium event only, for 5-6 p.m. and for  
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Table III-1: Intersection Level of Service Summary Single-Event Scenario, 5-6 P.M. 
Existing Background Project Conditions 

Intersection 
Count 
Date 

Avg.
Delay LOS

Avg.
Delay LOS

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

Crit. 
V/C 

Change

Avg. 
Crit. 
Delay

Change 
The Alameda & Hedding Street* 4/26/06 38.3 D 34.1 C 34.5 C 0.031 -0.1 
The Alameda &Naglee Ave/Taylor St* 5/2/06 46.0 D 42.7 D 44.3 D 0.043 1.0 
The Alameda & Race St* 5/2/06 31.4 C 32.8 C 43.6 D 0.125 15.3 
Almaden Ave & Virginia St 5/2/06 14.1 B 10.7 B 10.0 A 0.115 -0.7 
Alameden Ave & Willow St 5/2/06 15.1 B 11.8 B 12.1 B 0.115 0.3 
Lincoln Ave & Auzerais Ave 5/2/06 20.6 C 23.7 C 23.5 C 0.000 0.0 
Meridian Ave & Auzerais Ave 4/26/06 2.0 A 2.1 A 2.1 A 0.000 0.0 
Bird Ave & Coe Ave 5/2/06 20.2 C 20.2 C 21.9 C 0.031 3.3 
Bird Ave & Virginia St 5/2/06 15.5 B 16.1 B 17.8 B 0.057 16.4 
Lincoln Ave & San Carlos St 5/2/06 35.1 D 40.2 D 39.2 D 0.043 -0.8 
Meridian Ave & San Carlos St 4/26/06 36.0 D 42.3 D 42.2 D 0.028 0.0 
Sunol St & Park Avenue 4/26/06 10.4 B 10.5 B 10.2 B 0.058 0.2 
Race St & Park Ave 4/26/06 12.0 B 12.2 B 12.8 B 0.058 1.5 
Race St & San Carlos St 4/26/06 25.5 C 30.2 C 29.0 C 0.025 -10.1 
Vine St & Virginia St 5/2/06 6.6 A 13.2 B 13.2 B 0.001 0.0 
Vine St & Willow St 5/2/06 7.6 A 19.0 B 19.1 B 0.001 0.0 

* Denotes CMP intersection.  
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2006. 
 
Table III-2: Intersection Level of Service Summary Single-Event Scenario, 6-7 P.M. 

Existing Background 
Project 

Conditions 

Intersection 
Count 
Date 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

The Alameda & Hedding Street* 4/26/06 34.3 C 29.8 C 31.3 C 
The Alameda &Naglee Ave/Taylor St* 5/2/06 42.4 D 37.8 D 39.1 D 
The Alameda & Race St* 5/2/06 27.7 C 27.2 C 43.7 D 
Almaden Ave & Virginia St 5/2/06 14.4 B 10.9 B 10.9 B 
Alameden Ave & Willow St 5/2/06 15/0 B 12.0 B 14.1 B 
Lincoln Ave & Auzerais Ave 5/2/06 19.1 B 22.3 C 22.4 C 
Meridian Ave & Auzerais Ave 4/26/06 2.1 A 2.2 A 2.1 A 
Bird Ave & Coe Ave 5/2/06 19.6 B 19.6 B 22.6 C 
Bird Ave & Virginia St 5/2/06 16.5 B 17.3 B 18.5 B 
Lincoln Ave & San Carlos St 5/2/06 32.3 C 36.7 D 34.1 C 
Meridian Ave & San Carlos St 4/26/06 35.7 D 41.6 D 40.9 D 
Sunol St & Park Avenue 4/26/06 9.0 A 9.1 A 8.2 A 
Race St & Park Ave 4/26/06 10.7 B 10.8 B 12.4 B 
Race St & San Carlos St 4/26/06 25.4 C 30.3 C 27.4 C 
Vine St & Virginia St 5/2/06 6.1 A 17.0 B 17.5 B 
Vine St & Willow St 5/2/06 7.8 A 17.3 B 17.6 B 

* Denotes CMP intersection.  
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2006. 
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Table III-3: Intersection Level of Service Summary Simultaneous-Events Scenario 

Existing Background 
Project 

Conditions 

Intersection 
Count 
Date 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

Avg. 
Delay LOS 

The Alameda & Hedding Street* 4/2506 29.7 C 30.7 C 33.3 C 
The Alameda &Naglee Ave/Taylor St* 5/25/06 34.1 C 37.3 D 41.1 D 
The Alameda & Race St* 4/26/06 29.8 C 30.4 C 47.5 D 
Almaden Ave & Virginia St 4/27/06 14.5 B 11.5 B 12.2 B 
Alameden Ave & Willow St 4/27/06 14.8 B 12.3 B 15.0 B 
Lincoln Ave & Auzerais Ave 4/27/06 22.2 C 23.8 C 22.2 C 
Meridian Ave & Auzerais Ave 4/25/06 1.4 A 1.5 A 1.5 A 
Bird Ave & Coe Ave 4/27/06 19.6 B 19.6 B 22.8 C 
Bird Ave & Virginia St 4/27/06 15.2 B 15.1 B 17.5 B 
Lincoln Ave & San Carlos St 4/27/06 34.2 C 34.5 C 33.1 C 
Meridian Ave & San Carlos St 4/25/06 40.6 D 41.0 D 40.7 D 
Sunol St & Park Avenue 4/25/06 8.7 A 8.7 A 8.5 A 
Race St & Park Ave 4/25/06 10.8 B 10.8 B 12.4 B 
Race St & San Carlos St 4/27/06 28.6 C 29.1 C 27.0 C 
Vine St & Virginia St 4/27/06 11.1 B 10.0 B 10.1 B 
Vine St & Willow St 4/27/06 14.0 B 15.1 B 15.2 B 

* Denotes CMP intersection.  
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2006. 
 
 
6-7 p.m. were studied, as was the project scenario of simultaneous events at the HP Pavilion and at 
the stadium for 6-7 p.m. In order to establish the baseline conditions with an event at the Pavilion, 
new traffic counts were conducted at the 16 intersections from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. on April 25, 2006 and 
April 27, 2006, when the San Jose Sharks had a playoff game. New counts also were conducted for 
the same time period on a night without a Sharks game. Estimated traffic generated by the proposed 
stadium was added to the existing volumes in accordance with the procedure and trip distribution 
pattern shown in the Draft EIR. No significant impacts from the project were found at any 
intersection studied, under any scenario studied (see the accompanying tables). All intersections 
would operate at Level of Service D or better. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #2 
Daytime Games Parking 
Commentors questioned the adequacy of parking available downtown for day games.  
 
A typical major league baseball schedule would include 11 day home games on weekdays. The 
analysis of weekday game parking uses the same mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions as 
for a night game:  transit share of 4.5 percent, walk/bicycle share of 3.3 percent, and average vehicle 
occupancy of 2.3 people per vehicle. These are very conservative assumptions. Given the high cost of 
parking downtown on weekdays, it is highly likely that more patrons would walk, use transit, or 
carpool than assumed for the analysis. Nevertheless, using these assumptions, parking demand would 
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be 15,908 spaces. According to 2005 surveys undertaken by the San Jose Redevelopment Agency, 
there are about 12,834 vacant spaces in Downtown San Jose on a typical weekday; this is about 3,000 
spaces short of the projected demand. Thus, for day games, the City would encourage alternative 
transportation such as transit or carpooling, bicycling or walking. This has been done effectively for 
daytime events at the HP Pavilion in the past. Additionally, actual parking demand for weekday 
games may be less than projected since a portion of potential stadium  patrons would be downtown 
workers already parked and within walking distance of the stadium.  
 
Some comments have questioned the downtown parking situation in the future, suggesting that the 
current daytime vacancies would disappear. The answer to this question would involve unwarranted 
speculation about supply, demand, the economy, prices, and timing of development. New parking 
structures are planned for downtown, and new development also is planned per the Downtown 
Strategy 2000 Plan.  
 
MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #3 
Scenario Assumption  
Commentors were concerned with the traffic scenario assumptions provided in the Draft EIR. While 
the Draft EIR evaluates simultaneous events at the proposed stadium and HP Pavilion, many com-
mentors requested that the possibility of simultaneous events occurring at the stadium and other 
events in the Diridon and Downtown areas be considered as the worst case scenario for the traffic 
analysis. Also, many commentors expressed concern about daytime events at the stadium conflicting 
with afternoon commute traffic. 
 
A typical major league baseball team schedule consists of about 81 home games. Of these, 55 are on 
weekdays and 26 are on weekends. Of the 55 weekday home games, only 11 occur during the day. 
Day games typically start between noon and 1 p.m. and end between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. While a game 
ending at 4 p.m. would be getting close to the peak commute time, it still is early, and most day 
games end earlier than that. Since weekend traffic volumes in the downtown area are very low, and 
since weekday, day games would occur only 11 times per year and usually end before the commute 
period, the “typical” worst case condition would be a sold-out night game on a weekday. Vehicles 
would begin arriving to the stadium during the commute period. Also, when considering night games 
there is the potential for overlap with a sold out event at the HP Pavilion, particularly a Sharks game. 
Other potential game start times, such as 4 p.m. or 5 p.m., which perhaps could occur for a televised 
playoff game, would be so infrequent as to occur less than once per year on average and is therefore 
not a condition worthy of consideration for preliminary planning purposes.  
 
Also not considered were other events in the downtown area, such as the Grand Prix, Cinco de Mayo, 
the Opera, the Rep, the Convention Center, the Center for the Performing Arts, festivals, the Home 
and Garden Show, the Children’s Discovery Museum, the Tech Museum, the Civic Auditorium, 
Music in the Park, or activities associated with July 4th. These and other events represent discrete 
single events of limited duration that may or may not coincide with stadium events or Pavilion events. 
Their occurrence is not regular as in the case of the stadium schedule of night games and does not 
constitute a typical worst case scenario. The schedule of baseball games is set by Major League 
Baseball. To the extent possible, the City of San Jose would coordinate the baseball schedule with 
other special events in the City. 
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MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #4 
I-880  
Many commentors expressed a concern that the traffic analysis did not adequately consider the 
impacts to I-880 traffic due to the likelihood that fans from the East Bay would use this route to 
attend stadium events. Specifically, commentors noted that the likely team to occupy the stadium 
would be the Oakland A’s, which has a significant East Bay fan base. 
 
The distribution of stadium trips was estimated on the basis of fan surveys conducted and traffic 
counts collected during two San Jose Sharks games in November 2005. The surveys showed that up 
to 20 percent of the Sharks fans derive from Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, but the traffic 
counts showed very little apparent usage of I-880. The counts indicated almost all trips coming into 
downtown San Jose off I-280 and SR 87. This indicates that East Bay fans are tending to use I-680 to 
I-280. The busiest sections of I-280 were analyzed in the Draft EIR, and significant impacts were 
noted. Whether the Sharks fan-base is similar to the fan-base for a future major league baseball fran-
chise in this Downtown location is not known. However, it is reasonable to assume a similar distribu-
tion, because the Sharks are a San Jose professional sports team, drawing fans from all over the bay 
area, including the east bay. If and when the City decides to pursue a ballpark at the subject site and a 
potential team is identified, the City will consider whether the assumptions made in this EIR remain 
valid or whether supplemental analysis is needed. This supplemental analysis could include, but 
would not be limited to, a marketing assessment to show the geographic concentrations and limits of 
the fan base and a traffic assessment particular to that scenario. Depending on the outcome of this 
supplemental analysis, the City might need to amend or supplement this Stadium EIR with the new 
information in a new CEQA process to disclose that new information. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #5 
Neighborhood Traffic and Parking  
Many commentors have questioned the effect of stadium traffic and parking on streets west and south 
of the project site. Specifically, commentors note that the Draft EIR assumes the use of parking facili-
ties east of the site and beyond the ¾ mile radius assumed in the parking analysis. The commentors 
also question how traffic and parking could be prevented in the neighborhoods to the west and south, 
some of which are within the same ¾ mile radius. 
 
Based on surveys and traffic counts during a Sharks game, traffic was not shown to cut through 
neighborhoods but was predominantly found to flow from freeways to the arterials into the downtown 
area and its parking. Further studies of traffic in areas to the west, north and south have shown no sig-
nificant level of service impact due to Sharks games and have estimated no significant impact from 
the stadium. As described in Master Response #3, there would be a parking deficit of approximately 
3,000 spaces. The City will provide information through a variety of means now employed for Sharks 
games and other HP Pavilion events to patrons to encourage the use of available downtown parking 
and to discourage, with vigorous enforcement, unpermitted parking in the neighborhoods. The City 
will encourage alternate transportation such as transit or carpooling, bicycling or walking. This has 
been done effectively for events at HP Pavilion in the past. 
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The Draft EIR indicates that a traffic and parking management plan (TPMP) will be prepared which 
the City would use to control traffic and parking so as to optimize traffic and parking operations dur-
ing an event. The TPMP would channel patrons to parking facilities to the north and east of the site. 
This TPMP would include such measures as temporary road closures, additional signage, officer traf-
fic control, signal changes, detour routes, freeway exit identification, drop off and pickup locations, 
and bus and taxi designated drop-off and pick-up areas. These measures, actively employed, would 
discourage patron use of neighborhood facilities and encourage use of facilities targeted for use. 
These efforts would discourage cut-throughs, circling, and illegal parking. This would benefit patrons 
and neighborhood residents and businesses. The TPMP approach has been used successfully for 
Pavilion events and the Grand Prix. 
 
The City is prepared to enforce existing parking regulations and to implement permit parking or other 
parking impacts controls through coordination with neighborhood residents and businesses. The 
attached figure displays the neighborhoods that currently have permit parking and shows how these 
would need to increase to encompass the ¾-mile radius circle. The City does not have a record of 
widespread parking violations during Pavilion events. Residents of areas that currently have permit 
parking through the City may call for enforcement against violations. Residents who do not currently 
have permit parking instituted in their neighborhoods may work with the City to obtain this program. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING #6 
Freeway Traffic 6-7 P.M. 
Many commentors noted that freeway operation in the hour before a game (6-7 p.m.) was not ana-
lyzed in the Draft EIR. 
 
In response to comments about freeway operations in the one hour before a game, analysis was per-
formed on the study freeway segments for the 6-7 p.m. timeframe. Traffic volumes for the 6-7 p.m. 
time period were obtained from Caltrans for SR 87 and I-280. Since this time period typically is not 
studied, the existing levels of service were estimated by assuming the same speeds as for the peak 
hour. This is a conservative assumption, since the speeds are likely to be higher from 6-7 p.m., but no 
speed surveys are available. Adding the estimated stadium traffic to the existing counts shows that the 
same significant impacts would occur on the freeway segments as already identified in the Draft EIR, 
although conditions would be less congested than during the 5-6 p.m. scenario. The addition of this 
freeway traffic analysis for the 6-7 p.m. hour does not constitute “new information,” as defined in 
Master Response #1 previously, that would require the City to recirculate the Draft EIR, in that the 
same freeway segments are impacted but to a lesser degree than the impacts previously disclosed for 
5-6 p.m. 
 
 SR 87 southbound between Coleman Avenue and Julian Street 
 SR 87 southbound between Julian Street and I-280 
 I-280 eastbound between Bird Avenue and SR 87 
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Table III-4: Freeway Analysis Summary, 5-6 P.M. 
Existing + Project Trips Project Trips 

Mixed Flow Mixed Flow 

Freeway Location Dir Lanes Speed Volume Density LOS
Total 

Volume Volume 
% 

Capacity 
SR 87 Julian St to Coleman Ave NB 2 67 2,283 17.0 B 3 3 0.07 
  SB 2 18 3,697 102.7 F 497 497 11.30 
 I-280 to Julian St NB 2 67 2,477 18.5 C 597 597 13.57 
  SB 2   9 2,474 137.4 F 314 314 7.14 
 Alma Ave to I-280 NB 2 65 4,627 35.6 D 597 597 13.57 
  SB 2 16 2,983 93.2 F 3 3 0.07 
I-280 Meridian Ave to Bird Ave EB 4 26 8,573 82.4 F 1,193 1,193 12.97 
  WB 4 36 8,067 56.0 E 7 7 0.08 
 Bird Ave to SR 87 EB 4 23 8,092 88.0 F 1,102 1,102 11.98 
  WB 3 66 4,816 24.3 C 66 66 0.96 
 SR 87 to 10th St EB 3 67 4,245 21.1 C 625 625 9.06 
  WB 3 67 3,554 17.7 B 744 744 10.78 
 10th St to McLaughlin Ave. EB 4 45 8,645 48.0 E 5 5 0.05 
  WB 4 66 8,335 31.6 D 945 945 10.27 

Bold indicates a significant adverse impact. 
Source: Santa Clara VTA Congestion Management Program 2004 Monitoring and conformance Report. 
 
Table III-5: Freeway Analysis Summary, 6-7 P.M. 

Existing + Project Trips Project Trips 
Mixed Flow Mixed Flow 

Freeway Location Dir Lanes Speed Volume Density LOS
Total 

Volume Volume 
% 

Capacity 
SR 87 Julian St to Coleman Ave NB 2 67 2,074 15.3 B 22 22 0.50 
  SB 2 18 4,196 88.0 F 1,028 1,028 23.36 
 I-280 to Julian St NB 2 67 2,926 12.6 B 1,234 1,234 28.05 
  SB 2   9 2,787 118.8 F 649 649 14.75 
 Alma Ave to I-280 NB 2 65 4,861 27.9 D 1,234 1,234 28.05 
  SB 2 16 2,976 92.2 F 26 26 0.59 
I-280 Meridian Ave to Bird Ave EB 4 26 8,371 56.8 E 2,467 2,467 26.82 
  WB 4 36 6,743 46.5 E 53 53 0.58 
 Bird Ave to SR 87 EB 4 23 7,886 60.8 F 2,294 2,294 24.93 
  WB 3 66 4,079 19.9 C 136 136 1.97 
 SR 87 to 10th St EB 3 67 4,199 14.4 B 1,303 1,303 18.88 
  WB 3 67 3,877 11.6 B 1,545 1,545 22.39 
 10th St to McLaughlin Ave. EB 4 45 6,954 389.4 D 42 42 0.46 
  WB 4 66 8,087 23.2 C 1,953 1,953 21.23 

Bold indicates a significant adverse impact. 
Source: Santa Clara VTA Congestion Management Program 2004 Monitoring and conformance Report. 
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MASTER RESPONSE CULTURAL RESOURCES #1 
Stephen’s Meat Sign 

Commentors questioned the Draft EIR conclusion that the Stephen’s Meats Pig Sign, located at 510 
Montgomery Street, was not a significant historic resource and therefore no mitigation was required 
for its removal from the project site.  
 
The preservation and incorporation of the Stephen’s Meats Pig Sign within the stadium is not 
warranted as a mitigation measure because the Stephen’s Meats buildings are not eligible for listing in 
the San Jose Historic Resources Inventory as a Candidate City Landmark nor in the California 
Register. Experience with the California Office of Historic Preservation (by architectural historians 
working on this EIR) suggests that architectural elements of buildings are not separately eligible for 
listing, when the overall building is not eligible for listing.  
 
Since the buildings and architectural elements, such as the sign are not eligible for listing, their 
removal is a less than significant impact under CEQA. CEQA states that mitigation measures are not 
required for less than significant impacts (CCR Title 14(3) § 15126.4(a)(3)). Although the Stephen’s 
Meats Pig Sign is not a contributing element of a City Landmark or California Register property and 
therefore there is no legal requirement to require mitigation, based on community interest, its 
preservation and reuse should be considered by the City in the final development of the baseball 
stadium design.  
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES #1 
Parks 
Commentors noted that there is an existing shortfall of parklands in the project area and development 
of the Fire Training Site for the proposed project (rather than as a City park, as planned for in sev-
eral planning documents) would contribute to this overall shortfall.  
 
The proposed project is the development of a baseball stadium and associated parking garage, it does 
not include residential uses and as such would not aggravate any existing shortfall of parklands.  
 
The Criteria of Significance for Public Services and Facilities is included on page 295 of the Draft 
EIR. Implementation of the proposed project would have significant impacts on public services and 
facilities if it would result in the removal of a neighborhood park or open space area. As described on 
page 297, development of the proposed project would result in the elimination of the planned park 
site at the Fire Training Facility, contributing to a potential future shortfall in parkland area for the 
Midtown/Diridon area as new development occurs and increases demands for neighborhood parkland. 
To address the loss of the future park site at the Fire Training Facility, the City has identified several 
potential future alternative park sites in the vicinity of the project site that could be explored to 
address the recreational needs of the neighborhood. Should the City pursue development of the Fire 
Training Facility site in association with the stadium, and identify a preferred location(s) to pursue 
additional park facilities to offset the loss of the planned park at the Fire Training Center, additional 
environmental review would be conducted prior to, and to inform, the City decision to develop a park 
at that location(s). 
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MASTER RESPONSE ALTERATIVES #1 
Soccer Stadium 
Many commentors requested that a soccer stadium alternative be evaluated in the discussion of Pro-
ject Alternatives in the Draft EIR. Commentors noted the assumption that a soccer stadium would 
have reduced environmental impacts due to the nature and size of a soccer stadium and that a soccer 
stadium alternative was required to provide a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed pro-
ject. 
 
At the direction of the San Jose City Council/Redevelopment Agency Board, the San Jose Redevel-
opment Agency brought forward the proposal for a Major League Baseball stadium as defined in 
Chapter III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. The project objectives are listed on page 33 of the 
Draft EIR, and includes: an open-air stadium of 45,000 seats and associated facilities meeting major 
league standards for size and quality of improvements expected in modern stadiums.  
 
Alternatives to the proposed project are evaluated in Chapter VII, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. As 
described on page 319 of the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines require analysis of a range of reason-
able alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
project’s basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 
A soccer stadium was not considered as an alternative to the proposed project as it would not attain 
the project’s most basic objective, the development of a Major League Baseball stadium. Therefore, it 
was not the purpose of the EIR to address a soccer stadium, nor is there a legal requirement under 
CEQA to address a soccer stadium as one of the range of alternatives in that a soccer stadium would 
not achieve the project’s most basic objective. If and when a soccer stadium is proposed for the 
subject site, additional environmental review would be required, and could be substantially informed 
by the analysis, both in terms of site conditions and event operations impacts, completed for this 
baseball stadium EIR. 
 
As several commentors note, a Major League Soccer stadium could utilize a smaller stadium and 
would have fewer games than Major League Baseball. Average Major League Soccer attendance has 
been approximately 15,000 per game throughout the league’s 10-year history. Average attendance at 
San Jose Earthquakes home games in both 2004 and 2005 was approximately 13,000. The Los 
Angeles Galaxy, which draws the largest Major League Soccer crowds, has averaged over 21,000 
attendees per game throughout its history. Throughout the nation, several soccer specific stadiums 
have been constructed, and seat between 20,000-27,000 patrons. Major League Soccer has a 32-game 
season, with typically 16 home games per year. Similar to Major League Baseball, the Major League 
Soccer regular season is April to October. Environmental impacts associated with the number of peo-
ple (and vehicles) coming to the project site and frequency of events at the project site may be 
reduced under the development of a soccer stadium.  
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COMMENTOR A1 
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics  
Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Specialist 
March 28, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A1-1:  Page 82 of the Draft EIR states that, “Due to the proximity of the aircraft flight paths for the 
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport, development of the project site is subject to height 
restrictions pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77…any structure higher than approximately 
110 feet in height above grade, including the proposed stadium (165 feet), scoreboards (200 feet), and 
lights (235 feet) would exceed these elevation limit standards.”  
 
The Draft EIR also notes on page 82 that the appropriate FAA clearances would be obtained prior to 
project approval. The City of San Jose submitted a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration to 
the Federal Aviation Commission (FAA), as required, in July 2006. There are 13 points of the 
structure under FAA review as submitted by San Jose Redevelopment Agency (7 for the light towers, 
1 for the scoreboard, and 5 for the stadium roof-line). In September 2006, the FAA issued a 
preliminary "Determination of Presumed Hazard" for all 13 points. This indicates that FAA review is 
continuing through the circularization for public/airline comment. No final determinations have been 
issued to date.   
 
A1-2:  The Draft EIR is revised in Chapter V.A, Land Use, at the bottom of page 83, as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure LU-1: In addition to obtaining the required City permit, fireworks spon-
sors shall coordinate events in advance with airport staff, the air traffic control tower, and the 
FAA (if requested by the FAA) to ensure that the activity (timing, height, and materials) does 
not pose a hazard to the safe operation of the San Jose International Airport. (LTS) 
 

A1-3:  As discussed above, the Draft EIR notes on page 82 that the appropriate FAA clearances 
would be obtained prior to project approval. As noted by the commentor, temporary flight restrictions 
may also be required. The Draft EIR is revised in Chapter V.A, Land Use, at the end of the fourth 
paragraph, page 82, as follows: 
 

Although the baseball stadium and associated structures would exceed the FAA’s imaginary 
surface standards by as much as 125 feet, they would not present a hazard to the safe operation 
of the airport as the appropriate FAA clearances would be obtained prior to project approval. In 
addition, the FAA may require a temporary flight restriction (TFR) for certain events held at the 
stadium.  

 
A1-4:  The project site is located outside of the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) Referral Boundary (adopted December 14, 2005) for the San Jose International Airport. The 
ALUC does not have jurisdiction over the proposed project site; therefore a consistency determination 
from the ALUC is not required for the proposed project. The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was 
sent to the ALUC and no comments were received on the Draft EIR or Recirculated Draft EIR by the 
ALUC. As previously discussed, the City of San Jose will coordinate with the FAA as required.  
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COMMENTER A2 
Department of Transportation  
Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief  
April 5, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A2-1: The primary intersection affected by the potential conversion of Montgomery Street and 
Autumn Street to two-way operation would be the intersection of Autumn Street and W. Santa Clara 
Street. With the conversion, Autumn Street would be a primary through route. Montgomery Street 
would revert to a local street without any through traffic. The intersection of Autumn Street and W. 
Santa Clara Street is analyzed in the EIR (see Table V.C-10). The City of San Jose acknowledges that 
these streets together comprise a portion of SR 82 and that Caltrans would need to be involved in the 
process of conversion.  
 
A2-2: The City of San Jose recognizes that additional studies and coordination with Caltrans may be 
necessary to gain Caltrans’ support for the conversion of three blocks of Montgomery Street and 
Autumn Street to two-way operation. That being said, the EIR does include a cumulative scenario 
with a fairly long-range forecast, i.e., the buildout of the Strategy 2000 Downtown Plan. In this scen-
ario, the intersections affected by the proposed realignment were shown to operate at an acceptable 
level of service. Another analysis of the intersection operation can be gained by looking at the 2030 
forecasts prepared by VTA for the area as part of the BART planning effort (a BART station is 
planned adjacent to the Diridon Station). These forecasts show LOS D at the intersection of Autumn 
Street and W. Santa Clara Street (assuming two northbound left turn lanes. If subsequent studies of 
the conversion with Caltrans show additional problems or impacts not identified in the Draft EIR, 
then a subsequent EIR may be necessary. 
 
A2-3: The proposed entrance to the proposed parking structure on Autumn Street would not be sig-
nalized (and would not allow left turns out). Sufficient gaps in southbound traffic on Autumn Street 
(Bird Avenue) would be created by the signal at Park Avenue to allow left turns into the parking 
structure. 
 
A2-4: With the proposed stadium, the intersection of Montgomery/Park would no longer exist. The 
intersection of Montgomery/W. Santa Clara would be converted to a minor intersection, like the 
Alameda/Cahill intersection. 
 
A2-5: The following text changes have been made to page 95:    
 

Study Freeway Segments 

SR 87 northbound between Alma Avenue and I-280 
SR 87 southbound between Alma Avenue and I-280 
SR 87 northbound between I-280 and Julian Street 
SR 87 southbound between I-280 and Julian Street 
SR 87 northbound between Julian Street and Coleman Avenue  
SR 87 southbound between Julian Street and Coleman Avenue  
I-280 eastbound between Meridian Avenue and Bird Avenue 
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I-280 westbound between Meridian Avenue and Bird Avenue 
I-280 eastbound between Bird Avenue and SR 87 
I-280 eastbound westbound between Bird Avenue and SR 87 
I-280 eastbound between SR 87 and 10th Street 
I-280 westbound between SR 87 and 10th Street 
I-280 eastbound between 10th Street and McLaughlin Avenue 
I-280 westbound between 10th Street and McLaughlin Avenue 

 
The study freeway segments are correctly listed in Table V.C-11. 
 
A2-6: The following text change has been made to page 99:   
Source:  Based on Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual (2000), Washington, D.C.; and Traffic Level 
of Service Analysis Guidelines (June 2003), Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. 
 
A2-7: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation, and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
A2-8: The following text changes have been made to page 99:    

• Montgomery Street. Montgomery Street immediately adjacent to the project site is a two-
lane, one-way arterial street (southbound) that provides a connection from Santa Clara 
Street to Bird Avenue. (Portions of Montgomery Street in the project area are three lanes.) 

 
A2-9: Volumes projected to enter the parking structure, by hour, are shown in Table V.C-9. A sce-
nario of traffic leaving the parking structure was not included in the analysis because this would occur 
when ambient traffic levels are relatively low, and no traffic issues are anticipated. 
 
A2-10: The likelihood of a game ending during the evening commute is remote. Please see Master 
Response Transportation, Circulation, and Parking #3, Scenario Assumption. 
 
A2-11: For the cumulative scenario reported in Table VI-2, the project mitigation measures are 
assumed to have been implemented. 
 
A2-12: The EIR on page 311 describes that the City of San Jose is planning to fund and implement 
increased capacity at the 7th Street off-ramp from I-280. This would take some traffic away from the 
Santa Clara Street off-ramp. It is not known how much traffic would be diverted, however, and no 
other physical improvements are feasible. Therefore, the ramp impact has been identified as signifi-
cant and unavoidable. 
 
A2-13: Please see Response to Comment A2-2. 
 
A2-14: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation, and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
 
A2-15: Physical improvements to the maximum extent feasible already are planned at the intersection 
of Bird Avenue and San Carlos Avenue as part of the Strategy 2000. The Strategy 2000 EIR and the 
Stadium EIR both identify significant unavoidable impacts at this intersection. 
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A2-16: The three intersections that would be affected by the Autumn Street realignment occur at 
W. Santa Clara Street, W. San Fernando Street, and Park Avenue. These three intersections all are 
estimated to operate at LOS D or better with mitigation. Given these estimates, it can be concluded 
that a coordinated system could be devised to operate efficiently. The specifics of such a system need 
not be detailed at this time. 
 
A2-17: The intent of the recommended change at the I-280 southbound on-ramp from Bird Avenue 
would be to improve the level of service. Based on field observations, the southbound to eastbound 
left turn is a very heavy movement. In the cumulative scenario, this intersection was shown to operate 
at LOS D with 48.8 seconds average delay. With the dual left turn lanes, the LOS also would be D but 
with only 28.3 seconds of delay. The AM peak hour would operate at LOS C in either case. 
 
A2-18: The name of the intersection has been corrected in Appendix B.  
 
A2-19: One of the mitigation measures for the intersection of Autumn Street and Park Avenue would 
be to disallow left turns for some movements. This is discussed on page 70 in the Traffic Study. Dis-
allowing left turns at Autumn Street and Park Avenue in turn would slightly reduce some of the vol-
ume at Autumn Street and San Fernando Street. 
 
A2-20: The City of San Jose apologizes to Caltrans for omitting those intersection calculation sheets. 
The complete set of calculation sheets is on file with the City of San Jose Public Works Department. 
The Appendix will be supplemented to include these technical sheets. 
 
A2-21: The 95th percentile queue can be estimated by doubling the average queue, which is reported 
for each intersection. 
 
A2-22: A queuing deficiency, whether existing or estimated, is not an impact under CEQA. Prior to 
finalizing the design for this intersection, the City of San Jose, in coordination with Caltrans, will 
undertake a more detailed analysis of left turn storage requirements. 
 
A2-23: Page 72 of the Traffic Study describes the planned improvements at the intersection of Julian 
and the northbound SR 87 off-ramp. These improvements, which were identified in the Strategy 2000 
EIR, would maintain acceptable levels of service and queue lengths at the intersection. 
 
A2-24: Please see Response to Comment A2-12. 
 
A2-25: The 95th percentile queue length on southbound Bird Avenue under the mitigated project 
condition (5-6 p.m.) would be about 300 feet. The distance to the parking garage entrance would be 
about 325 feet, so the entrance would not be blocked. The queue length during the 6-7 p.m. time 
period would be shorter. 
 
A2-26: Based on field observations, the northbound through traffic queue on Bird Avenue at Auzerais 
is not the problem. It is the northbound to westbound left turn queue. Under existing conditions this 
queue extends beyond the I-280 northbound off-ramp. The signal timing has been set so that the left 
turn queue has been released and cleared before the I-280 off-ramp receives a green light. This condi-
tion would not change with the project. 
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A2-27: The intersection of Delmas and Park Avenues has been correctly analyzed as a five-legged 
intersection. However, the TRAFFIX software cannot display the output in a geometric fashion that 
matches the configuration. The volume for the off-ramp has been coded in as the south leg of the 
intersection. This allows the software to correctly calculate the levels of service. 
 
A2-28: The cumulative analysis assumes the project mitigation measures. One of those mitigation 
measures is the potential prohibition of left turns at the Montgomery (Autumn) Street and Park Ave-
nue intersection starting one hour before a game. 
 
A2-29: The descriptive statement by the commentor is noted but does not require further response.  
 
A2-30: Ramp metering typically operates during the commute hours only and affects outbound traf-
fic, i.e., on-ramps. Under typical conditions (weekday night games), stadium traffic will be inbound 
during the commute hour and therefore not subject to ramp metering. The occasional day game may 
extend into the commute hour, but this occurrence would be sufficiently infrequent to not warrant 
analysis. For more detail please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking # 6. 
 
A2-31: Ramp metering with HOV bypass may be a worthy project for Caltrans to pursue to help 
I-280 freeway operations. However, the stadium would not affect the need for ramp metering. 
 
A2-32: No model was used to complete the majority of the traffic analysis. The analysis was done 
using the near-term traffic study methodology, which is required by the City of San Jose and the 
VTA. The cumulative analysis was based on the Strategy 2000 EIR traffic analysis, which was com-
pleted using the City of San Jose TRANPLAN model. 
 
A2-33: Caltrans has not identified any freeway improvements to which this project could contribute, 
nor has the City of San Jose been able to identify any feasible freeway improvements. 
 
A2-34: Cultural resources are discussed in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of 
the Draft EIR. The following supplemental paragraph has been added on page 245, just after para-
graph four:   
 

Prehistoric and historic archaeological sites may extend into State Right-of-Way (R/W). 
Should ground disturbing activities within State R/W take place as part of this project and 
there is an inadvertent archaeological or burial discovery, the Caltrans Cultural Resource 
Study Office, District 4, shall be immediately contacted.4 A Caltrans staff archeologist evalu-
ates the finds within one business day of being contacted.  

 
The same language will be added to Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontological Resources Study and 
Evaluation. 
 
A2-35: The traffic study assumed a nominal transit percentage based on mode choice surveys at the 
HP Pavilion. This level of transit use would be achieved without any special measures as are suggest-
ed in this comment. Ultimately it may be desirable to encourage more transit usage, in which case 
these measures and others would be considered. 

                                                      
4 The Caltrans Cultural Resource Study Office can be contacted at (510) 286-5618 or (510) 286-5615. 
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A2-36:  A new version of Figure V.C-3 has been created to include a legend identifying the transit 
services.  
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COMMENTOR A3 
Department of Transportation  
Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief 
April 6, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A3-1: It is not obvious how increased density of housing in the area would lead to the need for wider 
sidewalks between the downtown core and the stadium area. This comment does not offer any expla-
nation of how or where the increased demand for sidewalks would occur. Regarding sidewalks link-
ing transit facilities to the stadium, the major transit facility near the stadium is the Diridon station. 
The station is immediately adjacent to the stadium, and the two would be linked by a plaza. The 
planned BART station also is immediately adjacent to the stadium and would be linked with a plaza. 
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COMMENTOR A4 
Department of California Highway Patrol, San Jose Area 
M.D. Marlatt, Commander 
March 10, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A4-1:  The Draft EIR notes that the 45,000 capacity stadium would generate an estimated 17,258 
vehicles driving to the facility. To put this number in perspective, this volume of cars is much less 
than the volume that enters the downtown area on any given workday. Impacts to the freeways serv-
ing the downtown are identified as significant and unavoidable.  
 
California Highway Patrol and other services go through budgeting processes during which priorities 
are established and service levels monitored, allowing for adjustments where needed. The California 
Highway Patrol will determine whether and when additional CHP personnel would need to be 
assigned to the San Jose Area. 



Letter
A5

1



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    40

COMMENTOR A5 
Department of Fish and Game, Central Coast Region 
Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager 
March 15, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A5-1:  The comment is noted. The City of San Jose will pay the environmental filing fee as required 
under Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(d) to the Santa Clara County Clerk on or before filing of 
the Notice of Determination for the proposed project. Because the comment does not directly relate to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR A6 
Public Utilities Commission 
Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer 
September 18, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A6-1:  Chapter V.G, Transportation, Circulation and Parking (page 93) of the Draft EIR considers the 
safety issues associated with the existing transportation network, including the rail corridor. The City 
of San Jose will consider safety issues associated with development adjacent to a rail corridor and in 
the vicinity of a light rail transit corridor if and when specific stadium design is considered. Because 
the comment does not directly relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is 
necessary. 
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B. LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 
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COMMENTOR B1 
Caltrain, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 
Marie Pang, Environmental Planner 
May 4, 2005 
 
 
 
 
B1-1: A specific stadium design has not yet been developed for the proposed project. Figure III-3 of 
the Draft EIR shows the conceptual stadium orientation and design; this figure is an abstract of the 
potential stadium design, and is not meant to be a concrete depiction. Page 43 of the Draft EIR states 
that two options are being considered for the existing substation, either reconfiguration or relocation; 
both options are discussed in detail, to the extent that they are known.  In addition, the schedule for 
implementation of the JPB-Caltrain’s Electrification San Jose Area Substation is unclear. The City of 
San Jose Redevelopment Agency and Caltrain should work together as these potential projects move 
forward.   
 
B1-2: A detailed Traffic and Parking Management Plan (TPMP) would be prepared in conjunction 
with the proposed project.  The TPMP is a City approved plan for effective transportation and parking 
management during special events, to promotes safe and efficient vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
circulation, minimizes congestion, maximizes transit use, maximizes use of existing parking facilities, 
and minimizes traffic and parking intrusion for adjacent neighborhoods. The TPMP will describe 
initial short-term traffic controls as well as the long term traffic management. Parking in the project 
vicinity will be studied as part of the TPMP, and the possible relocation of Diridon Station employee 
parking will be considered as part of that study. The relocation of approximately 45 parking spaces 
would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 
 
B1-3:  The Draft EIR assumes the same usage of the Diridon Train Station parking spaces as cur-
rently occurs with events at the HP Pavilion. Typically these spaces are available at night because 
very few Caltrain riders use them at that time. 
 
B1-4:  The Draft EIR analysis did not assume or rely upon increased Caltrain service. If the demand 
for Caltrain usage were in excess of what the current service can accommodate, it would be Caltrain’s 
decision whether or not to add trains. It is not clear how the station facilities would need to be modi-
fied to accommodate additional riders. If current facilities are inadequate in some way, the feasibility 
of modifications would enter into the decision of whether or not to add more service. 
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COMMENTOR B2a 
City of San Jose, San Jose Historic Landmarks Commission 
Michael Youmans, Chair 
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B2a-1:  The commentor requests that conflicts with City of San Jose General Plan historic resources 
policies be clarified in the EIR. Project consistency with Plans and Policies is discussed in Chapter 
IV, Consistency with Plans and Policies, as well as within each issue section, as appropriate. The 
Urban Conservation/Preservation Major Strategy is summarized on page 53 of the Draft EIR. The 
consistency discussion does note that the proposed baseball stadium would promote community iden-
tity and pride but would also unavoidably impact historic resources (see Chapter V.J, Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources, pages 243 to 246).  
 
Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resources (p. 238) also includes a brief description of San 
Jose 2020 General Plan policies.  
 
In light of this comment, the Draft EIR is hereby supplemented in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleon-
tological Resources, at the end of page 247 (following Mitigation Measure CULT-5b) as follows:  
 

d.  Policy Conflicts. The proposed project would be inconsistent with several San Jose Gen-
eral Plan Historic, Archeological and Cultural Resources policies regarding the historic build-
ings. As discussed in Impact CULT-1, implementation of the proposed project would likely 
result in the demolition or relocation of one historic building on the project site. As discussed in 
Impact CULT-2, the proposed project would also alter the character of the historic San Jose 
Diridon Station, a designated City Landmark. To the extent feasible, the stadium would be 
designed to be visually compatible with adjacent historic structures; however, due to the lack of 
design details for the proposed project, a positive policy determination in regard to that com-
patibility cannot be made at this time. 

 
B2a-2:  It is the commentor’s opinion that increased traffic and noise associated with the proposed 
project would cause residents to vacate the surrounding neighborhoods causing the neighborhoods to 
degrade. Neighborhood Character is an amalgamation of multiple aspects of a neighborhood, and dif-
ferent components of character are valued differently by different people. It could include issues 
required to be discussed under CEQA such as traffic, noise, land use, and visual resources, but could 
also include issues not appropriately evaluated under CEQA such as perceptions about crime, private 
real estate decisions by landowners, or speculation about property values. Neighborhood character 
was not a topic included as a separate topic for analysis in this EIR. The City believes all of the 
appropriate potential physical impacts have been addressed in other topical sections.  
 
B2a-3:  The Draft EIR is revised in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, on page 244 
as follows: 
 

Impact CULT-2: The structure at 65 Cahill Street, adjacent to the project area, is a City 
Landmark and listed in the National Register. (S) 
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The Southern Pacific Depot, the Diridon Train Station, will sustain indirect impacts due to the 
demolition of adjacent buildings. The proposed project will result in the alteration of the char-
acter of the depot’s setting and feeling. The following two four-part mitigation measure shall 
be implemented. 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2a: Prior to demolition or alteration of the proposed project 
area buildings HABS documentation of the exterior of the 1935 National Register South-
ern Pacific Depot and its setting shall be prepared. A brief historical overview of the 
depot and its relationship to the project area shall be prepared to accompany the photo-
graphic documentation. A brochure shall be prepared that presenting the history of the 
Depot, and made available for distribution to local libraries, museums, and schools.  
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2b: A historic preservation architect will be retained to mini-
mize project impacts to the Diridon Station. 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2c: The project will be referred back to the Historic Land-
marks Commission for review. 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2bd: Consultation with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
Board and the City shall be conducted to determine if these proposed mitigations are 
sufficient or if additional mitigations are necessary. (SU) 

 
LSA cannot recommend mitigation measures for 92-98 South Montgomery Street because it is not 
eligible for listing in the California Register. Since the building is not eligible for listing, impacts 
from project construction are a less than significant impact under CEQA. CEQA states that mitigation 
measures are not required for less than significant impacts (CCR Title 14(3) § 15126.4(a)(3)).  
 
Construction impact mitigations were included in Chapter V.C, Transportation, Circulation, and 
Parking, V.D, Air Quality, and V.E, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  
 
B2a-4:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat Sign. 
 
B2a-5:  After preparation of the Draft EIR, additional plans by Ralph Wyckoff for 145 South 
Montgomery Street, Sunlite Baking Company were uncovered. Plans included details of trusses, the 
marquise, window designs and plans for the interior. With these additional pieces, it appears that the 
building as a whole was designed by Ralph Wyckoff, and as such is eligible for listing in the National 
and California registers and is a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. The building also 
appears to qualify as a City of San Jose Candidate City Landmark. The structure embodies the 
distinctive characteristics of Art Moderne during the 1930s and the building and its addition were 
designed by an architect, Ralph Wyckoff, who is locally recognized as a distinguished architect. 
Potential impacts to the structure at 145 South Montgomery Street would be significant. Please refer 
to the Recirculation of the Draft EIR, Revised Cultural Resources Section, for additional information, 
conclusions and text revisions. 
 
B2a-6:  The EIR preparers conducted extensive research of all available information for Harold 
Hellwig’s Ironworks, 150 South Montgomery Street. Research included reviewing Charles 
McKenzie’s work and the work of numerous San Jose architects to identify the building’s architect.  
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No architect is listed on the original building permit and all other avenues of research were exhausted. 
Due to the 1951 western extension of the building and the removal of the eastern portion of the 
building in 1969, the lack of integrity precludes the building’s California Register eligibility, even if a 
conclusive identification of an architect were accomplished. The 1951 western extension altered the 
size of the original building, and this addition does not appear to have been built with the same mate-
rial. In 1969, almost half of the mass of the original building was removed and the building’s original 
shape was altered. These alterations have significantly affected the integrity of the original building.  
 
B2a-7:  The EIR preparers conducted extensive research of all available information for 92-98 South 
Montgomery Street. Research included reviewing Wolfe and McKenzie work and the work of 
numerous San Jose architects to identify the building’s architect.  
 
No original building permit for the building was found and all avenues of research were exhausted. 
Research results discussed on page 30 of Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontological Resources Study, 
and summarized in the Draft EIR on page 242, indicate that the building is not eligible for listing in 
the California Register.  
 
B2a-8:  Exhaustive research was conducted to evaluate the proposed baseball stadium project area. 
Beyond those properties discussed in the Draft EIR and in these responses, no other specific proper-
ties have been suggested as potential resources. The EIR authors do not believe that additional 
research would produce productive results.  
 
B2a-9:  The City of San Jose agrees with this comment and believes that the Draft EIR, along with 
the responses to comments provided in this First Amendment, achieves these objectives. 
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COMMENTOR B2b 
City of San Jose, San Jose Historic Landmarks Commission 
Ed Janke, AIA, Chair 
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B2b-1:  The commission concurs that it appears that the Sunlite Baking Company building (145 
South Montgomery Street) as a whole was designed by Ralph Wyckoff, and as such is eligible for 
listing in the National and California registers and is a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. 
Please see Response to Comment B2a-5. 
 
B2b-2:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat 
Sign. Please see Response to Comments B2a-6 regarding the Hellwig’s Ironworks building and B2a-7 
regarding the Mission Revival apartment building. 
 
B2b-3:  Please see Response to Comments B2a-1, B2a-2 and B2a-3.
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COMMENTOR B3 
City of San Jose, Parks and Recreation Commission  
Helen Chapman, Chair 
April 5, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B3-1: Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. It should also be noted 
that the conceptual stadium plans show entry plazas which would provide public open space.  
 
B3-2:   Please see Response to Comment B3-1.  
 
B3-3:  The commentor notes that impacts to future trail users were not analyzed. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a) Environmental Setting, states “an EIR must include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of prepara-
tion is published... This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical condi-
tions by which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  It is not required by 
CEQA, nor is it possible at this time in the trail’s development to predict, potential impacts to future 
trail users. See also Response to Comment B3-5, below. 
 
B3-4:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
B3-5:  The proposed stadium would not be adjacent to the Lost Gatos Creek trail. As shown in Figure 
III-3, realigned Autumn Street would separate the proposed stadium from the Los Gatos Creek trail 
north of Park Avenue. As shown in Table V.C-13, Sidewalk Pedestrian Flows, on page 133 of the 
Draft EIR, similar to existing condition, 5½-foot-wide sidewalks would be provided on both sides of 
Autumn Street diverting pedestrian traffic before the Los Gatos Creek trail.  
 
South of Park Avenue, pedestrian traffic would be directed north to the stadium, away from the Los 
Gatos Creek trail. 
 
B3-6:   Please see Consistency with Plans and Policies Master Response #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back. 
 
B3-7:   As discussed in Response to Comment B3-3, the project setting at the time the notice of 
preparation is published normally constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead 
Agency determines whether an impact is significant. As described in Section V.A, Land Use, the 
existing uses on the project site are a mix of commercial, light industrial, transportation, utility and 
office uses. Future residential uses that may contribute to (as well as utilize) park facilities are not 
required to be analyzed under CEQA as they might be affected by the proposed project. The cumula-
tive impact analysis provided in Chapter VI addresses the joint impacts of the proposed project and 
several other large-scale development projects.    
 
B3-8: The EIR analyzed the parking requirements when there would be a simultaneous sold-out event 
at the HP Pavilion. This is the most likely simultaneous event scenario. Regarding daytime parking 
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for the stadium, please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime 
Games Parking. 
 
B3-9: Potential impacts to Bird Avenue as utilized as a safe route to school are discussed on page 136 
of the Draft EIR. While the proposed project would add some traffic to Bird Avenue during school 
hours for events that occur during the day, the proposed project would also include improvements to 
Bird Avenue that would benefit pedestrian safety along that route. 
 
B3-10:  This comment does not offer a definition of “the pedestrian experience” nor does it suggest 
how traffic volume might affect that experience. In the single-event scenario, the stadium would add 
the same amount of traffic to The Alameda that currently is added for HP Pavilion events. In the 
simultaneous events scenario, the stadium would add about 400 trips to The Alameda in the one-hour 
preceding a game. In all cases the intersections along The Alameda would operate at LOS D or better, 
which is within City of San Jose standards. 
 
B3-11:  The Center for the Performing Arts is located east of the project site on the east side of 
SR 87. Based on noise measurements and calculations undertaken for this EIR, existing noise from 
SR 87 would have a higher Ldn than noise from baseball games or concert events at the proposed sta-
dium. Typical freeway noise would be approximately 70 dBA while noise from the stadium at that 
distance would be less than 50 dBA. Noise from existing sources such as vehicle noise from SR 87 
were taken into consideration in the design of the Center for the Performing Arts. Therefore, the noise 
from the proposed project would not impact the Center for the Performing Arts. 
 
B3-12:  Arena Green and Discovery Meadow park sites are located outside the 60 dBA Leq noise 
contours. Impacts to these sites from traffic noise from SR 87 would be greater than any noise reach-
ing the park site from the proposed stadium. 
 
B3-13:  Cahill Park, being developed as part of the new Cahill housing development is illustrated in 
white on Figure V.E-2. The park is located west of the project site, west of the train tracks, and west 
of a proposed residential structure. Cahill Park is located outside of the 60 dBA noise contour lines. 
Noise impacts to Cahill Park would be less than significant. 
 
Visual and Aesthetic Resources are discussed beginning on page 249 of the Draft EIR. Less than sig-
nificant impacts on Visual and Aesthetic Resources include: effects on scenic vistas or disruption of 
existing views; degrade existing visual character; damage scenic resources; conflict with policies and 
regulations; and, detract from the integrity of a neighborhood. Two significant impacts on Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources were identified, the proposed project would alter the visual character of the his-
toric Diridon Station and the removal of ordinance sized trees would substantially damage scenic 
resources. It is not expected that the proposed stadium would have any significant effect on Cahill 
Park. 
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COMMENTOR B4 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
Carolyn M. Gonot, Chief Development Officer 
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B4-1:  The BART project is sufficiently far in the future that it was judged inappropriate to include as 
a background transportation assumption. If BART were to be included in the analysis, the auto traffic 
to and from the stadium would be less, and the impacts would be reduced. 
 
B4-2:  On page 126 and 127 the Draft EIR describes the BART project and the two current station 
alternatives. The EIR describes that the stadium site would preclude one of the station location 
options but that the other option would remain viable. In all other ways the stadium would be com-
patible with the BART station design and usage. The stadium would not create parking demand at the 
peak times for BART, and in fact the planned BART parking structure might profitably be used for 
stadium parking after hours. 
 
B4-3:  On page 127 the Draft EIR notes that with BART the transit mode share would increase from 
4.5 percent to 15 percent. Thus, the estimate is that BART would carry 10.5 percent of the stadium 
patrons. This equates to ridership of about 4,600 persons. If this same percentage were to use BART 
for the HP Pavilion under the simultaneous events scenario, the total BART ridership would be about 
6,400 for event patrons. 
 
B4-4:  It is not anticipated that stadium usage would overlap with BART commuter traffic. Please see 
Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assumptions. 
 
B4-5:  Since the HOV lanes are not completed and their potential usage is not known, the Draft EIR 
conservatively omits them from the analysis. If the HOV lanes were to be included, the freeway 
impacts would be less than depicted in the Draft EIR. 
 
B4-6:  The traffic impact analysis for the Draft EIR used the Downtown Strategy 2000 Plan traffic 
analysis to represent background cumulative conditions. This means that the Draft EIR traffic analy-
sis added the increased traffic attributable to the proposed stadium to the cumulative traffic scenario 
from the Downtown Strategy 2000 Plan EIR. The land use assumptions associated with the Down-
town Strategy 2000 Plan are correctly represented in the ABAG 2030 land use projections and the 
SVRTC patronage forecasts. Therefore, the traffic analysis described in the Draft EIR is as consistent 
as possible with the SVRTC travel demand forecasts. Note that the Draft EIR added the stadium traf-
fic on top of the ABAG 2030 land use projections. Therefore, the cumulative analysis in the Stadium 
Draft EIR represents more development and more traffic than the SVRTC forecasts. 
 
B4-7:  The EIR is based on existing bus and shuttle services. The survey of patrons at the HP Pavilion 
found little usage of VTA bus service. Therefore, the stadium analysis assumed little bus usage. If bus 
usage were to turn out to be higher, the system has substantial capacity. The EIR suggests that 
increased shuttle service might be desirable to serve some of the more remote parking lots. However, 
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the decision to run increased shuttle service would be made at some later date in consultation with 
VTA. 
 
B4-8:  Alternatives are discussed in Chapter VII of the Draft EIR and include an Existing Plan alter-
native. The Existing Plan alternative would involve the development of the site in accordance with 
the development outlined in the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan, the Midtown Specific 
Plan and the Burbank/Del Monte Neighborhood Improvement Plan. The project site north of Park 
Avenue would be developed with transit oriented mixed use development. As described, beginning on 
page 322, the Existing Plan alternative would include up to 725 dwelling units, 700,000 square feet of 
office, 200,000 square feet of retail, and 300 hotel rooms.  
 
B4-9:  Every effort will be made to coordinate with PG&E and the VTA to minimize potential 
disruptions in electrical service. If disruptions are necessary, they will be scheduled during non-
operating hours to the extent feasible. 
 
B4-10:  The comment is noted. The VTA is encouraging the City of San Jose to enhance the pedes-
trian environment. No further response is necessary. 
 
B4-11:  The comment is noted. The VTA is encouraging the City of San Jose to provide TDM meas-
ures for stadium employees and patrons. These would not reduce the freeway impacts to less than 
significant, however. The freeway impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
B4-12:  A Traffic and Parking Management Plan (TPMP) ultimately would need to be developed for 
the stadium, if it were built. A TPMP is in place for the HP Pavilion, and it is updated periodically as 
needed. The TPMP addresses the issue of signage, including changeable message signs, to manage 
traffic before and after an event. The TPMP for the HP Pavilion has been successful in avoiding the 
congestion that otherwise would occur when people unfamiliar with Downtown San Jose come to an 
event. 
 
B4-13:  In response to this comment, an updated transit map has been prepared (based on the transit 
map currently provided on the VTA website). This comment does not make clear how the EIR should 
consider the DASH and Sharks shuttle ridership. The analysis in the EIR used the same ridership 
assumptions for VTA services as are occurring for Sharks games. 
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COMMENTOR B5 
Santa Clara Valley Water District  
Colleen Haggerty, Associate Civil Engineer, Community Projects Review 
May 2, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B5-1:  The comment is noted. The City of San Jose will obtain a Santa Clara Valley Water District 
permit for construction within the District right-of-way, per District Ordinance 83-2. Because the 
comment does not relate directly to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
B5-2:  Technical Appendix F of the Draft EIR includes the complete tree survey, which consists of a 
table of all trees surveyed on and adjacent to the project site, common name, species name, size, 
determination of ordinance-sized tree or not, condition, and project impact (remove or retain), as well 
as a tree map. The tree map indicates the location of each tree by number and is at a finer scale than 
the Figure V.F-1.  
 
Figure V.F-1 has been revised to more accurately reflect the 45 ordinance-sized trees to be removed 
as part of the proposed project.  
 
B5-3:  As shown in the Appendix F Tree Map, none of the trees surveyed are located directly adja-
cent to Los Gatos Creek and none of the trees surveyed are within the creek bank.  
 
As described on page 186 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes an average 50-foot setback 
from the top of bank of Los Gatos Creek for any roadways or structures. Riparian-appropriate 
landscaping would be planted in the area. A portion of Reach 5 of the Los Gatos Creek trail would be 
located within the stadium project area. The trail project is independent of the stadium project, but 
would utilize the riparian setback areas resulting from the removal of the commercial buildings and 
parking lots east of S. Autumn Street and from the development of the Fire Training Facility site. 
 
As noted in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 187 of the Draft EIR, as a City proposed project, the 
City would commit to meeting the tree replacement ratio, but given the footprint of redevelopment on 
the site, replacement trees may be planted beyond the project site in the project area. As of February 
27, 2007, the District will no longer require a permit for activities within 50 feet of streams. The City 
would apply for a permit from the Santa Clara Valley Water District for any work affecting District 
property. This would include any riparian planting. The City agrees that trees planted within the 
riparian corridor should be native trees grown from Los Gatos Creek watershed stock; the following 
text has been added to page 187 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Impact BIO-1: Construction of the proposed project would result in the removal of 45 
ordinance-size trees. (S) 
 
All of the 45 ordinance-sized trees in the project area are listed for removal.  
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FIGURE V.F-1
(Revised)

Baseball Stadium in the Diridon/Arena Area
Ordinance Size Trees

 on the Project Site

SOURCE:  GLOBEXPLORER; LSA ASSOCIATES, INC., 2005.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Loss of ordinance size trees will be mitigated by 
implementation of landscaping plans approved by the City of San Jose, in 
conformance with the City of San Jose Landscape and Irrigation Guidelines and City 
of San Jose Planning Department specifications. For private projects, the City of San 
Jose requires tree replacement for those trees greater than 18 inches in diameter with 
24-inch box trees at a ratio of 4:1 (trees planted to trees removed). Trees planted 
within the riparian corridor shall be native trees grown from Los Gatos Creek 
watershed stock. As a City proposed project, the City would commit to meeting the 
tree replacement ratio, but given the footprint of redevelopment on the site, 
replacement trees may be planted beyond the project site in the project area. (LTS) 

 
B5-4:  Please see Response to Comment B5-3. 
 
B5-5:  Please see Response to Comment B5-3. 
 
B5-6:  The commentor indicates that, based on District and ABAG information, that the site could be 
affected by floodwater inundation if dams at Lexington Reservoir, Anderson Reservoir, and Lake 
Elsman. Based on review of inundation mapping recently acquired from the State of California, 
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, it appears that these are the dams that could be reasonable 
expected to impact the project site. The text of the Draft EIR is revised on page 202 as follows: 
 

The project site could be impacted if one or more of the several dams in the vicinity were to fail 
catastrophically. Catastrophic structural dam failure can be caused by an earthquake or over-
flow. The dams include Lexington (renamed James H. Lenihan Dam at Lexington Reservoir in 
1996), and Leroy Anderson, and Cherry Flat Dam in Alum Rock Park.5 Each of these dams is 
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of 
Dams (DWR). Existing dams under DWR’s jurisdiction are periodically inspected to assure 
that they are adequately maintained and to direct the owner to correct any identified deficien-
cies. Regular inspections and required maintenance of the dams substantially reduces the 
potential for catastrophic failure. Dam failure inundation hazard maps for this area can be 
viewed at the Association of Bay Area Governments website. 

 
B5-7:  The acreage associated with the paved trail was not included in the pervious area calculation. 
Therefore, at a planning level of design, the Draft EIR accurately reflects the proposed post-project 
conditions. 
 
B5-8:  The Draft EIR water quality discussion distinguishes between typical urban pollutants mainly 
generated by automobile use and industrial activity (that would tend to result in releases of petroleum 
hydrocarbons and metals) and agriculture-related pollutants (nutrients and pesticides) that may be 
included in runoff from the project’s playing field. The preparers of the Draft EIR do not agree that 
the document is inconsistent in this discussion.  
 
B5-9:  The comment summarizes the current regulatory requirements for proper management of 
abandoned wells. Compliance with these regulations would be required without additional Draft EIR-

                                                      
5 Association of Bay Area Governments, website http://www.abag.ca.gov. 
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required mitigation. However, to clarify the requirements, the following text has been added to the 
bottom of page 203 of the Draft EIR. 
 

In addition, projects disturbing more than one acre of land during construction are required to 
file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the RWQCB to be covered under the State NPDES General 
Construction Permit for discharges of storm water associated with construction activity. A 
developer must propose control measures that are consistent with the State General Permit. A 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed and implemented for 
each site covered by the general permit. A SWPPP should include Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality during the construction 
of the project. 
 
According to records maintained by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District), up to 
abandoned two wells and up to nine “other” wells are located at the project site. Installation, 
maintenance, and destruction of wells are regulated by the Department of Water Resources 
California Well Standards (Bulletin 74-90). The main purpose of these regulations is the pro-
tection of groundwater quality. Under existing regulations, any wells not in use (or where the 
owner has not demonstrated an intention to use the well) must be properly destroyed. A permit 
from the District is required for well destruction. If the wells are to be maintained, the owner 
must demonstrate this intention by ensuring that the well cover is secured, sealed, identified as 
a well, and the area around the well be kept clear of wastes that could impact groundwater 
quality. 

 
B5-10:  The commentor notes that three former fuel leak sites are located within the proposed devel-
opment area and that at least six additional fuel leak sites are located within a radius of approximately 
900 feet. The commentor requests an evaluation for the effects of fuel leak sites on the project. As 
summarized in section b(3) of the Draft EIR, Phase I environmental site assessments for the proposed 
development area did not identify any reported hazardous materials releases, including fuel leak sites, 
with the potential to affect future development. In order to address the potential for previously unre-
ported on- or off-site releases of hazardous materials, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a includes the col-
lection and analysis of groundwater samples throughout the proposed development area. Sampling 
reports and any further required actions will be reviewed and approved by the City ESD Environ-
mental Compliance Officer and/or regulatory oversight agencies. 
 
B5-11:   The proposed building footprint north of Park Avenue (in the vicinity of realigned S. 
Autumn Street) would be set back at least 120 feet from the top of bank. This setback north Park 
Avenue is reflected in the Project Shadow Pattern figures (Draft EIR Figures V.L-1a -1c, 2a-2c, 
3a-3c, and 4a-4c).  
 
A 120-foot setback was not assumed south of Park Avenue. The building footprints south of Park 
Avenue would be set back an average of 50 feet from the top of bank. However, a minimal 10-foot 
building setback south of Park Avenue is reflected in the Project Shadow Pattern figures (as a way of 
ensuring that impacts are not under-estimated).  
 
As noted on page 261 of the Draft EIR, the Project Boundaries shown on the Project Shadow Pattern 
figures are the boundaries of the building footprints.  
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B5-12:  As noted in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan has been developed for 
the proposed stadium. Specific stadium design (or associated landscaping) is not being considered at 
this time. If/when stadium design moves forward, low-water use landscaping, water efficient irriga-
tion systems, and recycled water for landscaping would be considered. As noted in Section V.M, 
Utilities, the City of San Jose has water conservation and water recycling programs, including a land-
scape ordinance for non-residential new construction. Any landscaping proposed with a new baseball 
stadium would need to be consistent with this and other City ordinances. 
 
As described on page 286 of the Draft EIR, at the time that a specific project design is finalized, 
water-conserving technologies and design features would be incorporated into the project; these ele-
ments would include both indoor and outdoor features. 
 
B5-13:  Recycled water is discussed beginning on page 279 of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 286 
of the Draft EIR, the City of San Jose would coordinate with South Bay Water Recycling to extend 
recycled water line to the project site.  
 
B5-14:  The comment is noted. As noted on page 187 of the Draft EIR, the City would apply for a 
permit from the Santa Clara Valley Water District for any work within 50 feet of Los Gatos Creek top 
of bank. The City would obtain the appropriate permits prior to upgrading any existing outfalls into 
Los Gatos Creek.  
 
B5-15:  Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 on page 288 of the Draft EIR notes two options for the City to 
address reduction in water pressure for surrounding land uses. The commentor preference for the 
installation of a new well to mitigate this impact is noted, no further response is required. 
 
B5-16: The comment is noted. The Santa Clara Valley Water District will be provided with a copy of 
any future CEQA documentation related to substation modification or relocation activities. Because 
the comment does not relate directly to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
B5-17:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. The Santa Clara Valley 
Water District will be provided with a copy of any future CEQA documentation related to any future 
potential park facilities located adjacent to Los Gatos Creek or the Guadalupe River. 
 
B5-18:  The comment is noted. As of February 27, 2007, the District will no longer require a permit 
for activities within 50 feet of streams. The City would apply for a permit from the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District for any work affecting District property. The District will be contacted should there be 
any proposals for encroachment into the District’s right-of-way or within District property for the 
proposed project. The City will submit a formal request to the District’s Community Projects Review 
Unit should the City propose to use District right-of-way and/or relocate District easements to 
accommodate the proposed project.  
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COMMENTOR C1 
HP Pavilion at San Jose, San Jose Arena Management  
Jim Goddard, Executive Vice President and General Manager  
April 21, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C1-1:  The Stadium Traffic Study, which is part of the EIR, includes a complete analysis of simultan-
eous sold-out events. While there may be, on average, 19 days when simultaneous events would be 
likely to occur, few of those would be sold out. Regarding use of the stadium for events other than 
baseball games, the EIR states that such events might occur 15-20 days per year. It is not known how 
many of these events might overlap with a large event at the HP Pavilion. 
 
C1-2:  This comment suggests a misunderstanding of how the simultaneous events scenario was 
analyzed. With an event at the HP Pavilion, the analysis was based on actual traffic counts conducted 
on the night of a San Jose Sharks game. Thus, the counts reflect HP Pavilion traffic on Autumn 
Street. Under the simultaneous events scenario, it was assumed that the HP Pavilion patrons would 
continue to use the same routes and park in the same places that they do now. That means that park-
ing lots closest to the Pavilion would not be available for stadium patrons. Since no parking for sta-
dium patrons would be available along Autumn Street, other than at the proposed new 1,200-space 
structure and assuming that information to that effect could be disseminated to most stadium patrons, 
those patrons would not drive on Autumn Street. They would use other streets to access parking lots 
and garages farther away that are projected to have available spaces. To reinforce this circulation 
pattern, and to avoid motorists driving around looking for parking lots, a Traffic and Parking Manage-
ment Plan (TPMP) would be developed for the stadium. The TPMP would include a comprehensive 
signage program to direct motorists to available parking. 
 
C1-3:  As described in more detail in Response to Comment C1-2, the analysis of the intersections 
along Autumn Street has been undertaken in a technically-sound and realistic manner.  
 
C1-4:  The parking analysis in the EIR is based on the assumption that HP Pavilion parking spaces 
will be reserved for Pavilion staff and customers, as specified in the agreement between the Pavilion 
and the City of San Jose. The burden would be on the City of San Jose to establish a mechanism to 
ensure that such a condition would occur. The EIR provides two examples of steps that could be 
taken: 1) Pavilion staff and customers would be given parking passes along with their tickets, and 
presentation of those passes would be required to access the nearby parking facilities, or 2) parking 
patrons would be required to show a ticket to the Pavilion or staff pass in order to be admitted to the 
reserved parking lots and garages. These are two examples; other mechanisms could be devised to 
achieve the same goal. 
 
C1-5:  With the extension of Autumn Street to Coleman Avenue, the City of San Jose no longer 
would permit the street to be closed alongside the HP Pavilion. The traffic study accounts for this 
assumed operational change by making the necessary changes to the simultaneous events traffic 
model inputs. The level of service calculations at the intersection of Autumn Street and W. Santa 
Clara Street show that this intersection would function adequately in the simultaneous events sce-
nario. 
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C1-6:  The simultaneous events scenario is not considered a regularly occurring worst-case scenario 
for the purposes of CEQA. Therefore, CEQA impacts and mitigation are not shown in the EIR. How-
ever, as described in this comment, the traffic study includes a complete analysis of the simultaneous 
events scenario and describes recommended improvements that would maintain acceptable traffic 
conditions. The City of San Jose is committed to implementing these improvements if the stadium is 
built. 
 
C1-7:  Please see Responses to Comments C1-2, C1-3 and C1-4.  
 
C1-8:  Appendix D of the Draft EIR, which includes the level of service calculation sheets, provides 
the detailed analysis requested in this comment. Appendix D is on file with the City of San Jose Pub-
lic Works Department and available for public review. 
 
C1-9:  The parking capacity numbers shown in Table V.C-6 were supplied by the San Jose Redevel-
opment Agency, which maintains a list of capacities for all downtown lots and garages. According to 
the Redevelopment Agency, the numbers in the HP Pavilion TPMP are incorrect (or out of date) for 
some facilities. With regard to the facilities at 10 Almaden and 160 W. Santa Clara, the stadium 
parking analysis assumes that all facilities would be made available for public parking. Whether or 
not to open private garages to the public is a business decision made by the owners. If there is 
demand for their use, presumably owners would open their facilities. These two garages both were 
open to the public for the San Jose Grand Prix.  
 
C1-10:  The assumption that stadium patrons would be able to drive to downtown San Jose and find 
parking is a reasonable worst-case assumption. If patrons are not willing to walk ¾ mile or beyond ¾ 
mile, there are three possible outcomes: the games will not sell out, more people will carpool, or more 
people will use alternative modes (walking or transit). If any of these outcomes occur, the impacts of 
the project will be less than shown in the Draft EIR. 
 
C1-11:  It is not reasonable to assume that parking facility operators, if offered the opportunity to sell 
parking spaces, would settle for anything less than 100 percent occupancy. In fact, some operators 
might find it profitable to implement valet parking, in which case they could stack parking and 
achieve up to a 25 percent increase in their capacity. 
 
C1-12:  Please see Response to Comment C1-4.  
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COMMENTOR C2 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
Bob Donovan, Land Planner 
April 5, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C2-1:  The commentor’s suggestion regarding a complete description of the work that would be done 
involving the PG&E substation modifications/relocation is noted. At this time, it is not known if the 
existing substation would be either modified or relocated to accommodate the proposed project. The 
potential environmental impacts associated with relocation, construction and operation of the existing 
substation are described throughout the Draft EIR to the extent that they can be forecast at this time.  
 
C2-2:  A specific stadium design has not yet been developed for the proposed project. Figure III-3 of 
the Draft EIR shows the conceptual stadium orientation and design; this figure is an abstract of the 
potential stadium design, and is not meant to be a concrete depiction. Page 43 of the Draft EIR states 
that two options are being considered for the existing substation, either reconfiguration or relocation; 
both options are discussed in detail, to the extent that they are known. 
 
C2-3:  The comment summarizes information provided on page 284 of the Draft EIR regarding 
CPUC regulations. The commentor’s concern that future CEQA documentation and CPUC permitting 
that may be required for substation modification or relocation could delay the proposed project is 
noted. Project delays due to required subsequent environmental review or permitting procedures are 
not considered project impacts, and no changes to Impact UTIL-3 would be appropriate. No further 
response is necessary.  
 
C2-4:  The Draft EIR is revised in Chapter III, Project Description, third and fourth paragraphs, page 
43, as follows: 

 
a. Reconfiguration. Reconfiguration would largely involve minor substantial above 
ground changes to the existing substation. However, i In order to keep the substation opera-
tional during construction, reconfiguration would take place in phases and a new bank of 
electrical switchgear to accommodate future electrical demand would also be required. With 
this addition, there would be a total of four five electrical banks (three standard transformers 
and two smaller transformers) resulting in a slightly larger substation footprint. The addi-
tional size has not yet been determined and it is possible that the fourth electrical bank may fit 
within the existing enclosure additional land to the north and east of the existing substation 
would be needed to accommodate the reconfiguration. Additions to the existing substation 
would be appropriately screened. 
 
b. Relocation. If necessitated by stadium site design, the PG&E substation would be relo-
cated on the project site south of the proposed parking garage. Under this option, the substa-
tion would also be comprised of four five electrical banks (three standard transformers and 
two smaller transformers) and would permit a more efficient configuration of equipment. The 
relocated substation would be enclosed in an area approximately 250 feet by 340 feet. Most 
of the equipment would be less than 20 feet in height except as required for the necessary 
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clearances for a safe design. The relocated substation would be partially screened to limit its 
visibility on the site. The existing substation site would be cleared of all equipment and mate-
rials. 
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COMMENTOR C3 
Preservation Action Council of San Jose  
Megan Bellue, Executive Director 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C3-1:  The general introductory comment is noted, but does not raise specific questions. Please see 
the responses that follow.  
 
C3-2:  The EIR provides a detailed evaluation of all buildings over 50 years old within the proposed 
project area to determine their eligibility for listing on the California Register, as required by CEQA 
and the City of San Jose. Evaluations were based on extensive research conducted at the History Park 
Research Library in San Jose, the San Jose Library and the California Room, Special Collections, and 
Sourisseau Academy within the library, Santa Clara County Recorder, the City of San Jose’s online 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement website, and the City of San Jose Development Services 
Department at City Hall, as stated on page 10 of Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
Study and Evaluation and in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
 
Mitigation measures are provided and detailed in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resourc-
es, of the Draft EIR. Impacts to the National Register listed Diridon Station are discussed on page 
244, Impact CULT-2 of the Draft EIR.  
 
The effects of the proposed project appear to have a cumulative effect on the National Register listed 
Diridon Station, as the setting will change. Older buildings are gradually being removed and replaced 
by modern ones. However, the entire area has been evolving in physical and functional terms for 
many years. The proposed project area and surrounding areas have been continuously subject to mod-
ernization, as reflected in the planning and policy documents that have been formulated and formally 
adopted over the years. 
 
It is unclear what the commentor means by the sentence, “By assuming that the first and ideal solu-
tion is demolition of all extant buildings…” This opinion is wholly at odds with purpose and presen-
tation of the Draft EIR.   
 
C3-3:  The comment is noted, but does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not 
require further response.  
 
C3-4:  The Draft EIR (Volume 1 of 2) and its Technical Appendices (Volume 2 of 2) were made 
available for public review on February 21, 2006. The Technical Appendices are linked using stan-
dard hypertext linking technology from the Draft EIR Table of Contents on the City’s website. Hard 
copies of the Draft EIR and Technical Appendices have been available at the City Department of 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement. Hard copies are also available for review at all branches 
of San Jose public libraries. 
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C3-5:  The Draft EIR is not intended to provide environmental clearance for the extension of Autumn 
Street to Coleman Avenue. It is intended to provide clearance, however, for the realignment of 
Autumn Street between W. Santa Clara Street and Park Avenue. 
 
C3-6:  The Delmas Park neighborhood is located east of the project site and east of Los Gatos Creek.  
Potential indirect impacts to the historic integrity of potential or known historic resources in the Del-
mas Park neighborhood by construction of the baseball stadium would be less than significant.   
 
The following will be added to page 235 of the Draft EIR. 
 

e. Development Adjacent to the Project Area. Areas adjacent to the project area had develop-
ment patterns similar to that of the project area. The area north of West San Fernando is currently 
a mix of residential and commercial buildings. The areas south and west of the project area are 
primarily commercial. The area east of Los Gatos Creek, however, continues to be a residential 
area. 

 
The Delmas Park neighborhood, which includes the Lakehouse neighborhood and the Auze-
rais/Bird residential area, is east and southeast of the project area on the east side of Los Gatos 
Creek.  

 
The neighborhood and surroundings have been altered in physical and functional terms over the 
years, and alterations continue to the present, as discussed on page 20 of Appendix G, Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources Study and Evaluation and in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
 
Since this indirect impact will not cause a substantial adverse change under CEQA, the impact is a 
less-than-significant impact. CEQA states that mitigation measures are not required for less than sig-
nificant impacts. 
 
There has not been an official determination of the Delmas Park neighborhood as a historical 
resource. If the neighborhood were to qualify as a historical resource, it has not been demonstrated 
that noise and pedestrian activity would result in adverse effect to the neighborhoods possible histori-
cal values. Significant adverse effects to a historical resource are not anticipated. 
 
C3-7:  Please see Response to Comment C3-6. 
 
C3-8:  Primary research of the properties within the proposed stadium stadium project area was ini-
tially undertaken by reviewing the City of San Jose’s Historic Resources Inventory and the online San 
Jose Library Sanborn Insurance maps of the area. LSA’s library contains many maps, documents, and 
books about San Jose. A records search was conducted on September 29, 2005 at the Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System. The NWIC is 
the primary archive for cultural resource studies and reports as designated by the California State 
Office of Historic Preservation. LSA conducted research at History San Jose on December 7, 2005 
and reviewed available materials including maps, city directories, building permits, and local histori-
cal surveys and reports. All available building permits, maps of the area, and data maintained by the 
San Jose Library’s California Room and the Sourisseau Academy were reviewed for information 
during multiple visits. The City of San Jose’s online Planning, Building and Code Enforcement web-
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site contains copies of building permits from approximately 1950 that were reviewed for each of the 
properties within the proposed stadium project area. The Santa Clara County Recorder’s online ser-
vices were used for research. The Recorder’s Office was also personally queried regarding property 
ownership, building permits, and architects for the properties within the proposed stadium project 
area, but the researcher was informed that pre-1900 and early 1900 records were essentially inacces-
sible.  
 
Historic Resources Inventory, and California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms 
and California Register evaluation forms were available for several properties within the proposed 
stadium project area. The research was undertaken 1) to obtain primary information regarding possi-
ble historical resources in and adjacent to the proposed project area, and 2) to assess the findings of 
previous historical studies of buildings in the proposed project area. Subsequently, research was con-
ducted at the Environmental Design Library at the University of California, Berkeley.  
 
C3-9:  Clyde Arbuckle stated the Sunlite Bakery dominated the Santa Clara County bread market by 
the mid-1950s. Substantial research was done to verify Arbuckle’s findings. LSA was unable to cor-
roborate the information despite extensive research. Newspaper articles, and other histories of San 
Jose state that Gilliland established KNTV and was also the owner of the Sunlite Bakery. No other 
references to the Sunlite Bakery Company were found.  
 
Clyde Arbuckle’s history of San Jose was carefully consulted and is cited on most of the DPRs. Due 
to the sporadic historical development of the proposed stadium project area, there was no clear pattern 
of development.  
 
C3-10:  The commentor is referring to the project’s consistency with the City of San Jose General 
Plan Historic, Archeological and Cultural Resources Policy 5, which states, “New development in 
proximity to designated historic landmark structures and sites should be designed to be compatible 
with the character of the designated historic resource. In particular, development proposals located 
within the Areas of Historic Sensitivity designation should be reviewed for such designed sensitiv-
ity.” The designation of Areas of Historic Sensitivity include the St. James Square Historic District 
Area, the Alameda Historic District Area, the Hensley Historic Area, and the Almaden Winery State 
Historic Landmark. The proposed project is not within an Areas of Historic Sensitivity.  
 
Please see to Response to Comment B2a-1. 
 
C3-11:  The information in the DPR is correct. Page 24 of the technical report (Appendix G) is 
hereby corrected to read:  
 

• 102 South Montgomery Street (APN 259-48-012). Patty’s Inn was recorded on Historic 
Resources Inventory forms in 1992 (Laffey 1992b) and was not evaluated. The current LSA 
study has concluded that Patty’s Inn does not appear to be eligible for listing on the National 
or California registers under any of the applicable criteria, but does meet the criteria as a 
Candidate City Landmark and is therefore nor to be a historical resource for the purposes of 
CEQA.  

 
C3-12:  LSA’s research indicates Harold Hellwig added an extension to the western side of the 
building in 1951, as noted on page 16 of Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontological Resources Study 
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and Evaluation and summarized in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleontological Resources of the Draft 
EIR (page 232). The addition measures approximately 50 feet by 50 feet and represents more than 20 
percent of the original building. This addition does not appear to have been built with the same mate-
rial. The 1969 removal of the eastern portion of the building changed the shape of the building and 
removed almost half of the mass of the original building. The eastern portion was removed when 
South Autumn Street was realigned and became a throughway between Park Avenue and West San 
Fernando Street, as noted on page 17 of Appendix G and in Chapter V.J, of the Draft EIR (page 242). 
Due to the addition, and the demolition of part of the building, the building lacks the integrity to con-
vey its significance. For these reasons the EIR authors concur with architectural historian Amanda 
Blosser that the building was not eligible for listing in the California Register. 
 
C3-13:  Primary research was conducted to identify the building’s architect, including reviewing 
materials held at History San Jose. Subsequently, LSA was informed that architectural plans for the 
Sunlite Bakery building are archived at History San Jose. Building plans were reviewed on May 17, 
2005. There were two plans by Ralph Wyckoff: one a Detail of Trusses (September 2, 1936), and the 
other a Detail of Back and Seat (December 9, 1936). These architectural plans do not provide suffi-
cient evidence to conclude that Ralph Wyckoff designed the Sunlite Bakery building.  
In addition to the previous review of San Jose Mercury newspaper clippings in the California Room 
of the San Jose Library, LSA researched the Library’s newspaper microfiche on May 22, 2005 to 
ensure that all available articles were reviewed. No additional information was found.  
 
C3-14:  Primary research was conducted for the historic setting of the proposed baseball stadium 
project area and to evaluate the building. Information was also provided on the Milligan New 
Agency. Please refer to pages 17-18 and 25 of Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
Study and Evaluation, the California Department of Parks and Recreation 523 form, and Chapter V.J, 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
 
The work of numerous San Jose architects was reviewed to identify the building’s architect. Archival 
research was not able to identify the architect, nor did the current building owner know who the 
architect was.  
 
C3-15:  Research was conducted to evaluate the building. Very little information is available on the 
building and the history that was found is detailed on page 30 Appendix G, Cultural and Paleontol-
ogical Resources Study and Evaluation, on the DPR form, and in Chapter V.J, Cultural and Paleon-
tological Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
 
George Espinola’s Cottages, Flats, Buildings, and Bungalows: 102 Designs from Wolfe and 
McKenzie, 1907 was one of the many resources reviewed during research for this project. Espinola 
(2004:1) states that during their partnership Wolfe and McKenzie primarily designed single family 
homes. The building at 92-98 South Montgomery Street is not depicted in the book nor are buildings 
depicted of a similar style as 92-98 South Montgomery Street. If Wolfe and McKenzie designed the 
pattern upon which the building was built, it is not necessarily the case that Wolfe and McKenzie 
designed the building.  
 
C3-16:  As stated on pages 14 and 28 of Appendix G, on the DPR form, and in Chapter V.J, of the 
Draft EIR, the PG&E substation contains no buildings, has been continuously upgraded since 1889, 
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and was extensively rebuilt in the last 10 years. The majority of the electrical equipment has been 
replaced and upgraded. New equipment for communications has also been added in recent years.  
 
C3-17:  LSA determined the KNTV building is a historical resource in accordance with CEQA (CCR 
Title 14(3) § 15064.5(a)(1)). LSA updated the building’s evaluation on a California Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) continuation form and stated under Criterion 1, “Since the building is the 
birthplace of TV in San Jose, is still identified as the KNTV building, and continues to house TV 
station KNTV3, the building appears eligible for the California Register.”  
 
Page 19 of the technical report (Appendix G) and page 243 of the Draft EIR are hereby corrected to 
read:  
 

Impact CULT-1: The KNTV Broadcast Facility, 645 Park Avenue, appears eligible for 
listing in the California Register and as Candidate for City Landmark (CCL) and would 
sustain direct impacts due to the proposed project. (S)  
 
Since the building is the birthplace of TV in San Jose, is still identified as the KNTV building, 
and continues to house TV station KNTV3, the building appears eligible for the California 
Register. Preservation in place is always the preferred mitigation measure for such a historic 
resource; however, the building must be removed for construction of the proposed stadium. Four 
mitigation measures are included below. Mitigation Measure CULT-1a shall be undertaken in 
conjunction with Mitigation Measure CULT-1b, 1c or 1d. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures CULT-1b, Relocation, or CULT-1c, Incorporation, would reduce this significant 
impact to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of CULT-1d, Salvage, would not reduce 
this significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
While additional information may enhance our understanding of the building’s significance, it is only 
necessary for the EIR to establish that significance, not to exhaustively research all available infor-
mation.  
 
The KNTV building does not qualify for listing under Criterion 3 because the building has been 
extensively remodeled, as stated on pages 19 and 25 of the technical report and in Chapter V.J, of the 
Draft EIR. Additions mask the original building and therefore the significant features or 
characteristics of the property are obscured.     
 
C3-18:  There is no indication that this building would fulfill the criteria to qualify for listing in either 
the California or National register. Built in 1972, the building is less than 45 years old, which is the 
minimum age threshold for a building to be considered a historical resource unless the building is of 
exceptional significance. Yoshihiro Uchida’s main connection with this building, is as a landlord. The 
building does not reflect the time period of Uchida’s significance nor does it represent well his con-
tributions to the community.  
 
C3-19:  CCR Title 14(3) § 15126.4(b)(1) states: Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilit-
ation, restoration, preservation, conservation, or reconstruction of the historical resource will be con-
ducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of His-
toric Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitation, Restoring, and Reconstructing His-
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toric Buildings the project’s impact on the historical resource shall generally be considered mitigated 
below a level of significance and thus is not significant. 
 
The California Office of Historic Preservation (1999:3) Technical Assistance Series 6 also states that 
it may sometimes be necessary to move a historic building, structure, or object to prevent its destruc-
tion. If the building, structure, or object is moved, the “historical resource should retain its historic 
features and compatibility in orientation, setting, and general environment” (California Office of 
Historic Preservation 1999:3). The National Register reviews relocated buildings, structures, and 
objects on a case by case situation. 
 
The order of mitigation measures in the Draft EIR text is revised on page 243 as follows: 

 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized and 
relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. After relocation, preser-
vation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of the Inte-
rior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical significance. 
(LTS) 
 
or 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1bc: Incorporation. If preservation or relocation is not possible, 
the building, or portions thereof, shall be incorporated into the ballpark to the extent feasible, 
following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integ-
rity and historical significance. (LTS) 
 
or 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1c: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized and 
relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. After relocation, preser-
vation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of the Inte-
rior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical significance. 
(LTS) 
 
or  
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1d: Salvage. If relocation, preservation, or incorporation are not 
possible, the building shall be offered to an appropriate agency or museum, such as History 
San Jose, for salvage of its architectural elements. (SU) 

 
C3-20:  The commentor’s apparent preference for adoption of the “No Project” Alternative as com-
pared to the approval of the proposed project with Mitigation Measure CULT-1d is noted. 
 
C3-21:  The request by PAC SJ to be involved in any further discussions of the sort envisioned in 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2b is noted.
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COMMENTOR C4 
San Jose Downtown Association 
Scott Knies, Executive Director 
April 21, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C4-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
C4-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Games 
Parking. 
 
C4-3:  The comment is noted. While CEQA mandates that issues of capacity for safe pedestrian 
access be evaluated, there is no requirement to improve existing deficiencies unless exacerbated by 
the project. The EIR did not find evidence that the existing sidewalk lighting is inadequate nor that 
the stadium would have any adverse effect on lighting levels. Nevertheless, the comment is noted by 
the City and could be considered at the time that more specific design and operational details are pro-
posed, if the stadium project goes forward.
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COMMENTOR C5 
SNI PAC Ad Hoc Committee 
Committee Members 
April 12, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C5-1:  The comment is noted, but does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not 
require further response. 
 
C5-2:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back. 
 
C5-3:  Page 167 of the Draft EIR identifies noise impacts associated with fireworks displays as a sig-
nificant unavoidable impact. For those significant effects that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-sig-
nificant level, the public agency is required to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment. 6  
The CEQA Guidelines state in Section 15093 that: 
 

“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a propos[ed] project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may 
be considered ‘acceptable.’” 

 
C5-4:  Chapter V.B, Population, Employment, and Housing, of the Draft EIR utilizes U.S. Census 
data for the most recent year available (the year 2000) as well as population, employment, and hous-
ing projections provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the years 2005 to 
2030. ABAG projections are produced every year and provide a good estimate of current (2005) 
population, employment, and housing conditions within the San Francisco Bay Area, including the 
City of San Jose. While the State of California, Department of Finance, publishes annual estimate of 
local population for the interim years between decennial censuses, they suffer from their own inaccu-
racies and statistical biases. No further response is necessary. 
 
C5-5:  The comment is noted. The commentor is referring to the contents of the Neighborhood 
Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium for the proposed project that has been discussed 
by some City and Redevelopment Agency representatives. The comment does not relate to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, therefore no further response is necessary. 
 
C5-6:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions.  
 
C5-7: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 

                                                      
6 Public Resources Code Section 21081(b). 
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C5-8:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Games 
Parking. 
 
C5-9:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
C5-10:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. The Almaden/Woz parking lot, which in past years, has been taken out of service for the Grand 
Prix grandstands, has 365 spaces. There is sufficient parking within the downtown to accommodate 
the stadium without the Almaden/Woz lot. 
 
C5-11:  Please see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Inter-
sections, #4, I-880, and #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking. 
 
C5-12:  The analysis does not assume the use of the trail, although it is not expected that use of the 
trail would be a problem. Pedestrian activity primarily is expected to be between the stadium and 
parking facilities east of SR 87. 
 
C5-13:  The overpass on I-280 would be improved if the recommendations for Bird Avenue are 
adopted and implemented. This would improve the situation for pedestrians using Bird Avenue. The 
existing on-ramp to I-280 southbound would not be widened; it would be restriped to provide two 
lanes. This would reduce the incidence of cars running the red light by providing more left turn 
capacity per signal cycle. Additional baseball traffic would seldom ever coincide with school com-
mute hours. 
 
C5-14:  Details about bus drop-off locations and parking have not been designed as part of the con-
cept-level planning for the stadium to date. One candidate location would be in front of Diridon Sta-
tion.  
 
C5-15:  Lacking any information about the location of a fan base for a baseball team, a reasonable 
assumption is that it would be similar to the fan base for the San Jose Sharks hockey team. Both 
would be professional sports franchises located in San Jose. If a specific baseball team is identified in 
the future, and if any information comes to light that suggests a different fan base assumption is 
appropriate, then the Draft EIR may need to be amended or supplemented.  
 
C5-16:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
C5-17:  The on-street parking spaces that are considered as part of the potential parking supply for 
the stadium all are located east of the site. These spaces do not require permits, nor do they have time 
limits after 6 p.m. 
 
C5-18:  As Mitigation Measure AIR-1e states, complaints to the construction coordinator will be 
responded to by requiring suspension of dust production activities or by providing additional person-
nel or equipment for dust control as deemed necessary. Implementation of the multi-part Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 would reduce construction period air quality impacts to a less than significant level. 
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C5-19:  Bio-diesel can be considered by the construction contractor. However, the BAAQMD has 
determined that compliance with mitigation measure AIR-1 would reduce construction emissions to a 
less than significant impact.  
 
C5-20:  The proposed project’s regional impacts would create a significant impact as shown in Table 
V.D-6. Referencing discussions under Chapter V.D, Air Quality, Section d., the BAAQMD thresh-
olds are used to manage total regional emissions within an air basin and are conservative in nature. 
The thresholds are in the context of basin-wide emissions and there is no direct correlation of a single 
project to localized health effects. One individual project having emissions exceeding a threshold 
does not necessarily result in adverse health effects for residents in the project vicinity. This is espe-
cially true for this project where the pollutants exceeding the thresholds are ozone precursors which 
have regional effects and are mostly from vehicle exhaust from all over the City to the project site. 
The potential for an individual project to contribute to significant health risk is small, even if the 
emission thresholds are exceeded by the project. Additional mitigation measures would not be war-
ranted. 
 
C5-21:  This suggestion to fine noise events in excess of 95 dBA and use the funds for neighborhood 
improvements is noted and will be considered by the City Council. However, the assessment of a fine 
for such events is not a mitigation measure that would actually reduce or avoid noise impacts, and the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore no further response is required.  
 
C5-22:  As stated on page 166 of the Draft EIR, amplifiers for concerts would be located at field 
level. Concerts at the proposed downtown stadium would be unique for outdoor music in that the sta-
dium would provide a barrier behind the audience that would reduce the speaker volume needed to 
achieve the same sound effect in a completely open outdoor environment and would reduce off-site 
sound migration of amplified music. Crowd noise from concert events in combination with amplified 
music would migrate into the vicinity of the site and is represented by the 60 dBA Leq contour line 
shown in Figure V.E-2.  
 
C5-23:  For CEQA purposes and land use planning purposes, the A-weighted sound pressure level is 
the measurement method used in determining community noise established by the EPA, State of Cali-
fornia and the City of San Jose. The A-weighted sound level provides a scale with the range and char-
acteristics most consistent with human hearing ability and is therefore the most appropriate scale to 
use in determining the environmental noise effects of the proposed project. 
 
C5-24:  Depending on the orientation and surface material used for the new 20-story building, there 
may be some reflected sound from this new building to areas east or south of the building. However, 
due to distance attenuation and angle of the reflected sound, the effect of the building reflection 
would be negligible. It normally takes doubling of the sound energy received to add 3 dBA to a 
receptor location. The reflected sound, if any, would be a small portion (less than 20 percent) of the 
direct sound, adding less than 1 dBA to the noise level at the affected receptor location. The area to 
the west of the new building would not experience any significant sound reflection and any reflected 
sound that was created would be masked by vehicular traffic on the freeway.  
 
C5-25:  The commentor's assertion with regard to sky waves is analogous to the issue of sound 
propagation through open air. Typically, sound propagation through open air will be attenuated by 
geometrical divergence, air absorption, ground absorption, and others like reflection, foliage, and 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    122

building blockage. Geometrical divergence accounts for 6 dBA reduction in noise level per doubling 
of the distance from the point source. Air absorption attenuation varies with relative humidity at dif-
ferent temperatures. Ground absorption attenuation varies with the type of ground surface (e.g., hard, 
soft, or very soft) between the sound sources and the receptor location. Other attenuation (reflection, 
foliage, and building blockage) depends on the site specific conditions. Other factors, such as wind 
(direction and speed) and temperature inversion would also affect the open air sound propagation. In 
this noise impact analysis, only the geometrical sound attenuation is calculated, assuming all other 
factors would be small or would compensate one another. In addition, although low frequency sound 
tends to travel farther than mid- to high-frequency sound, due to human ear perception difference 
(similar to the A-weighted sound), low frequency sound would not result in a more severe impact 
than the total A-weighted sound measurement.  
 
C5-26:  The City would work with an acoustical engineer to determine which combination of mitiga-
tion measures would reduce interior noise impacts to the extent possible on a case-by-case basis. Tri-
ple-pane windows would be considered. 
 
C5-27:  The comment is noted. Noise monitoring would be conducted where necessary when the sta-
dium is in operation. 
 
C5-28:  The comment is noted. As noted on page 187 of the Draft EIR, the City of San Jose requires 
tree replacement for those trees greater than 18 inches in diameter with 24-inch box trees at a ratio of 
4:1 (trees planted to trees removed). As a City proposed project, the City would commit to meeting 
the tree replacement ratio but, given the footprint of redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may 
be planted beyond the project site within the project area. 
 
C5-29:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back. 
 
C5-30: Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back. 
 
C5-31:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat 
Sign.  
 
C5-32:  The commentor requests confirmation that potential human health risks to residents will be 
evaluated based on a 24-hour per day exposure. The Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) 
described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a will be prepared by a qualified environmental professional 
in accordance with standard industry practices. The standard practices for HHRAs have been estab-
lished by US Environmental Protection Agency and the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control. These standards include default exposure parameters for residential, commercial/industrial, 
agricultural, and recreational land uses. For potential exposures to residents, these default exposure 
parameters assume that residents may be exposed to contaminants 24 hours per day, 350 days per 
year, over a 30-year period.7 

                                                      
7 Department of Toxic Substances Control, 1992, Supplemental Guidance for Human Health Multimedia Risk 

Assessment of Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted Facilities, Chapter 1, Default Exposure Parameters, corrected and 
reprinted August 1996. 
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C5-33:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat 
Sign. 
 
C5-34:  Page 256 of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed projects effects on scenic vistas and exist-
ing views within and in the vicinity of the project site. View simulations were not developed for the 
proposed project as the project site is located in an urban downtown area and views from street level 
are generally obstructed by buildings, street trees, and above-ground power lines. The proposed pro-
ject would generally enhance the urban nature of the project site, which is already surrounded by 
some of the highest density development in the City. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed pro-
ject would have a less than significant impact on existing views in the area. 
 
C5-35:  The comment is noted. Impact Shade-2 on page 264 of the Draft EIR identifies obtrusive 
light and glare associated with nighttime operation of the proposed stadium to be a significant 
unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measures Shade-2a and 2b require the proposed project to incorporate 
lighting controls at the proposed stadium to reduce the potential nuisance associated with light and 
glare on adjacent residential land uses 
 
Page 41 of the Draft EIR describes the proposed lighting plan to the extent that it is known at this 
time. As stated in the Draft EIR, “Lighting would be directed towards the playing surface and lighting 
design would incorporate techniques to limit the amount of light escaping into areas surrounding the 
stadium including precision reflectors and glare control optics.”  
 
C5-36:  The Draft EIR addresses shade and shadow impacts on nearby public open spaces. A small 
number of residences west of the railroad tracks would experience a limited increase in shading from 
the proposed stadium during the morning hours throughout the year. However, under the City’s sig-
nificance criteria, this is not considered to be a significant impact of the proposed project. 
 
C5-37:  Pages 303 to 305 of the Draft EIR discuss the City of San Jose’s Green Building Policies as 
they relate to the proposed project. As stated in the Draft EIR, in accordance with these policies, con-
struction of all new City facilities is required to meet a “San Jose LEED” certified rating by incorpo-
rating certain measures to reduce energy consumption through design. In addition, all new develop-
ment is required to incorporate energy conservation measures in compliance with Title 24 and the 
Uniform Building Code. Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
C5-38:  As discussed above, the Draft EIR discusses the City of San Jose’s Green Building Policies 
as they relate to the proposed project. The proposed stadium design would incorporate passive solar 
design elements, in accordance with LEED certification requirements, to the extent feasible. The City 
will determine to what extent solar design elements and alternative vehicle usage is appropriate and if 
financing is available when refining the stadium design and considering project operational details. 
Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is neces-
sary. 
 
C5-39:  The City will determine to what extent solar design elements are appropriate and if financing 
is available when refining the stadium design. Should the stadium produce excess electricity through 
the use of solar panels, the excess amount would likely be recirculated into PG&E’s electrical grid. 
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Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is neces-
sary. 
 
C5-40:  The comment is noted. The City will determine the extent to which food packaging will be 
made of compostable materials when considering project operational details. It should be noted that 
many Major League Baseball stadiums, including the Oakland Coliseum, utilize biodegradable food 
packaging materials. Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no fur-
ther response is necessary. 
 
C5-41:  Page 286 of the Draft EIR discusses recycled water opportunities for the proposed project. 
Major League Baseball’s position on the use of recycled water for field irrigation is not known at this 
time. Recycled water opportunities will be utilized at the proposed stadium to the extent feasible.  
 
C5-42:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
C5-43:  It is unclear what is meant by “Evaluation is based upon a 7:00 p.m. game time.” Impacts to 
public services and facilities are discussed in Chapter V.N, Public Services and Facilities and 
nowhere does the Draft EIR indicate that impacts are only evaluated for a 7:00 p.m. game time. No 
further response is necessary. 
 
C5-44:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
C5-45:  The proposed baseball stadium is a City project, sponsored by the City of San Jose Redevel-
opment Agency, and as such, the public plazas to be provided at the entrances to the proposed sta-
dium constitutes public open space (see page 41 of the Draft EIR).  
 
C5-46:  The comment is noted.  As stated in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan 
has been developed for the proposed stadium. As described throughout the Draft EIR, a portion of 
Reach 5 Los Gatos Creek Trail Project would be located within the stadium project area, set back an 
average of 50 feet from the Los Gatos top of bank. The trail project is independent of the stadium 
project, but would utilize the riparian setback areas resulting from the removal of the commercial 
buildings and parking lots east of S. Autumn Street and from the development of the Fire Training 
Facility site.  
 
C5-47:  The comment is noted. As discussed on page 75 of the Draft EIR, the trail project is inde-
pendent of the stadium project and at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR, the Reach 5 project 
was in the early planning stages. The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; no 
further response is necessary. 
 
C5-48:  Notices for the Draft EIR public scoping meeting were sent in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines and City’s Public Outreach Policy. After the project became more widely publicized 
through media stories following the scoping meeting, the City expanded the notification radius for the 
project far in excess of both CEQA and City noticing requirements. 
 
C5-49:  The comment notes that the Draft EIR does not identify funding mechanisms or timelines for 
completion for several public projects that would occur in the vicinity of the ballpark, including the 
Los Gatos Creek Trail Reach 5 project, the acquisition of alternative parkland in lieu of the planned 
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park at the Fire Training Center site, and street realignments. None of these public projects are 
mitigation measures for purposes of avoiding project impacts, therefore the EIR need not identify 
funding and timelines for these projects. The establishment of funding and timelines for these projects 
will require future City Council actions.  
 
C5-50:  The Draft EIR is revised at the beginning of page 128 as follows: 
 

Within ¾ miles from the stadium, a total supply of 21,072 19,722 parking spaces currently exit 
to the north and east of the project site. Assuming these spaces are 25 percent occupied in the 
evening without an event at the HP Pavilion, there are an estimated 15,084 14,791 available 
spaces for the stadium. 
 
 1) Single-Event Scenario. Thus, for the single-event scenario, existing parking facili-
ties in the Diridon/Arena area as well as garages and lots in the Downtown Core Area east of 
SR 87 would exceed the estimated project parking demand For a typical weekday evening 
game without an event at the HP Pavilion, baseball fans are expected to walk a maximum of 
three-quarters of a mile from their parking location to the stadium. Such a maximum walking 
distance is typical of that planned for and experienced at other downtown stadiums. be short 
1,117 spaces, or 7 percent of off-site demand. These patrons would have to seek parking out-
side of the ¾-mile distance from the stadium. There are an additional 10,009 spaces in this 
area. Under such circumstances it might be desirable to operate a shuttle bus from outlying 
parking areas to the stadium. Alternatively, the City may wish to encourage transit usage and 
carpooling as a way to reduce the number of cars brought downtown. 

 
Please also see Response to Comment C5-17 and Master Response Transportation, Circulation and 
Parking #3, Scenario Assumptions. 
 
C5-51:  As stated in the Draft EIR, it is not the City’s intent to rely on any parking west of the site, 
but rather to identify sufficient parking east of the site. The City is prepared to implement new permit 
parking areas if the residents so desire. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and 
Parking #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking.  
 
C5-52:  Please see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Inter-
sections and #4, I-880.  
 
C5-53:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks.    
 
C5-54:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back.  
 
C5-55:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
C5-56:  Please see Response to Comment C5-13. 
 
C5-57:  Please see Response to Comment C5-24 regarding noise reflection.  
 
C5-58:  Please see Response to Comment C5-22. 
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C5-59:  All feasible construction noise mitigation measures are identified on page 171 of the EIR. 
Implementation of construction of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts. However, noise 
associated with the construction of the proposed project would be considered significant and unavoid-
able. Air quality mitigation measures shown on page 149 include all feasible mitigation measures 
identified by the BAAQMD. The BAAQMD has determined that implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in AIR-1 would reduce construction period impacts to a less-than significant 
level. 
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COMMENTOR C6 
Shasta/Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 
Joe Bentley, President 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C6-1:  The Final Subsequent EIR for the San Diego Ballpark and Ancillary Development Projects 
and Associated Plan Amendments and the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Draft EIR 
were used as reference documents for preparation of the Baseball Stadium in the Diridon/Arena Area 
Draft EIR. These documents are similar in that they analyze a similar type of development (baseball 
stadium); however, they differ in the emphasis and impacts to environmental issue topics due to the 
differences in project details (especially the conceptual nature of the proposed San Jose Stadium pro-
ject) and the differences of project locations (different existing conditions and different emphasis by 
different jurisdictions).     
 
C6-2:  Alternatives are discussed in Chapter VII of the Draft EIR and include the discussion of five 
alternative locations that were considered but rejected and four alternative locations that are evaluated 
in greater detail. Noise impacts from the proposed stadium would be less at the Del Monte Alternate 
Location and Reed and Graham Alternate Location. 
 
C6-3:  Limiting day games to weekends is not a recommended mitigation within the transportation 
section of the Draft EIR. Please see the Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, 
Daytime Games Parking and #3, Scenario Assumptions.  
 
In addition, Major League Baseball determines the schedule for all major league games, which often 
include a number of weekday games throughout the season.  
 
C6-4:  The Center for the Performing Arts is located east of the project site on the east side of SR 87. 
Based on calculations for event noise from the stadium, traffic on SR 87 would generate a higher 
noise levels than noise from baseball or concert events at the proposed stadium. Noise from existing 
sources such as SR 87 was taken into consideration in the design of the Center for the Performing 
Arts. Noise from the proposed project would not be audible inside the Center for the Performing Arts. 
 
C6-5:  The Draft EIR did not identify any potential transportation impacts to the Diridon Train Sta-
tion’s operation from the proposed project. It is presumed that any stadium patrons who may use 
Train Station facilities would also be customers of the Train Station. These facilities are not further 
discussed in the Draft EIR. 
 
C6-6:  Chapter IV, Consistency with Plans and Policies, of the Draft EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s consistency with the Diridon/Arena Area Strategic Development Plan, the Midtown Specific 
Plan, and the San Jose 2020 General Plan. Page 53 of the Draft EIR states that the proposed project 
would not impede future efforts of the Housing Major Strategy. Although the proposed project would 
not develop housing north of Park Avenue as envisioned in these plans, substantial opportunities for 
high density housing exist within the Diridon Area and the Downtown as a whole. Any amendments 
to the Diridon/Arena Area Strategic Plan or the Midtown Specific Plan would be reviewed by, and 
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appropriate environmental clearance would be processed for consideration by, the recommending and 
decision-making bodies for such amendments. 
 
C6-7:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
C6-8:  It is not anticipated that future housing development in the vicinity of the proposed project 
would be impeded by the proposed project. High density residential development planned in the 
vicinity of the project and would not be inherently incompatible with the proposed stadium use. 
 
C6-9:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
 
C6-10:  It is not anticipated that stadium traffic and school traffic would coincide in time. 
 
C6-11:  It is not anticipated that any project traffic would use Shasta Avenue. Please see Master 
Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking. 
 
C6-12:  The Draft EIR recommends that the City prepare a Traffic and Parking Management Plan 
(TPMP), as has been prepared for the HP Pavilion. This plan would describe signage requirements 
and other traffic control measures. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Park-
ing #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking. 
 
C6-13:  Please see Draft EIR text changes in Response A1-3. The FAA may require a temporary 
flight restriction (TFR) for certain events held at the stadium; however, general flight patterns are 
expected to remain the same. 
 
Page 264 of the Draft EIR, Impact SHADE-3, identifies light and glare associated with the proposed 
scoreboards and lighting structures and fireworks displays as having a less than significant impact on 
the San Jose International Airport with implementation of Mitigation Measures LU-1 (page 83) and 
SHADE-2a and 2b (page 264).  
 
C6-14:  As stated on page 116 of the Draft EIR, the extension of BART to the Diridon Station is cur-
rently in the planning process, but the completion date is still 10 to 15 years away. The proposed 
project site is not located within the current study area for the extension of BART services and the 
proposed project would not interfere with the planning or location of those services. It should be 
noted that development of the proposed project may in fact create larger support in the area for the 
extension of BART services to the Diridon Station. 
 
C6-15:  The proposed project’s regional impacts would create a significant impact as shown in Table 
V.D-6. Referencing discussions under Chapter V.D, Air Quality, Section d., the BAAQMD thresh-
olds are used to manage total regional emissions within an air basin and are conservative in nature. 
The thresholds are in the context of basin-wide emissions and there is no direct correlation of a single 
project to localized health effects. One individual project having emissions exceeding a threshold 
does not necessarily result in adverse health effects for residents in the project vicinity. This is espe-
cially true for this project where the pollutants exceeding the thresholds are ozone precursors which 
have regional effects. The potential for an individual project to contribute to significant health risk is 
small, even if the emission thresholds are exceeded by the project. Carbon monoxide emissions 
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related to the project are shown in Table V.D-5 of the EIR. Results of the carbon monoxide analysis 
indicate pollution levels will not exceed State or federal standards. Additional mitigation measures 
would not be warranted. 
 
C6-16:  Impacts related to noise from motor vehicles, crowds and fireworks are discussed in Chapter 
V.E, Noise, in the EIR. Table V.E-7 indicates that traffic noise would increase between 0.2 dBA and 
5.3 dBA in the vicinity of the project. Crowd noise is included in the noise contours shown in Figure 
V.E-2. Explosions associated with fireworks would create temporary isolated explosive noise and 
would constitute a significant noise impact. 
 
C6-17:  As stated in BIO-1 on page 187 of the Draft EIR, construction of the proposed project would 
result in the removal of 45 ordinance-size trees. The corresponding Mitigation Measure BIO-1 states, 
“For private projects, the City of San Jose requires tree replacement for those trees greater than 18 
inches in diameter with 24-inch box trees at a ratio of 4:1 (trees planted to trees removed). As a City 
proposed project, the City would commit to meeting the tree replacement ratio, but given the footprint 
of redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may be planted beyond the project site in the project 
area.” With implementation of the recommended mitigation measure, the removal of ordinance-size 
trees from the project site would be a less than significant impact. 
 
C6-18:  Section V.F, Biological Resources, notes that there is no suitable burrowing owl habitat on 
the project site. If there are burrowing owl populations in the Guadalupe River Park, these areas are 
outside of the project area and vicinity and would not be impacted by the proposed project.  
 
C6-19:  Impact HYD-2, discussed on pages 208 to 211 of the Draft EIR, evaluates construction- and 
operation-period drainage impacts to Los Gatos Creek and Guadalupe River. With the implement-
ation of Mitigation Measures HYD-2a and 2b, discussed on pages 210 to 211 of the Draft EIR, pro-
ject impacts to the water quality of Los Gatos Creek and Guadalupe River would be less than signifi-
cant.  
 
C6-20:  Recycled water is discussed in Section V.M, Utilities, of the Draft EIR. Waste water from the 
proposed project would be sent to the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (Plant). 
About 10 percent of the water treated from Plant is recycled through South Bay Water Recycling 
pipelines for landscaping, agricultural irrigation, and industrial needs around the South Bay. As noted 
on page 286 of the Draft EIR, the City of San Jose would coordinate with South Bay Water Recycling 
to extend recycled water line to the project site.  
 
As noted in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan has been developed for the prop-
osed stadium, specific stadium design is not being considered at this time. If/when stadium design 
moves forward, more direct, water recycling on the project site may be considered. 
 
C6-21:  It is unclear what the commentor means by “affect the wells in the vicinity.” Section V.H., 
Hydrology and Water Quality, includes a discussion on potential impacts to groundwater on page 
206. The depletion of groundwater resources associated with the proposed project is not expected. 
Section V.I., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, include a discussion on the potential impacts from the 
release of hazardous materials. Potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials 
would be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures.    
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C6-22:  The commentor requests details regarding testing for buried hazardous materials at the pro-
posed development area. In accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a, soil and groundwater sam-
ples will be collected at the project site parcels by a qualified environmental professional and ana-
lyzed for potential contaminants. The analytical results from these samples will be compared to 
established screening levels to determine if any historic hazardous releases with the potential to affect 
human health have occurred. Sampling reports and any further required actions to protect human 
health will be reviewed and approved by the City ESD Environmental Compliance Officer and/or 
regulatory oversight agencies. 
 
C6-23: Visual and Aesthetic Resources are discussed beginning on page 249 of the Draft EIR. Less 
than significant impacts on Visual and Aesthetic Resources include: adverse effects on scenic vistas 
or disruption of existing views; degradation of existing visual character; damage to scenic resources; 
conflict with policies and regulations; and, detraction from the integrity of a neighborhood. Two sig-
nificant impacts on Visual and Aesthetic Resources were identified: the proposed project would alter 
the visual character of the historic Diridon Station and would remove ordinance sized trees, which 
would substantially damage scenic resources.  
 
The Cahill Park Neighborhood is located west and northwest of the project site, as show in Draft EIR 
Figure V.A-4, page 79. The neighborhood is separated from the project site by the 100-200 foot Joint 
Powers Board railroad right-of way. The downtown skyline, which begins east of SR 87, approxi-
mately ½ -mile east of the neighborhood, includes buildings that are 25 to 285 stories tall. The hills to 
the east, the Diablo Range, begin approximately 6 miles to the east. The closest ridges include peaks 
at 2,500 to 3,900 feet in elevation. Existing views from northern Cahill Park Neighborhood to down-
town San Jose and the east hills would not change as a result of the proposed project. Existing views 
from southern Cahill Park Neighborhood, on the east side closest to the proposed project, to down-
town San Jose and the east hills may change as a result of the proposed project. It is important to note 
that in an urban area many views are already blocked by existing buildings and trees.  
 
C6-24:  CEQA does not contain specific thresholds of significance for the evaluation of wind-related 
impacts. In addition, neither the State nor the City of San Jose have established standards or criteria 
for the evaluation of wind impacts. Ground-level wind acceleration in urban areas is heavily influenc-
ed by building exposure, massing, and orientation. As noted in Chapter III, Project Description, a 
conceptual site plan has been developed for the proposed stadium. Specific stadium design (and asso-
ciated landscaping) is not being considered at this time and, as such, attempting to estimate potential 
impacts associated with wind would be speculative.     
 
C6-25:  The Draft EIR does not identify any impacts to surrounding neighborhoods due to modific-
ation or relocation of the existing PG&E substation. As stated on pages 289 to 290 of the Draft EIR, 
modification or relocation of the substation would be subject to future environmental documentation, 
at which time construction or other such activities which may impact the surrounding neighborhoods 
would be evaluated. Construction and demolition associated with the PG&E substation modifications 
or relocation would be conducted in stages, in order to maintain service to the area. 
 
C6-26:  Pages 292 to 293 of the Draft EIR discuss emergency medical services to the proposed pro-
ject site. Page 296 of the Draft EIR evaluates project impacts to these services. The Draft EIR states 
that, “As a County-contracted ambulance vendor, AMR has the ability to hire additional staff as 
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needed to accommodate the proposed stadium.” Impacts to emergency medical services resulting 
from the proposed project are identified as less than significant.  
 
The Draft EIR discusses project impacts in the context of significance criteria applied to the relevant 
environmental issue topics required by CEQA. Evaluation of area hospitals per se is not required 
under the City of San Jose’s significance criteria. If this specific aspect of emergency medical ser-
vices were required to be analyzed in detail, the likely conclusion would be that the concentration of 
baseball stadium patrons at this single location in combination with the inevitable accidental injuries 
and health emergencies could cause a small but less-than-significant effect on nearby hospitals or 
emergency transport services. 
 
C6-27:  Use of the baseball stadium as an evacuation area is not part of the proposed project at this 
time, although its use for this purpose could be considered at some point in the future. The comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; no further response is necessary. 
 
C6-28:  An Emergency Preparedness/Evacuation Plan has not yet been developed for the proposed 
project. As noted in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan has formed the basis of 
this environmental evaluation. 
 
C6-29: Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
C6-30:  Please see Response to Comment C5-38. 
 
C6-31:  As discussed on page 304 of the Draft EIR, construction of all new City facilities is required 
to meet a San Jose LEED certified rating. Elements that would be incorporated into the proposed 
project design to meet the certification requirements are also discussed on pages 304 to 305.  
 
C6-32:  Potential impacts to Los Gatos Creek are considered throughout the document. Mitigation 
Measures associated with hydrology and water quality and hazards and hazardous materials include 
precautions to protect the creek. 
 
Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies#1, Los Gatos Creek Setback. 
 
C6-33:  Project consistency with the Midtown Specific Plan is discussed in the Draft EIR beginning 
on page 55. As noted on page 56, should the voters authorize use of public funds and the City Council 
then pursue development of a ballpark at the proposed site, Amendments would be initiated to the 
Midtown Specific Plan to reflect the proposed ballpark use. 
 
Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
C6-34:  As noted in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan has been developed for 
the proposed stadium. Staging locations for construction equipment and materials are not yet pro-
posed.      
 
C6-35:  The project does not propose rerouting SR 82 off of The Alameda.  
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C6-36:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
C6-37:  The 1994 Presidential Executive Order regarding communications in languages other than 
English noted in this comment is binding on Federal Agency actions in connection with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) among other federal statutes, and is not an order directed at state 
and local governments. The City of San Jose has complied with State and San Jose Municipal Code 
provisions in its outreach for the Draft EIR. Translation services in a number of languages have been 
available through the City to help the public understand and participate in the Draft EIR process. 
 
C6-38:  The commentors’ observation that the placement by the Redevelopment Agency of an on-site 
sign for the proposed stadium would have served as an additional form of early outreach is noted. 
 
C6-39:  The commentor believes the Public Scoping Meeting notice and the Draft EIR Notice of 
Availability should have been provided in Spanish. However, the Public Outreach Policy requires 
Spanish language notices for Project Public Hearings, and not for Community Meeting notices and 
EIR Notices of Availability. If and when the City Council holds a public hearing to consider actions 
to implement or approve the proposed project, the Public Hearing Notice would be provided in 
Spanish as well as English to implement the Public Outreach Policy. Noticing in alternate languages 
is not a requirement under CEQA. 
 
C6-40:  It is unclear what the commentor means by “a more detailed comparison of both the Baseball 
Stadium and alternative development plan impacts.” Alternatives are discussed across 27 pages 
(pages 319-346) of text, tables and figures in Chapter VII of the Draft EIR. Each alternative includes 
a discussion of every environmental issue topic in the Draft EIR and compares the potential impacts 
of the alternative to those of the proposed project.  
 
C6-41:  The Autumn Street extension is included in the General Plan. It is the City’s position that the 
stadium would not be built without the Autumn Street extension. Please also see Master Response 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersections. 
 
C6-42:  The 60 dBA Leq noise contours are based on a three hour time period. A summary of noise 
monitoring for a baseball game at a similar stadium is included in Table V.E-8. Peak noise was 77.0 
dB due to crowd cheering and public address system noise.  
 
C6-43:  The ballgame noise contour was derived by referencing previous noise analyses that were 
performed at similar stadiums. The ballgame noise contour was calculated using factors such as 
attenuation from the stadium structure and other noise absorption and a distance divergence factor 
(the reduction in noise due to loss of energy from the source with distance). Absorption accounted for 
a 10 dBA reduction. To calculate the change in noise levels at various distances the formula as fol-
lows: Decibels of change =20xlog(reference listening distance/new receiver distance).  
 
C6-44:  Please see Response to Comment C5-25.  
 
C6-45:  The commentor’s assertion with regard to ground wave is analogous to the issue of sound 
propagations through open air with ground absorption/reflection. Please refer to the Response to 
Comment C5- 25, for discussion on the sound attenuation used in the noise impact analysis. 
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C6-46:  Although it is true that music concerts contain a full range of the sound spectra, the human 
ear perceives sound better in the mid-to-high frequency range. The human ear discounts low and very 
high frequency sound, therefore the A-weighted sound level is used to determine any potential noise 
impact. An octave band analysis is only critical for indoor sound reception that requires the appreciat-
ion of the sound quality. Low frequency sound in outdoor environment is usually masked by other 
activity such as vehicular traffic. An octave band analysis for the proposed project is not warranted 
and would not be helpful to readers of the EIR. 
 
C6-47:  As stated on page 166 of the Draft EIR, amplifiers for concerts would be located at field 
level. Concerts at the proposed downtown stadium would be unique for outdoor music in that the sta-
dium would provide a barrier behind the audience that would reduce the speaker volume needed to 
achieve the same sound effect in a completely open outdoor environment and would reduce off-site 
sound migration of amplified music. Crowd noise from concert events in combination with amplified 
music would migrate outward from the facility itself as shown by the 60 dBA Leq contour line shown 
in Figure V.E-2.  
 
C6-48:  The City of San Jose General Plan considers the existing noise levels on the project site, 
including jet noise to be compatible with the proposed stadium land use. 
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COMMENTOR C7 
Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association 
Michael LaRocca, President 
May 1, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C7-1:  The commentor’s request for reissue of the Draft EIR after all comments have been addressed 
is noted. The City recirculated the Draft EIR for an additional 45 day public review period to disclose 
one additional cultural resource impact. As discussed in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, 
Evaluation of Responses to Comments, “the lead agency (the City of San Jose) shall evaluate 
comments on the environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall 
prepare a written response... the lead agency shall provide a written response to a public agency on 
comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact 
report.” 
 
The Final EIR will be presented to the Planning Commission at a public hearing on February 12, 
2007 during which the Commission may certify the Final EIR as a full disclosure of the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed project. 
    
Please see Recirculation Master Response #1, Recirculation of the Draft EIR.  
 
C7-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
C7-3:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks.   
 
C7-4:  The commentor has requested that the socio-economic issues raised be addressed. It is unclear 
to which socio-economic issues commentor refers. In general, socio-economic issues are not an 
appropriate topic of analysis under CEQA. Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of 
the EIR, no further response is necessary.     
 
Independent of the EIR, the City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency is preparing a study of 
Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium for the proposed project.
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COMMENTOR C8 
Soccer Silicon Valley  
Donald Gagliardi, President 
March 24, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C8-1:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
 
C8-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
 
C8-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
 
C8-4:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
 
C8-5:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
 
C8-6:  The commentor’s opinion that the development of a soccer stadium is far less speculative and 
far less costly that the proposed baseball stadium is noted. Because this comment does not relate to 
the adequacy of the EIR, which addresses a baseball stadium, no further response is necessary.     
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COMMENTOR C9 
Willow Glen Neighborhood Association 
Ed Rast, President  
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C9-1:  The commentor is correct in noting that CEQA does not require the project description to 
contain information on project funding. Page 3 of the Draft EIR states that the City Council will con-
sider placement of a ballot measure before the San Jose electorate to approve the use of public funds 
toward further design and eventual construction of the proposed stadium. On a separate track, unre-
lated to the EIR, the City’s Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium for 
the proposed stadium will evaluate financing of the proposed project.  
 
C9-2:  As discussed on page 82 of the Draft EIR, proposed development requiring notification to the 
FAA under Federal Aviation regulations, Part 77, must receive a Determination of No Hazard prior to 
development permit approval in compliance with General Plan Aviation Policy #47. The Determina-
tion of No Hazard is not a permit, but rather a formal determination by the FAA that the proposed 
development would not present a hazard to the safe operation of the airport. The City would comply 
with FAA requirements specified in the Determination of No Hazard prior to issuance of a permits. In 
addition, the Draft EIR did not identify land use conflicts with the airport as a significant impact; 
therefore no mitigation is required. 
 
C9-3:  The traffic distribution used in the Draft EIR was based on surveys of Sharks games. This is a 
reasonable assumption since the Sharks are a major sports franchise located in San Jose and drawing 
fans from throughout the region. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
#4, I-880. 
 
C9-4:  Draft EIR Section V.C., Transportation, Circulation and Parking summarizes the findings of 
the Traffic Impact Analysis included as Appendix C. The parking availability/parking lot occupancy 
rate is clarified on page 76 of the Traffic Impact Analysis. Please also see Master Response Trans-
portation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Game Parking. 
 
C9-5:  If the commentor is referring to the impact of building the Autumn Street extension or the 
Coleman Avenue interchange with I-880, it is not the purpose of this EIR to analyze those projects. If 
the commentor is referring to the impact of the proposed stadium project on the Autumn Street exten-
sion or the Coleman Avenue/I-880 interchange, please see Master Response Transportation, Circula-
tion and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
C9-6:  Figure V.E-2 shows an aerial view of the project site and surrounding neighborhoods with the 
60 dBA Leq contour lines. There appears to be no more than 50 residential units located within the 60 
dBA Leq contour. Based on Mitigation NOISE-2b, mitigation shall be implemented to the satisfaction 
of the City Manager based on the acoustic study that would be conducted by the City of San Jose to 
confirm the predictions of the noise levels with regards to the noise sensitive uses within the 60 dBA 
Leq contour.  
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C9-7:  North of Park Avenue, the realignment of Autumn Street would maintain an average setback 
of 50 feet from the Los Gatos Creek top of bank; the proposed structures would be further set back 
from the creek on the west side of Autumn Street. South of Park Avenue, the proposed structures, the 
parking garage and potential relocation of the PG&E substation, would maintain an average setback 
of 50 feet from the Los Gatos Creek top of bank. It is expected that this 50 foot buffer would contain 
a multi-use trail, a portion of Reach 5 Lost Gatos Creek Trail Project. The trail project is independent 
of the stadium project, but would utilize the riparian setback areas resulting from the removal of the 
commercial buildings and parking lots east of S. Autumn Street and from the development of the Fire 
Training Facility site. Please see Response to Comment B3-3 regarding impacts to future trail users. 
The commentor’s request that a grade separated trail segment be constructed where Los Gatos Creek 
is beneath the ground is noted.  
 
C9-8:  Given current site conditions, the scale of the proposed project, and the conceptual nature of 
the project at this time, the discussion of visual impacts in the Draft EIR would not benefit from lar-
ger or color photos or visual simulations of the proposed project on the project site. As noted on page 
249 of the Draft EIR, the visual analysis is based on field observations of the project site and sur-
roundings in addition to review of the following materials: conceptual project site plan; aerial and 
ground-level photographs of the project area; topographic data; and public planning documents. Black 
and white photos of existing project site conditions and viewpoints are adequate for the level of detail 
required for the Draft EIR. Page 257 of the Draft EIR also notes that the proposed structures would be 
subject to future design review to ensure that the visual character of the site is not degraded.  
 
C9-9: The evaluation of the proposed project’s impact on existing visual character begins on page 
256 of the Draft EIR, after a discussion of the project setting and the listing of the visual resources 
criteria of significance. The visual character of the proposed project is compared to the existing visual 
character of the site and it is concluded that the proposed project would result in a substantial change 
in the visual character of the project site. The visual character of the project area is then described, 
and as the commentor quotes from the document, “The proposed stadium would not degrade....”  
Pages 54-55 of the Draft EIR discuss the Diridon/Arena Area Strategic Development Plan and the 
proposed project’s consistency with the plan.  
 
C9-10:  Visual simulations are not required for the analysis of visual impacts under CEQA. As noted 
in Chapter III, Project Description, a conceptual site plan has been developed for the proposed sta-
dium; specific stadium design is not being considered at this time. Not enough project information in 
terms of massing or orientation has been developed for the Stadium or parking garage at this time for 
visual simulations to be a useful tool in project analysis. The artificial creation of project details 
needed to prepare “before” and “after” computer simulations would represent the sort of speculation 
that CEQA warns against (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).  
 
C9-11:  Please see Response to Comment C9-1. The evaluation of impacts to public services caused 
by a lack of City funds is speculative and not required under CEQA. 
 
C9-12:  Sites owned by other government entities are not considered available to the City of San Jose 
because if negotiations for the purchase of the property are unsuccessful, the City cannot use eminent 
domain to acquire the property.  
 
C9-13:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
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Alternatives are discussed in Chapter VII of the Draft EIR and include an Existing Plan alternative. 
The Existing Plan alternative would involve the development of the site in accordance with the devel-
opment outlined in the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan, the Midtown Specific Plan and 
the Burbank/Del Monte Neighborhood Improvement Plan. The project site north of Park Avenue 
would be developed with transit oriented mixed use development. As described, beginning on page 
322, the Existing Plan alternative would include up to 725 dwelling units, 700,000 square feet of 
office, 200,000 square feet of retail, and 300 hotel rooms. 
 
C9-14:  The commentor correctly notes the City of San Jose and the FAA are currently studying the 
effect of aircraft operations on building height limits in the downtown area. The final allowable 
height for structures on the proposed project site, as well as other Downtown development sites will 
be determined by the FAA.    
 
C9-15:  Please see Response to Comment C-13, regarding project alternatives. Please see Response 
to Comment C7-1 regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR.  
 
C9-16:  Draft EIR Chapter IV. Consistency with Plans and Policies, evaluates the consistency of the 
proposed stadium with applicable land use plans and policies, including San Jose 2020 General Plan, 
Downtown Strategy 2000: San Jose Greater Downtown Strategy for Development, Diridon/Arena 
Area Strategic Development Plan, Midtown Specific Plan, Burbank/Del Monte Neighborhood 
Improvement Plan, and the Delmas Park Neighborhood Plan.   
 
That analysis meets the Draft EIR’s obligation on this subject. The majority of this comment does not 
relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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D. INDIVIDUALS 
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COMMENTOR D1 
Michael Beggs 
March 13, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D1-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. In addition, on page 93 of the Draft EIR, where “additional operational studies” and “spillover 
effects” are discussed, these phrases are referring to things such as parking permits, police traffic 
control, and temporary barricades (i.e., not significant traffic impacts under CEQA). The location and 
magnitude of such detailed operational issues cannot be predicted with any certainty at this time. The 
Draft EIR is revised on page 93 to clarify the meaning of “additional studies” and “spillover effects,” 
as follows: 
 

The traffic analysis is based on peak-hour levels of service for 18 signalized intersections and 
14 directional freeway segments. The study intersections include signalized intersections in 
and around the Diridon/Arena area that may be significantly impacted by the proposed project 
due to either substandard operations under background conditions or the magnitude of project-
generated trips expected at the intersection. Other intersections outside the study area – 
specifically to the west – were not included because based on the proposed distribution, 
significant increases in traffic volumes are not anticipated on these surrounding local streets. 
However, additional operational studies  may be required after the project is operational to 
determine any ‘spillover effects’ to the surrounding neighborhoods (and potential remedies 
such as permit parking requirements, police traffic control, and temporary barricades). There 
would be no parking facilities located west of the stadium and the trip distribution pattern, 
derived from San Jose Sharks hockey games attendance pattern and data, shows that the vast 
majority of trips would enter the study area from the surrounding freeways. The freeway 
segments analyzed include those segments on which the project is expected to have the 
greatest effect.  

 
D1-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. Intersections 
along The Alameda were forecast to operate within the City standard of LOS D or better.  
 
D1-3:  The EIR has identified significant and unavoidable noise impacts (such as exterior noise expo-
sure) to a number of residents located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project. All identified 
mitigation measures are considered feasible to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Sound 
transmission class (STC) is a widely used integer-number rating of how well a partition attenuates 
airborne sound. Windows of standard single pane glass construction have a typical sound 
transmission class rating of 25-28 STC; while windows of average dual pane glass construction have 
a typical rating of 28-35 STC. Thus, standard dual pane windows would provide approximately 28-35 
dBA reduction in exterior to interior sound levels. To maximize interior noise attenuation, widows 
and doors must remain shut and mechanical ventilation would be needed. 
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COMMENTOR D2 
Lorie Bird 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D2-1:  The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoid-
able project impacts.  
 
D2-2:  Please see Response to Comment C5-50. This comment does not specify which parking 
assumptions are thought to be faulty;  no further response is possible. 
 
D2-3:  Please see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions, #2, Daytime Games Parking, and #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking. 
 
D2-4:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. Intersections along The Alameda were forecast to operate within the City standard of LOS D or 
better. 
 
D2-5:  As stated on page 264 of the Draft EIR, obtrusive light and glare resulting from nighttime 
operation of the stadium could result in a significant unavoidable impact to operations at the Lick 
Observatory. Please also see Response to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoidable project 
impacts. Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR, in a voicemail to the Redevelopment 
Agency, a Lick Observatory representative stated that they did not anticipate significant impacts to 
the operation of the observatory as a result of the proposed stadium.  
 
D2-6:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
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COMMENTOR D3 
Ruth Cavagnaro-Gilwee  
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D3-1:  The comment is noted. The comment relates to the merits of the project and therefore no fur-
ther response is necessary. 
 
D3-2:  The comment is noted. Significant unavoidable noise increases are documented in Chapter 
V.E, Noise, of the EIR. The Draft EIR did not identify any significant unavoidable traffic impacts.  
Please also see Response to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
 
D3-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
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COMMENTOR D4 
Helen Chapman  
May 1, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D4-1:  Please see Response to Comment C7-1 regarding the Final EIR process and recirculation of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
D4-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. Please also see Master Response 
Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. Please Response to Comments C7-2, C7-3, and C7-4. 
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COMMENTOR D5 
Anthony Dominguez  
February 19, 2006 
 
 
 
D5-1:  The commentor has expressed support for the proposed project. Because this comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR D6 
Harvey Darnell 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 

D6-1:  Please see Response to Comment C7-1 regarding the Final EIR process. Please also see Mas-
ter Response #1, Recirculation of the Draft EIR for an explanation of why recirculation of the Draft 
EIR would not be appropriate. 
 
D6-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
 
D6-3:  Stadium patrons destined for downtown from I-280 southbound would exit at Bird Avenue, 
Almaden/Vine Avenue, or take SR 87 north to Santa Clara Street or Julian Street. Exiting at Bascom 
or Meridian would take much longer because of the numerous traffic signals on these routes. Patrons 
traveling northbound on I-280 were partly assumed to exit at 7th Street, but mostly assumed to use SR 
87 to Santa Clara Street or Julian Street. If more traffic were to use the 7th Street exit, the traffic 
impacts would be less than are described in the Draft EIR. Traffic traveling southbound on SR 87 was 
assumed to use Julian or Park Avenue. If traffic used Coleman Avenue instead, the impacts would be 
less than are depicted in the Draft EIR. 
 
Regarding the potential for patrons to park in the neighborhoods south of I-280, the City has a num-
ber of means by which it can assist neighborhoods to restrict traffic and parking. As one example, 
these neighborhoods may wish to implement permit parking. Please also see Master Response Trans-
portation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Parking. 
 
D6-4:  The overpass on I-280 would be improved if the recommendations for Bird Avenue are 
adopted and implemented. This would improve the situation for pedestrians using Bird Avenue. The 
existing on-ramp to I-280 southbound would not be widened; it would be restriped to provide two 
lanes. This would reduce the incidence of cars running the red light by providing more left turn 
capacity per signal cycle. Baseball traffic, whether arriving at or departing from the stadium, would 
not coincide with school commute hours. 
 
D6-5:  The Draft EIR identified noise from fireworks displays as a significant unavoidable impact. It 
isn’t possible to determine the exact timing of displays because they often occur at the end of ball-
games which might have extra innings. Fireworks require a City permit and time of occurrence would 
be considered in the issuance of such a permit. 
 
D6-6:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies #1, Los Gatos Creek Set-
back. 
 
D6-7:  While the Los Gatos Creek trail would be expected to serve as a pedestrian route to the sta-
dium area for some baseball patrons who live in the North Willow Glen neighborhood, most of this 
neighborhood is well beyond even the ¾-mile range. Due to the neighborhood’s distance from the 
stadium site and given the City’s commitment to implement a Traffic and Parking Management Plan 
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(TPMP) similar to that which was implemented and refined over the years for the downtown Arena, 
there is no reason to expect that stadium patrons would park in North Willow Glen and walk to the 
stadium. Even in the event that a small number of stadium patrons did so (and ran the risk of being 
ticketed or towed), there is no reason to expect that their small numbers would have any detrimental 
effect on the trail itself or the adjacent riparian corridor, both of which would constructed and pro-
tected, respectively, in ways that would accommodate pedestrian usage.   
 
D6-8:  Depending on the orientation and surface material used for the new 20-story building, there 
may be some reflected sound from this new building to areas east or south of the building. However, 
due to distance attenuation and angle of the reflected sound, the effect of the building reflection 
would be negligible. It normally takes doubling of the sound energy received to add 3 dBA to a 
receptor location. The reflected sound, if any, would be a small portion (less than 20 percent) of the 
direct sound, adding less than 1 dBA to the noise level at the affected receptor location. The area to 
the west of the new building would no have any significant sound reflection and would be masked by 
vehicular traffic on the freeway.  
 
D6-9:  Topographic features of the Shoreline Amphitheater in Mountain View present problems 
related to noise specific to that site and amphitheater design. The proposed stadium is not an amphi-
theater and amplifiers and speaker banks for concerts would be located at field level. Concerts at the 
proposed downtown stadium would be differentiated from other outdoor music venues in that the sta-
dium would provide a barrier behind the audience that would reduce the speaker volume needed to 
achieve the same sound effect when compared to a completely open outdoor environment such as the 
Shoreline Amphitheater. The partial wrap-around physical setting of the stadium would reduce off-
site sound migration substantially.  
 
D6-10:  If the proposed stadium project moves forward, the City would perform a detailed acoustic 
study to confirm the predictions of the long-term noise levels and resulting impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
 
D6-11:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat 
Sign.  
 
D6-12:  Preservation and incorporation of the Patty’s Inn facade within the stadium project cannot, 
strictly speaking, be a recommended mitigation measure because Patty’s Inn is not eligible for listing 
in the California Register. Since the building is not eligible for listing, its removal is a less-than-sig-
nificant impact under CEQA. CEQA states that mitigation measures are not required for less-than-
significant impacts Although Patty’s Inn is not a California Register eligible property, its preservation 
and reuse could be considered in the final development of the baseball stadium.  
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COMMENTOR D7 
Angela Elsey 
May 2, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D7-1:  The comment is noted. Traffic impacts of the proposed project are identified in Chapter V.C, 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking of the Draft EIR. 
 
D7-2:  The comment is noted. The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 
further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR D8 
Varda Friedman 
March 13, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D8-1:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D8-2:  Chapter V.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed 
project’s potential traffic impacts. Mitigation measures are recommended as appropriate. 
 
D8-3:  In general, community benefit issues are not an appropriate topic of analysis under CEQA. 
Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary.   
   
D8-4:  Chapter V.E, Noise of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s potential noise impacts. 
Mitigation measures are recommended as appropriate. 
 
D8-5:  Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discussion of crime under CEQA. 
 
D8-6:  Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discussion of property values 
under CEQA. 
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COMMENTOR D9 
Sabrina Hall & Kathy Sutherland 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D9-1:  Please see Response to Comment C5-10. 
 
D9-2:  Typically when parking lots are developed into buildings, new parking is incorporated into the 
designs. On parking lots such as the Water Company site, the parking will increase in the future. 
Please also see Response to Comment Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Games 
Parking. 
 
D9-3:  Please see Response to Comment Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood 
Traffic and Parking. 
 
D9-4:  Please see Response to Comment D9-3. 
 
D9-5:  It is not anticipated that stadium traffic would need to use Gifford Avenue or Lorraine Street. 
The surrounding arterials have the capacity to carry the anticipated traffic loads. Nevertheless, the 
City recognizes that these streets, particularly Gifford, may be experiencing cut-through traffic 
because there are limited options connecting W. San Carlos Street to Park Avenue and San Fernando 
Street. The City has implemented programs to reduce cut-through traffic in other neighborhoods and 
some combination of these programs could be used in the vicinity of the proposed stadium. Please see 
Response to Comment Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traffic and Park-
ing. 
 
D9-6:  There is currently no timeframe for the City Council to consider placement before the voters 
of a ballot initiative for the proposed baseball stadium. If and when voters approved a ballot initiative, 
a stadium design team would be selected in the months following the election. Site preparation, 
infrastructure development and PG&E relocation would begin approximately six months following 
selection of the design team. Construction would begin approximately 1 year later. 
 
The construction traffic mitigation for the four high-density development projects in the vicinity 
noted by the commentor is as follows: 

Each project is required to submit a construction management plan as part of it grading and/or build-
ing permit application. The City reviews these plans and would require revisions as necessary to 
address other construction projects in the area.  
 
D9-7:  Air pollution impacts from traffic were analyzed in Section D. Air Quality of the Draft EIR. 
Results of the analysis of worst-case carbon monoxide concentrations with the project are shown in 
Table V.D-5 and indicate that carbon monoxide levels at every one of the 18 intersections analyzed 
would meet State and federal standards. 
 
D9-8:  Air pollution impacts caused by fireworks would be mitigated by implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure AIR-3. 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    180

D9-9:  As stated on page 261 of the Draft EIR, “Light standards and scoreboards were not included in 
the simulations as their flat/narrow design would cast minimal shadow relative to the stadium and 
parking garage.” These structures would not contribute to any additional shade/shadow impacts. 
 
D9-10:  Given that the proposed project is only conceptual, it is not possible to determine the exact 
orientation of the lighting structures at this time. Therefore, it is not possible to accurately determine 
the number of foot candles that residents in the area may be subject to as a result of nighttime opera-
tion of the proposed stadium. The Draft EIR qualitatively evaluates the impacts of obtrusive light and 
glare to the extent that they are known at this time. Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce 
these impacts, although they cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. Please also see 
Response to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
 
D9-11:  The comment is noted. The City will work with the residents to determine an implementation 
schedule for noise abatement measures. 
 
D9-12:  The comment affirming information provided in the Draft EIR is noted. 
 
D9-13:  The City will work with residents on a case by case basis to determine appropriate sound 
proofing mitigation measures. To the EIR authors’ knowledge, the City would not reimburse home-
owners for work previously completed. 
 
D9-14:  The City will evaluate event permits on a case by case basis. The City would not distribute 
monies collected from fines to neighbors. 
 
D9-15:  Table V.C-13 on page 113 of the Draft EIR describes pedestrian flows on project streets, 
including W. San Fernando. The pedestrian flow analysis concludes that the existing sidewalks could 
accommodate the peak pedestrian volumes of the proposed project.  Mitigation measures, such as 
widening sidewalks would not be required.   
 
D9-16:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
D9-17:  Additional restroom facilities outside of the proposed stadium are not part of the proposed 
project. The City would determine the need for portable restroom facilities outside of the proposed 
stadium prior to scheduling events such events at the stadium. 
 
D9-18:  Security needs for the proposed stadium are discussed on pages 295-296 of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed, staffing levels for the stadium would be dependent on event security requirements. A Ball-
park Event Operations Plan would be developed, and appropriate police staffing needs could be iden-
tified and coordinated through the Traffic Enforcement Unit and the Secondary Employment Unit, as 
is done with the HP Pavilion. The Ballpark Event Operations Plan would identify security needs and 
the specific duties of the security staff. 
 
D9-19:  A construction plan would be developed prior to groundbreaking with the goal of there being 
no damage to adjacent properties. In order to document baseline conditions, the Redevelopment 
Agency would seek permission from property owners to document building conditions prior to site 
grading. 
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D9-20:  Please see Response to Comment C5-38. 
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COMMENTOR D10 
Trevor Holmes  
March 30, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D10-1:  The comment is noted. The City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency is funding the environ-
mental evaluation of the proposed project site. Because the comment does not directly relate to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary.   
 
D10-2:  The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts of the development of baseball stadium and 
associated structures at the project site. Please see Chapter III, Project Description of the Draft EIR 
for a description of the proposed project. Please also see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer 
Stadium. The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, therefore no further response 
is necessary.   
 
D10-3:  The comment is noted. Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is neces-
sary. 
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COMMENTOR D11 
Jody Hucko  
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D11-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
D11-2:  The intersections of the downtown area near the stadium are shown by the analysis with the 
project to operate within the standard, which is level of service D or better. This would support the 
point that there will not be gridlock under this scenario. The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoid-
able impacts to SR 87 and I-280. Please also see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and 
Parking #4, I-880 and #6, Freeway Traffic 6-7 p.m. 
 
D11-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
D11-4:  The Center for the Performing Arts is located east of the project site on the east side of SR 
87. Based on our noise calculations, existing noise from SR 87 at the Center would be louder than 
noise from baseball or concert events at the proposed stadium. Noise from existing sources such as 
SR 87 would have been considered in the design of the Center for the Performing Arts. The noise 
from the proposed project would not be audible at the Center for the Performing Arts.  
 
D11-5:  Concert noise is discussed in Section V.E, Noise. Pages 166 and 167 discuss peak noise and 
ambient noise during concert events.  
 
D11-6:  The comment is noted. The Draft EIR identifies obtrusive light and glare resulting from 
nighttime operation of the proposed stadium as a significant unavoidable impact. Please see Response 
to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
 
D11-7:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
D11-8:  Please see Response to Comment C6-40 regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of alternatives 
to the proposed project. In addition, as noted on page 319 of the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines 
require analysis of a range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the sig-
nificant effects of the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of 
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Chapter VII, Alternatives of the Draft EIR fulfills these 
requirements. 
 
D11-9:  Chapter IV, Consistency with Plans and Policies evaluates the consistency of the proposed 
project with applicable land use plans and planning policies. As noted on page 47 of the Draft EIR, 
policy conflicts are not considered to have a significant effect on the environment, and are therefore 
differentiated from impacts described in the other topical sections of the EIR. Adverse physical 
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impacts associated with such policy conflicts are addressed in the appropriate technical sections of the 
EIR. Please also see Response to Comment C6-6. 
 
D11-10:  The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment C7-4 regarding socio-economic 
impacts. 
 
D11-11:  The commentor’s support for the Shasta/Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association com-
ments (Commentor C6) is noted. 
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COMMENTOR D12 
Barbara Jacobs  
March 15, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D12-1:  The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discus-
sion of property values under CEQA. 
 
D12-2:  Chapter V.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking and Chapter V.E, Noise discuss traffic 
and noise impacts of the proposed project respectively. It is assumed that the commentor believes the 
proposed project will increase crime in the neighborhood. Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, 
with relation to the discussion of crime under CEQA. 
 
D12-3:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, not further response is necessary. 
 
D12-4:  The commentor’s opinions about the condition of the roadway surface and presence of 
numerous pot-holes along The Alameda is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, not further response is necessary. 
 
D12-5:  As noted in Mitigation Measure NOISE-1, on page 162 of the Draft EIR, “With affected 
property owners consent, prior to opening day of the stadium, the City shall implement measures to 
reduce significant impacts associated with increased traffic for residences…which may include, but 
are not limited to installation of dual-pane windows, mechanical air conditioning, and improved ceil-
ing and wall insulation.” As discussed, the City would be responsible for funding these improve-
ments. 
 
D12-6:  This First Amendment (Responses to Comments document) serves as the response to com-
ments received on the Draft EIR for the proposed project. There have been four public community 
meetings during the Draft EIR comment period where members of the community have had the 
opportunity to comment on the contents of the Draft EIR.
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COMMENTOR D13 
Maureen Jones 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D13-1: Please see Response to Comment D11-4. 
 
D13-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
D13-3:  The traffic analysis evaluates impacts both to freeways and city streets. Please see Master 
Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersections. 
  
D13-4:  The comment is noted. Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
D13-5:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR D14 
Joseph Krale 
March 2, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D14-1: The City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency is funding the environmental evaluation of the 
proposed project site. The scopes of works and budgets for consultants working for the Redevelop-
ment Agency on the Stadium project are a matter of public and can be reviewed upon request.  Please 
contact Dennis Korabiak, Redevelopment Program Manager, City of San Jose Redevelopment 
Agency for additional information.  Because the comment does not directly relate to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary.  
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COMMENTOR D15 
S & B Martin 
March 8, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D15-1:  The comment is noted. The Draft EIR evaluates potentially significant traffic, noise, and air 
quality impacts and recommends mitigation measures as appropriate. Some of these impacts could 
not be reduced to a less than significant level and remain significant unavoidable impacts of the pro-
posed project. Please see Response to Comment C5-3 regarding significant unavoidable impacts.  
 
D15-2:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D15-3:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR D16 
Brian Pirkl  
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D16-1:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D16-2:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D16-3:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D16-4:  The comment is simply incorrect. The traffic study, which is incorporated into the Draft EIR 
by reference, and which is summarized on pages 93-137, examines the scenario of simultaneous 
events at the stadium and the Pavilion. 
 
D16-5:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
 
D16-6:  Please see Response to Comment C5-50. Please also see Master Response Transportation, 
Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Games Parking. 
 
D16-7:  Contour lines shown in Figure V.E-2 indicate that concert noise would have a wider range of 
impact than noise from a ballgame. The figure also indicates that due to the orientation of the stadium 
including openness of the site to the northeast, will lead to greater noise impacts northeast of the pro-
ject site. Sensitive receptors to the west of the project site will not be impacted as heavily due to the 
attenuation provided by the stadium structure and directional projection of the crowd noise.  
 
D16-8:  It is assumed that the commentor believes fireworks events located in the Downtown area 
would no longer be viewable from Cahill Park due to the proposed stadium potentially blocking the 
view. The Draft EIR discusses project impacts in the context of significance criteria applied to the 
relevant environmental issue topics required by CEQA. Evaluation of views of City events, such as 
fireworks displays, is not required under the City of San Jose’s significance criteria. While not a 
CEQA issue per se, this concern could be presented by the commentor to appointed and elected offi-
cials as they consider the merits of the proposed project. 
 
D16-9:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
D16-10:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary.
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COMMENTOR D17 
Yolanda Reynolds  
April 14, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D17-1: The comment is incorrect. There is no assumption that stadium patrons will “overwhelmingly 
arrive by mass transit.” Based on a survey at the HP Pavilion, the estimated rate at which stadium 
patrons would arrive by transit is only 4.5 percent. Applying that usage rate to a sold-out stadium 
would still lead to the conclusion that existing transit services would be sufficient to accommodate 
such patronage.  
 
D17-2:  Page 264 of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impact of stadium lighting on the San Jose 
International Airport. This impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementa-
tion of Mitigation Measures LU-1, SHADE-2a, and SHADE-2b.  
 
D17-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
D17-4:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
D17-5:  Chapter VII, Alternatives of the Draft EIR identifies and evaluates several alternatives to the 
proposed project, including four alternate locations. These locations are described and the impacts of 
the project in these locations are analyzed on pages 331-345. In addition, pages 329-331 discuss five 
alternate locations that were considered but rejected. Please also see Response to Comment D11-8. 
 
D17-6:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
 
D17-7:  It is unclear what the commentor means by stating that there is an assumption that the sur-
rounding “neighborhoods will be enhanced. . .”  Enhancement of the Downtown Core and other plan-
ning areas is discussed in Chapter IV., Consistency with Plans and Policies. As noted on page 54 of 
the Draft EIR, a local major league baseball stadium would enhance the desirable qualities of the 
community, although a project of this scale and type would also create adverse effects for nearby 
neighborhoods (e.g., noise and light) as described in Chapters V.E and V.L, respectively. 
 
Similar to the discussion on Neighborhood Character in Response to Comment B2a-2, neighborhood 
enhancement is an amalgamation of multiple aspects of a neighborhood, and different components of 
character are valued differently by different people. It could include issues required to be discussed 
under CEQA such as traffic, noise, land use, and visual resources, but could also include issues not 
appropriately evaluated under CEQA such as perceptions about crime, private real estate decisions by 
landowners, or speculation about property values. Neighborhood enhancement was not a topic 
included as a separate topic for analysis in this EIR. The City believes all of the appropriate potential 
physical impacts have been addressed in other topical sections. 
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D17-8:  Potential impacts to Public Services and Facilities are analyzed in Section N.V of the Draft 
EIR. The Criteria of Significance for Public Services and Facilities are included on page 295 of the 
Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed project would have significant impacts on public services 
and facilities if it would result in an increased demand for police and fire services exceeding existing 
or planned staffing levels, facilities, or equipment.  As with the HP Pavilion, staffing levels for the 
stadium will be dependent on event security requirements.  A Ballpark Event Operations Plan would 
be developed, and appropriate police staffing needs could be identified and coordinated through the 
Traffic Enforcement Unit and the Secondary Employment Unit, which utilizes off-duty officers to 
provide police security services at the HP Pavilion during events on a contract basis. 
 
D17-9:  North of Park Avenue, proposed structures would be set back an average of 120 feet from the 
Los Gatos Creek top of bank. In this area several existing structures and parking lots extend within 
the 50 foot creek setback. South of Park Avenue, proposed structures would be set back an average of 
50 feet from the Los Gatos Creek top of bank.   
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1, included on page 197 of the Draft EIR, would reduce potential impacts 
associated with damage as a result of seismically-induced ground shaking at the project site to a less 
than significant level.  This mitigation measure requires that prior to the issuance of any site-specific 
grading or building permits, a design-level geotechnical investigation shall be prepared by a licensed 
professional and submitted to the City of San Jose Public Works Department for review and confir-
mation that the proposed development fully complies with the California Building Code (Seismic 
Zone 4). The report shall determine the project site’s geotechnical conditions and address potential 
seismic hazards such as liquefaction. The report shall identify building techniques appropriate to 
minimize seismic damage. All mitigation measures, design criteria, and specifications set forth in the 
geotechnical and soils report shall be followed.  
 
It is acknowledged that seismic hazards cannot be completely eliminated even with site-specific geo-
technical investigation and advanced building practices (as provided in the mitigation measure 
above). However, exposure to seismic hazards is a generally accepted part of living in the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area and therefore the mitigation measure described above reduces the potential hazards 
associated with seismic activity to a less-than-significant level.  
 
D17-10:  Cumulative Impacts are discussed in Chapter VI. of the Draft EIR, on pages 307 to 317. 
This chapter provides a discussion of cumulative projects considered in the analysis and cumulative 
analysis by environmental issue topic.  As noted on page 316, given the size of the service area and 
overall demand, the cumulative impact on utilities would be less-than-significant. In addition, utility 
service providers maintain long term projections for demand for their services within the City based 
on the City's General Plan, and have developed strategies to meet anticipated future demand levels.  
As also noted on page 316, the development of the proposed project, in addition to the cumulative 
projects, would require connection to electrical and natural gas transmission and distribution systems 
maintained and served by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). All expansion of electrical or natural gas 
facilities and services would be undertaken in accordance with Title 24 and the City’s General Plan 
policies related to energy savings.  
 
D17-11:  The Draft EIR transportation analysis identifies impacts to the freeway system as significant 
and unavoidable. The Draft EIR also identifies impacts to intersections, both under near-term and 
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cumulative conditions. Some intersection impacts can be mitigated and some cannot. With regard to 
sidewalk capacity, the Draft EIR identifies certain locations where sidewalks would need to be wider. 
 
D17-12:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Inter-
sections. No project traffic is anticipated to use Shasta Avenue.  
 
D17-13:  The traffic analysis was conducted for the time period of 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  
 
D17-14:  The traffic analysis on page 80 discusses pedestrian traffic. The majority of pedestrians will 
walk from parking garages to the stadium. Streets and parking garages are identified in the report. 
 
D17-15:  Trips generated by the proposed project were analyzed for air quality impacts and were 
included in Chapter V.D, Air Quality. Results of the analysis are shown in Table V.D-5 and Table 
V.D-6. 
 
D17-16:  The recommended widening of Delmas Avenue would not affect access to any existing 
homes or properties. 
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COMMENTOR D18 
Peter Ross  
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D18-1:  The effects of a large influx of vehicles are felt most acutely at the destination, and the far-
ther away one is located from that point of concentration, the less the effect is felt. The study indi-
cates that intersections in the downtown area would operate within the City’s adopted standard, which 
is level of service D or better. The Draft EIR identifies impacts to freeway segments on SR 87 and I-
280 as significant and unavoidable. 
 
D18-2:  It is uncertain whether the Oakland A’s would relocate to San Jose and occupy the stadium. 
The estimate of total traffic entering downtown for the stadium is 17,258 vehicles. To put this number 
in perspective, this volume of cars is much less (roughly one half) than the volume that enters the 
downtown area on any given workday. 
 
D18-3:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary.
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COMMENTOR D19 
Erich Schmaltz  
February 26, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D19-1:  Transportation, Circulation and Parking are discussed in Section V.C of the Draft EIR, begin-
ning on page 93. It is assumed that the commentor believes the proposed project will increase crime 
in the neighborhood. Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discussion of crime 
under CEQA. 
 
D19-2:  The State of California Department of Toxic Substance Control is the primary responsible 
agency for maintaining the Cortese List.  The list is available on line at http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/ Site-
Cleanup/Cortese_List.cfm. 
 
Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is neces-
sary. 
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COMMENTOR D20 
Scott Soper 
March 2, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D20-1:  According to a Redevelopment Agency survey, the average parking occupancy rate at night 
downtown is about 25 percent, public and private spaces combined. This is on an average night, 
absent a significant event such as a hockey game. Some garages were found to be much fuller than 25 
percent and others less. The comments provided about a particular problem encountered on a par-
ticular night is noted.  
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COMMENTOR D21 
Rebecca Stamm 
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D21-1: Please see Master Response Recirculation #1, Recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
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COMMENTOR D22 
Harry Stewart 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D22-1: The noise contours shown in Figure V.E-2 indicate the area within which noise is projected to 
reach 60 dBA or higher in terms of continuous equivalent noise level (Leq). Beyond the contour, noise 
would be less than 60 dBA; within the contour, noise would be greater than 60 dBA. The two colors 
of the contours indicate that 60 dBA level noise from rock concert type events would extend outward 
from the stadium by about 75-150 feet farther than during a baseball game.   
 
The single 60dBA contour level is used to establish whether significant adverse noise impacts would 
result from the proposed project. This level and the degree of attenuation that could be achieved by 
various forms of mitigation is referred to at several points in the Draft EIR Noise section.   
 
Table V.E-5 also demonstrates that ambient noise throughout the neighborhoods adjacent to the 
project site is currently well above 60 dBA on weekdays (ranging from 65.7 to 70.1 dBA depending 
on measurement location) and slightly above 60 dBA on the weekend (ranging from 60.6 dBA to 
63.7). The sources of these relatively high noise levels are not unusual for the downtown areas of 
medium to large American cities and, in downtown San Jose, result from vehicular noise from SR 87 
and I-280 and airplane noise from flights arriving at the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International 
Airport. It is important to note that noise outside of the 60 dBA contours would not be caused by 
operation of the stadium.   
 
D22-2:  Please see Response to Comments D9-10 and C5-3. The analysis of obtrusive light and glare 
impacts to surrounding neighborhoods would not benefit from such simulations at this time. 
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COMMENTOR D23 
Tessa Woodmansee 
April 13, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D23-1:  The comment is noted. Title 20 is not applicable to public projects, such as the stadium. The 
EIR has identified noise impacts a significant and unavoidable. Implementation of the noise mitiga-
tion measures would reduce noise impacts to the extent feasible.  
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COMMENTOR D24 
Tessa Woodmansee 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D24-1:  One individual project having emissions exceeding a threshold does not necessarily result in 
adverse health effects for residents in the project vicinity. This is especially true for this project where 
the pollutants exceeding the thresholds are ozone precursors which have regional sources and effects. 
The potential for an individual project to contribute to significant health risk is small, even if the 
emission thresholds are exceeded by the project. On the other hand, the carbon monoxide analysis 
indicates that CO pollution levels will not exceed State or federal standards (see Table V.D-5 of the 
EIR).  
 
D24-2:  The commentor’s conclusion with regard to sustainability is noted. Diesel use associated with 
construction projects is accounted for in the region’s plan for attaining air quality standards. Based on 
the type of use associated with this project, a large number of diesel trucks that would idle on the site 
are not anticipated. The State has taken steps to reduce diesel risk by adopting the Diesel Risk 
Reduction Plan. Additionally, several State and federal rulemaking efforts are underway to reduce 
diesel emissions including the Carol Moyer program8 and other incentive efforts, and Governor 
Schwarzenegger’s Goods Movement Action Plan for California’s ports, railways and highway sys-
tem.9   
 
D24-3: Existing levels of service were found to be adequate within the stadium area both with and 
without an event at the HP Pavilion. Therefore, this comment is incorrect to suggest that the trans-
portation infrastructure has insufficient capacity. 

                                                      
8 The Carl Moyer program is grant program implemented by a partnership of the State of California Air Resources 

Board (ARB) and local air districts (e.g., BAAQMD) that fund the incremental cost of cleaner-than-required engines and 
other sources of pollution. Projects to reduce emissions from on-road heavy duty vehicles, idle reduction technologies, 
locomotives and others are eligible for the program. 

9 The Goods Movement Action Plan will develop a statewide implementation plan for goods movement capacity 
expansion, goods movement-related environmental and community mitigation, and goods movement-related homeland 
security and public safety enhancement. It will define the required elements to synchronize and to integrate efforts to 
achieve relief and improvement.  
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COMMENTOR D25 
Eloy Wouters 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D25-1: The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D25-2:  Traffic impacts under a simultaneous-event scenario are discussed beginning on page 126 of 
the Draft EIR. Parking impacts under a simultaneous-event scenario are discussed beginning on page 
128 of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no fur-
ther response is necessary. 
 
D25-3:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D25-4:  Emergency services would not be impeded in the project vicinity as the implementation of 
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to levels of service at intersections in the project 
vicinity to less than significant levels. If streets in the immediate vicinity were blocked off for traffic 
control, emergency vehicles could go through the blockades. The blockades may consist of sawhorses 
manned by a police officer or portable signs, which emergency vehicles can go around. 
 
D25-5:  The proposed project does not propose to have concerts located in the parking lot. Parking lot 
concerts would have a greater noise impact than those proposed at the stadium due to the absorption 
that the stadium building would provide in noise attenuation. As stated in Mitigation NOISE-2b, a 
detailed acoustic study would be conducted by the City of San Jose that would evaluate the accuracy 
of the predictions of the long-term noise levels at noise sensitive uses within the 60 dBA Leq contour 
line. The contour line could be extended if the results of the study suggest that additional areas are 
impacted. 
 
D25-6:  It is the City of San Jose’s understanding that Major League Baseball controls the scheduling 
of all baseball games and it is not possible for a local facility to restrict the times or days of games.  
However, if a stadium project moves forward, the City could research the commentor’s suggestion of 
schedule in greater detail. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
D25-7:  An impact associated with intoxicated pedestrians was not identified in the Draft EIR.  How-
ever, it is the City of San Jose’s understanding that alcohol is not served past the seventh inning at 
several baseball stadiums. If a stadium project moves forward, the City could research the commen-
tor’s suggestion of schedule in greater detail. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
D25-8:  Please see Master Response Public Services and Facilities #1, Parks. 
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COMMENTOR D26 
Jamie Zucek 
May 3, 2006 
 
 
 
 
D26-1: This comment is correct that the Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts to 
SR 87 and I-280. Depending on when the commentor drives home, these impacts could affect indi-
vidual travel time. Despite the project not having a significant impact at the I-280/Bird Avenue inter-
change, the traffic study recommends improvements. If implemented, these would reduce delays at 
the interchange. Also, please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    228

E. PUBLIC MEETINGS 
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COMMENTOR E1 
Lawrence Ames 
 
 
 
 
E1-1:  In the scenario of simultaneous events, parking was evaluated within ¾ mile. There are about 
18,367 parking spaces within the ¾ mile distance of the proposed site. Assuming both facilities sell 
out all of their seats, the arena would require up to 6,650 spaces and the stadium would fill the 
remaining 11,717 spaces within ¾ mile. Those parking spaces would have to be supplemented by 
5,541 spaces outside of the ¾ mile distance.  
 
E1-2:  The traffic and parking analysis includes all approved downtown development. The cumula-
tive analysis includes buildout of the Strategy 2000 Downtown Plan. Parking supply and demand for 
specific new projects would be addressed in the planning and environmental review process for each 
project. 
 
E1-3:  Downtown parking peaks at 2:00 p.m. in the afternoon and declines after that. Downtown 
employees typically leave between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., which is when stadium patrons would 
begin to arrive. By 6:00 p.m., most downtown employees are gone, but most stadium patrons would 
not yet have arrived. There would be limited overlap between the two. 
 
E1-4:  Day games during the workweek are infrequent occurrences. Please see Master Responses 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assumptions and #2, Daytime Games Parking. 
 
E1-5:  The intersection of Bird and Park Avenues would have to be realigned. Design details would 
be developed some time after an affirmative decision by San Jose voters to pursue the stadium 
project.  
 
E1-6:  Please see Response to Comment C9-7. The commentor’s request that a grade separated trail 
segment be constructed in the vicinity of Bird and Park Avenues is noted. 
 
E1-7:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies Master Response #1, Los 
Gatos Creek Setback. 
 
E1-8:  Please see Master Response Consistency with Plans and Policies Master Response #1, Los 
Gatos Creek Setback. 
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COMMENTOR E2 
Betty Atkins 
 
 
 
 
E2-1:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
E2-2:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
E2-3:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR E3 
Cynthia Barnes 
 
 
 
E3-1:  The City Council would develop the language of the ballot measure upon certification of the 
Final EIR. It is not known what the language of the ballot measure would be at this time. Because the 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E3-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
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COMMENTOR E4 
Joe Bentley  
 
 
 
E4a-1:  Noise contours were determined by calculating the reduction in the noise level as noise 
moves from inside the stadium to outside the stadium. Geometric spreading causes the sound levels to 
attenuate.  As noise spreads from a source, it looses energy. The formula to calculate this reduction is: 
decibels of change =20xlog(reference listening distance/new receiver distance). Calculations included 
monitored data from similar venues.  Attenuation provided by the structure was also accounted for.  
 
E4a-2:  As stated on page 166 of the EIR, the concert configurations at the stadium would vary by 
event. The EIR analyzed the concert noise assuming maximum concert capacity and volume.  
 
E4a-3:  Sound levels vary by source. As shown in Table V.E-1 of the EIR, a rock band typically has a 
noise level of 120 dBA, freeway noise is about 70 dBA, while a soft whisper is faint at 30 dBA. The 
EPA has defined a 45 dBA Leq for indoor residential areas as the noise level that protects public 
health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. The Leq is an equivalent average noise level for 
fluctuating noise levels over a specific period of time that is different from an instantaneous noise 
level measured in dBA. 
 
E4b-1:  The San Jose Water parking lots are specifically referenced in the Draft EIR on page 127. 
The comment is correct that Adobe Systems Inc. is contemplating development on those lots. The 
expectation is that about 3,000 parking spaces would be built and that these spaces would be available 
to the public after work hours. Adobe uses this practice with its other facilities in the downtown. The 
expectation is that these lots will be retained on the parking total list, and will increase in capacity in 
this one instance. 
 
E4b-2:  The Draft EIR analyzes potential adverse impacts to Public Services and Facilities in Chapter 
V, section N (pp. 291-300). One of those public services is that of City police services. For purposes 
of determining adverse impacts on police services, the City has established the following criterion:   

• Result in an increased demand for police and fire services exceeding existing or planned staffing 
levels, facilities, or equipment. 

 
Measuring the number of current parking citations on a Citywide basis, or by specific neighborhoods, 
would be a substantial data compilation effort. Establishing an EIR significance criteria for this metric 
(e.g., “Result in an increased number of parking citations”) would be a much more fine grained 
approach to public services impacts than the City has heretofore taken. In addition, it is likely that the 
Courts would not find an impact of increased parking citations or even the occasional full occupancy 
of all public on-street spaces in nearby neighborhoods (at times of simultaneous sold-out events) to be 
a physical impact under CEQA that would require mitigation. The Transportation, Circulation and 
Parking section of Chapter V addresses the larger question of whether a mismatch between parking 
supply and demand during simultaneous events would lead to indirect effects of more congestion and 
air pollution (while patrons circulate, looking for available spaces). The conclusion there is that the 
implementation of a detailed Traffic and Parking Management Plan (TPMP) could reduce any poten-
tial impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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E4c-1:  The noise analysis evaluated noise in terms of the Lmax as well as the hourly Leq during eve-
ning periods between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m., the likely hours of baseball games and events.  
 
E4c-2:  As described on page 154 of the EIR, Leq is an average noise level of fluctuating noise for a 
measured time period. Peak noise (Lmax) and average (Leq) noise levels for a baseball game at a simi-
lar venue are shown in Table V.E-8 of the EIR. Existing noise levels in the project area in terms of 
Leq and maximum noise levels are shown in Table V.E-5.  
 
E4c-3:  The Draft EIR evaluates the time periods during which activities at the proposed stadium 
would lead to the greatest potential impacts.  
 
E4d-1:  Based on the estimated traffic distribution of trips to the stadium, significant increases in traf-
fic are not anticipated on streets west of the stadium. Most patrons will be coming from neighbor-
hoods and communities outside of downtown and will utilize freeways and their exits onto arterials, 
which feed into the stadium and parking. Nevertheless, additional analysis has been undertaken to 
expand our understanding of these issues. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation 
and Parking # 1, Additional Intersections. 
 
E4d-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking # 4, I-880. 
 
E4d-3:  The EIR states that the Autumn Street extension would be required for the stadium. 
 
E4d-4:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
E4e-1:  The City routinely studies certain corridors to see if any improvement in signal coordination 
can be made. If problems occur and if they are brought to the attention of City Department of Trans-
portation staff, then they have the resources to improve signal timing and synchronization. 
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COMMENTOR E5 
Patrick Bernal  
 
 
 
E5a-1:  It is assumed that the commentor is referring to the need for a baseball team to use the pro-
posed stadium. The stadium would not be built without first securing a major league baseball team to 
use the facilities as their home stadium. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no further comment is necessary. 
 
E5a-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. Soccer facilities are not con-
sidered as part of the proposed project and thus are not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Because the com-
ment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E5a-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Scenario Assump-
tion. As noted on pages 95 to 96 of the Draft EIR there is the potential for some overlap of events at 
the proposed stadium and at the HP Pavilion. The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR did not identify any 
significant impacts due to the occurrence of simultaneous events. 
 
E5a-4:  The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to 
Comment E5a-1. 
 
E5a-5:  The Traffic Study discusses potential transit impacts of the project on page 38. Each LRT 
“train” can carry about 300 passengers. There would be eight trains arriving in the 1 hour before a 
game (counting both directions). The estimated demand generated by a sold-out condition at the 
stadium, based on data from a Sharks game at the Arena, is 833 persons. The demand for LRT could 
reach nearly three times that projected and still be accommodated without adding trains.  
 
E5a-6:  The LOS for freeway segments is estimated based on vehicle density. Level of service (LOS) 
calculations are used to determine whether impacts would result. The DEIR speaks to the 
performance of freeway segments affected by the project. Please also see Master Response 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking #6, Freeway Traffic, 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. 
 
E5a-7:  Please see Response to Comment E5a-6. 
 
E5a-8:  The I –Star property was not considered as an alternate location as it is not in the Downtown 
Core area and development of that property is being actively pursued.     
 
E5b-1:  The City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency is funding the environmental evaluation of the 
proposed project site. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
E5b-2:  As shown in the Draft EIR, streets surrounding the stadium and within the downtown area 
are projected to operate within acceptable standards. It is anticipated that police officers would assist 
with traffic control to keep traffic moving. 
 
E5b-3:  Please see Response to Comment E5a-8. 
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COMMENTOR E6 
Loenardo Calderon 
 
 
 
 
E6-1:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E6-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E7 
Carole Campbell  
 
 
 
 
E7a-1:  The comment is noted. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
#1, Additional Intersections. No project impacts to The Alameda, San Carlos, or Park Avenue have 
been identified. 
 
E7a-2:  The comment is noted. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
#1, Additional Intersections. 
 
E7a-3:  The comment is noted. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
#1, Additional Intersections. 
 
E7a-4:  The commentor notes that the neighborhood is already subject to high levels of noise due to 
airplane and train traffic. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary 
 
E7a-5:  The commentor questions whether or not committee members would like to live near the 
proposed stadium. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
E7a-6:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E7a-7:  The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. Because this comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E7b-1:  Please see Response to Comment E7a-5. 
 
E7b-2:  Impacts related to noise from motor vehicles, crowds and fireworks are discussed in Section 
V.E., Noise, of the Draft EIR.  Noise impacts identified primarily east of the project site include 
increased traffic noise, noise from baseball events and noise from concert events. Increased traffic 
noise east of the site is related to the location of parking and primary access routes east of the project 
site. Noise from baseball and concert events spilling east of the project site is correlated to stadium 
design. Noise impacts from fireworks and project construction would extend east and west (and north 
and south) of the project site and while mitigation measures are proposed, they would not reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersections, 
regarding traffic on Park Avenue, San Carlos Street and The Alameda west of the project site. 
 
E7b-3:  The comment is noted. The commentor has expressed opposition to the proposed project. 
Because this comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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COMMENTOR E8 
Lloyd Danon  
 
 
 
 
E8a-1:  The commentor requested a demonstration of noise that would occur at the stadium at the 
subsequent public information meeting. Such a request, and its implementation, aims more at the 
question of whether the City’s noise standards are appropriate than whether the EIR’s analysis is valid 
and its findings useful. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
E8a-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E8a-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E8b-1:  The comment relates to the potential to the proposed project to move forward under certain 
territorial agreements of Major League Baseball. Because the comment does not relate to the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, no further comment is necessary. 
 
E8b-2:  Alternative uses of the site are not required for analysis in the Draft EIR. Because the com-
ment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E8b-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E9 
Harvey Darnell (3) 
 
 
 
E9a-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
E9a-2:  The comment is noted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E9a-3:  Please see Response to Comment D6-12. 
 
E9a-4:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat Sign. 
 
E9a-5:  The proposed stadium would not physically alter any structures associated with the Diridon 
Station. The Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable impacts to the character of the station as 
well as significant unavoidable shading impacts in the morning hours throughout most of the year. 
Please also see Response to Comment C5-3, regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
 
E9a-6:  It is assumed the commentor is referring to the structure located at 150 S. Montgomery 
Street.  Page 232 of the Draft EIR describes the existing and past uses of this structure. The structure 
is also identified on Figure V.J-1 on page 230 of the Draft EIR. Page 242 of the Draft EIR notes that 
this structure lacks integrity and is therefore not considered a historic resource.  Please also see 
Response to Comment C3-12 for further explanation. 
 
E9b-1:  Please see Response to Comment C5-24. 
 
E9b-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
E9b-3:  Based on a survey of Sharks fans, the Draft EIR estimates negligible usage of VTA buses and 
about 800 riders on the LRT service during a sold-out event at the stadium. Given 8 LRT trains in the 
hour before a game (capacity=2,400 riders), it appears that existing service will be capable of 
accommodating the demand. 
 
E9c-1:  The traffic analysis includes all approved downtown development. The cumulative analysis 
includes buildout of the Strategy 2000 Downtown Plan.  
 
E9c-2:  Please see Response to Comment D6-12.  
 
E9c-3:  Please see Master Response Cultural and Paleontological Resources #1, Stephen’s Meat Sign. 
 
E9c-4:  The proposed stadium project area is adjacent to the Diridon Station and there will be no 
direct impacts or changes to any of the buildings, out buildings, or to the southern wooden building. 
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COMMENTOR E10 
Jeff Dickard 
 
 
 
 
E10-1: The transit share percentage was obtained from a survey of Sharks fans. Other studies of 
other major league baseball facilities indicate that transit usage varies greatly by city, ranging from 
1.5 to 23.5 percent of patrons’ transportation to and from the various stadiums. The attention to 
parking reflects the estimated preference of patrons for travel by car to sporting events in this area. 
 
E10-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.
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COMMENTOR E11 
Don Gagliardi 
 
 
 
 
E11-1: Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E11-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 



Letter
E12

1

2

3

4

5

6



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    265

COMMENTOR E12 
Sabina Hall 
 
 
 
 
E12-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
E12-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
E12-3:  Please see Response to Comment D6-3. 
 
E12-4:  Please see Response to Comment E12-3. 
 
E12-5:  The parking spaces in the proposed adjacent garage are in excess of the number of spaces 
needed for employees. It is not known whether any would be reserved for employees. Employee 
parking demand and these new spaces are included in the parking analysis. 
 
E12-6:  The HP Pavilion surface parking lot is being studied for a possible parking garage in con-
junction with the proposed BART station. 
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COMMENTOR E13 
Mary Hernon 
 
 
 
 
E13-1: Pages 256-257 of the Draft EIR evaluate the projects potential impact to the existing visual 
character of the project area (including surrounding neighborhoods) and identify this impact as less-
than-significant. As stated on page 257 of the Draft EIR, the proposed stadium would contribute to 
the overall visual character of the area by reinforcing an entertainment and sports related district in 
what is currently an underutilized mixed-use area. In addition, the proposed stadium would include 
public open space and landscaping that would be visually compatible with the area and would tie into 
the planned Los Gatos Creek trail system. Please also see Response to Comment C9-9. 
 
E13-2:  It is uncertain whether the team that would occupy the stadium would be the A’s. The sta-
dium would not be built without first securing a major league baseball team to use the facilities as 
their home stadium. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further 
comment is necessary.
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COMMENTOR E14 
Trevor Holmes 
 
 
 
 
E14a-1:  The City is currently preparing a Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San 
Jose Stadium study to evaluate the financial and economic impact of the project. Because the 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E14a-2:  Please see Response to Comment E13-2. 
 
E14a-3:  The EIR authors are unaware of studies that show an open ended baseball stadium is more 
soundproof than a stadium built to direct noise inwards. 
 
E14a-4:  There would be two exits from the proposed parking structure, each with the ability to 
accommodate about 1,000 vehicles per hour. Thus, if the entire facility were filled and if all vehicles 
attempted to leave simultaneously, it would take about 36 minutes to empty the structure. Such delays 
are experienced at other urban parking garages under similar conditions. 
 
E14a-5:  As described throughout the Draft EIR, the existing PG&E substation may either be modi-
fied or relocated to accommodate the proposed project. Because the comment does not relate to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E14b-1:  Major League Baseball would need to approve a Major League Baseball team’s move to 
San Jose. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response 
is necessary.   
 
E14b-2:  Local media (print and broadcast) have presented a variety of stories on the question of 
whether the A’s may leave Oakland, where they may or may not relocate, and potential concerns with 
the San Francisco Giants territorial rights. As of January 2007, many of these issues are still highly 
dynamic and subject to much speculation. Until otherwise directed, the San Jose Redevelopment 
Agency will continue to move forward to best position the City of San Jose to draw a Major League 
Baseball team. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further 
response is necessary.  
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COMMENTOR E15 
Carol Irwin  
 
 
 
 
E15a-1:  The comment is noted. It is assumed that the commentor believes the proposed project 
should be located in an area currently utilized as open space. Because the comment does not relate to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary.  
 
E15a-2: The comment is noted, but the commentor’s use of the term “nightmare” is not accurate. 
Chapter V.C, Transportation, Circulation and Parking of the Draft EIR evaluates traffic and parking 
impacts in the Downtown area. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary.  
 
E15a-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood 
Traffic and Parking. 
 
E15a-4:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
E15a-5:  The comment is noted. Please also see Response to Comment C1-1. Because the comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E15a-6:  The comment is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR. Chapters V.D, Air Quality 
and V.E, Noise evaluate the noise and air quality impacts of the proposed project. 
 
E15a-7:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
E15a-8:  By way of an ordinance adopted by the City Council, the downtown core area is exempt 
from the City’s Level of Service Policy. The logic behind the exemption is that downtown streets 
serve many functions, only one of which is to carry traffic, and not necessarily at speeds and 
conditions that are similar to suburban or rural areas. Building wide streets exclusively to serve traffic 
would be detrimental to other land use and transportation goals. 
 
E15a-9:  The intersection of Delmas and Park is projected to experience congestion as a result of the 
project. Mitigations are proposed which will restore the operation of the intersection to LOS D or 
better. 
 
E15a-10:  It is assumed that the commentor believes noise, dust or truck and equipment traffic 
associated with construction of the proposed stadium and associated structures would decrease the 
quality of life for residents. Pages 168-172 of the Draft EIR identify noise associated with project 
construction as a significant unavoidable impact. Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce 
this impact, although not to a less than significant level. Please see Response to Comment C5-3, 
regarding significant unavoidable impacts.  
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Pages 148-150 of the Draft EIR also identify air quality impacts associated with project construction; 
however these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures.  
 
E15b-1:  Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discussion of property values 
under CEQA. 
 
E15b-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tions. 
 
E15b-3:  Widening of Delmas Avenue to provide an additional lane is a required mitigation measure 
for the proposed development project on the San Jose Water Co. site and would be required, also, for 
the stadium. The design of the widening is not finalized, but the intent would be to maintain existing 
on-street parking. 
 
E15b-4:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
E15b-5:  The meaning of the comment is unclear. No further response is necessary. 
 
E15c-1:  The City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency has begun a Neighborhood Economic Impacts 
of the Proposed San Jose Stadium study to the proposed project that would include an estimate of 
project costs and potential funding scenarios. Before public funds could be spent on a baseball 
stadium, the voters of San Jose would need to approve a specific ballot measure outlining the 
proposed project and associated costs. The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
therefore no further response is necessary. 
 
E15c-2:  Please see Response to Comment D14-1.  
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COMMENTOR E16 
John Jassen 
 
 
 
 
E16-1: Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E16-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E17 
Cathy Jones 
 
 
 
 
E17-1: Please see Response to Comment B2a-2, with relation to the discussion of property values 
under CEQA. 
 
E17-2:  The traffic analysis (pp. 93-138 in the Draft EIR) includes evaluation of operations on surface 
streets, including The Alameda and San Carlos Street. Also, please see Master Response 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersections.  
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COMMENTOR E18 
Maureen Jones 
 
 
 
 
E18-1:  The Draft EIR provides analysis of each significant unavoidable impact. Pages 7 and 347 of 
the Draft EIR list these significant unavoidable effects. Please also see Response to Comment C5-3, 
regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
 
E18-2:   Although intersections within the downtown core are exempt from the City’s Level of Ser-
vice Policy, nevertheless the Draft EIR includes an analysis of all intersections that might be 
impacted by the project. Impacts and mitigation measures are identified, regardless of each intersec-
tion’s exemption status. 
 
E18-3:  As noted on page 288 of the Draft EIR, the project site is located in one of the San Jose 
Water Company’s largest water pressure zones and experiences lower than average water pressure. 
The proposed stadium would cause a reduction in downtown water pressure, and those land uses 
located at the lower end of the pressure range could experience a decrease in existing water pressure. 
As noted on pages 288-289, implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would reduce this 
potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
E18-4:  The initial stadium design provided by the project architect is comparable to Camden Yard 
(in Baltimore, Maryland). The proposed San Jose stadium is only a concept at this time and may 
change in the future. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
E18-5:  As stated on page 63 of the Draft EIR, “Preliminary analysis included in the Initial Study… 
determined that the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to agricultural and min-
eral resources.” These issues were not examined in the EIR. Please see the Initial Study, included as 
Appendix B to the EIR for evaluation of these issues. 
 
E18-6:  It is unclear what the commentor means by “CPA impacts” (Center for Performing Arts 
impacts) and what substantive issue is being raised regarding the relationship of the proposed baseball 
stadium with the CPA. Therefore, a substantive response to this comment is not possible. 
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COMMENTOR E19  
Randi Kinman 
 
 
 
 
E19-1: The commentor is referring to the format of the public information meetings. Because the 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E19-2:  Please see Response to Comment C2-2 regarding the conceptual nature of the stadium at this 
time. If the proposed PG&E substation were to be relocated to the Fire Training site, the design of the 
parking garage might need to be modified to accommodate the substation. 
 
E19-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
E19-4:  The commentor is referring to the proceedings of the public information meeting at which the 
subject comment card was submitted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E19-5:  Please see Response to Comment C5-48, regarding scoping meeting requests. 
 
E19-6:  Please see Response to Comment C5-48, regarding scoping meeting notification. 
 
E19-7:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
E19-8:  Improvements to pedestrian facilities on Bird Avenue are recommended as a result of the 
EIR, not assumed. While Bird Avenue’s pedestrian facilities are not deficient to the point of requiring 
mitigation, they merit recommendation for improvement. 
 
E19-9:  All proposed developments of which the city is aware will be providing their own parking. It 
is likely that the availability of parking at 7:00 p.m. will increase in the future. 
 
E19-10:  It is assumed the commentor is referring to the availability of Draft EIR documents. Please 
see Response to Comment C3-4. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E19-11:  The Draft EIR addresses shade and shadow impacts on nearby public open spaces in Section 
V.L, Shade/Shadow and Light/Glare. As shown in the Project Shadow Pattern figures, new shadows 
would be cast by the proposed project, with the greatest shadows cast in the winter. As noted on 
pages 261 and 262 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed project would have a significant 
shade and shadow impact if it would result in a 10 percent or greater increase in the shadow cast onto 
a major public space in the Downtown San Jose area or other public open space.  A small number of 
residences and businesses in the project area would experience a limited increase in shading from the 
proposed stadium. However, under the City’s significance criteria, this is not considered to be a sig-
nificant impact of the proposed project. 
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E19-12:  The commentor is referring to the proceedings of the public information meeting at which 
the subject comment card was submitted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E19-13:  Comment cards submitted at the public information meetings are incorporated into this First 
Amendment (Response to Comments) document. Because the comment does not relate to the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 



Letter
E20

1

2

3



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    288

COMMENTOR E20 
Leila Manning 
 
 
 
 
E20-1: Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E20-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E20-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E21 
Betty Moore 
 
 
 
 
E21-1:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E21-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E21-3:  Please see Response to Comment E13-2. 
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COMMENTOR E22 
Johnny Moore 
 
 
 
 
E22-1:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E23 
Marc Morris 
 
 
 
 
E23a-1:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #6, Freeway Traffic 
6:00-7:00p.m. 
 
E23a-2:  Please see Response to Comment D6-3. 
 
E23a-3:  Significant time would be lost in dropping someone off at the stadium and then going to 
park a car, especially if the parking were far away. It would be much faster to go straight to the park-
ing and then walk to the stadium. The EIR authors believe that the drop-off and pick-up assumptions, 
based on a survey at the HP Pavilion, are valid for purposes of this analysis. Other stadiums around 
the country were contacted, but none keep statistics on the number of drop-offs and pick-ups. 
 
E23a-4:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. 
 
E23a-5:  Traffic generated by the new San Jose Market Center project on Coleman is accounted for 
in the analysis of cumulative impacts. 
 
E23a-6:  As this comment suggests, given that the parking would be dispersed over a large area, it 
would be necessary to provide a good signage and traffic control program to insure that patrons 
approaching from all directions can find available parking. That is the purpose of the Traffic and 
Parking Management Plan (TPMP) that is recommended in the Draft EIR. It would be the function of 
such a plan to streamline operations such that patrons are most effectively guided to parking facilities. 
A TPMP was prepared for the San Jose Grand Prix, which similarly relied on parking dispersed 
throughout downtown. Implementation of the TPMP resulted in no problems with vehicles looking 
for parking. Please also see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking # 5, Neighbor-
hood Traffic and Parking. 
 
E23a-7:  The City of San Jose maintains a list of all approved development throughout the city and 
tracks the projected traffic associated with that development through all intersections in the city. 
Thus, all approved development are accounted for in the traffic study. With regard to land use plans, 
rather than approved development, those are accounted for in the Cumulative section of the Draft 
EIR. The Cumulative analysis includes buildout of downtown San Jose and surrounding areas in 
accordance with adopted land use plans. 
 
E23a-8:  With mitigation, traffic operations are expected to remain within the City’s standard of LOS 
D. Thus, transit vehicles would not be delayed by traffic congestion. 
 
E23a-9:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Inter-
sections. 
 
E23b-1:  Please see Response to Comment C5-50. 
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E23b-2:  The 1,355 on-street parking spaces referred to in the Draft EIR all are east of the stadium 
site. Losses due to the recommended mitigation measures would be negligible. The 75 percent avail-
ability factor (25 percent used) is an average derived from a survey taken by the Redevelopment 
Agency in 2005. Some parking facilities, such as the on-street spaces, are more than 25 percent util-
ized, but others, such as the private garages are much less utilized. The 25 percent utilization is an 
average. Please see Response to Comment E23a-5 to the issue of traffic circulating looking for park-
ing. 
 
E23b-3:  The parking analysis on page 128 of the Draft EIR states that the simultaneous-events sce-
nario would have a combined parking demand of “about 24,000 spaces.” This estimate is comprised 
of about 17,200 spaces for the stadium and about 6,800 spaces for the Pavilion. These numbers are in 
line with those suggested in this comment. A scenario with a sold-out concert on the same night as a 
sold-out baseball game would be a rare occurrence. Please also see Master Response Transportation, 
Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assumption. 
 
E23b-4:  It is not reasonable to assume that parking facility operators, if offered the opportunity to 
sell parking spaces, would settle for anything less than 100 percent occupancy. In fact, some opera-
tors might find it profitable to implement valet parking, in which case they could stack parking and 
achieve up to a 25 percent increase in their capacity. 
 
E23b-5:  Please see Response to Comment C5-50. For those patrons having to park at distances of 
more than ¾ mile from the stadium, it is recommended that a shuttle be considered from parking 
areas to the facility. In the simultaneous events scenario, the demand of 24,000 spaces could 
essentially be met within downtown San Jose. This comment uses an “effective supply” factor of 85 
percent to calculate a shortage of 3,000 spaces for the simultaneous-events scenario. As noted in 
Response to Comment E23b-4 this assumption likely errs on the low side because those selling short 
term parking spaces would be attempting to maximize their profits. 
 
E23b-6:  This comment uses incorrect assumptions to conclude that parking would be deficient, as 
noted in Response 3 (above). This comment also incorrectly assumes that if parking spaces are avail-
able at 7:00 p.m., they must not be available before 7:00 p.m. In fact, the stadium would make good 
use of the parking supply because stadium patrons would be arriving as downtown workers were 
leaving. Downtown parking peaks at 2:00 p.m. in the afternoon and declines after that. Downtown 
employees typically leave between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., which is when stadium patrons would 
begin to arrive. By 6:00 p.m., most downtown employees are gone, but most stadium patrons would 
not yet have arrived. There would be little overlap between the two. 
 
E23b-7:  Please see the master response for Daytime Games Parking. The existing parking utilization 
was derived from a field survey done by the Redevelopment Agency in Fall 2005. The parking utili-
zation factors used in the Draft EIR are not assumptions, but represent the measured existing  parking 
conditions. The future parking supply and demand situation is subject to many forces. The answer to 
this question would involve unwarranted speculation about supply, demand, the economy, prices, and 
timing of development. New parking structures are planned for downtown, and new development also 
is planned. The parking demand created by a stadium could favor the creation of more parking lots or 
garages to serve that demand, whereas now development of parking lots is not economically viable. It 
would not be prudent to suggest that additional parking should be built for the stadium now when 
parking demand can only be estimated, and a significant amount of existing parking is vacant.  
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E23b-8:  Please also see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario 
Assumption. 
 
E23b-9:  The occupancy rates used include ambient parking usage for downtown businesses. It is 
conjecture to anticipate an end to ‘free after 6:00 p.m.’ parking. 
 
E23b-10:  Please also see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario 
Assumption. 
 
E23b-11:  Pedestrian activity would be heaviest along San Fernando Avenue and Park Avenue near 
the stadium. Farther away from the stadium within the downtown the parking lots are sufficiently dis-
persed that pedestrian crossing needs would not affect intersections operations. 
 
E23b-12:  The Draft EIR concludes that the existing parking is adequate. No additional parking is 
recommended. 
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COMMENTOR E24 
Dorothy Morton 
 
 
 
 
E24-1: The City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency is the project applicant. Agency staff were 
directed to undertake this analysis by the Mayor and City Council. Upon receiving the proposal for 
the stadium project, the City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
determined that an EIR would be required to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project. Because 
the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E24-2:  Please see Response to Comment E15c-1. 
 
E24-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E24-4:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E25 
Rhamesis Muncada 
 
 
 
 
E25-1:  One of the project objectives included on page 33 of the Draft EIR is “an open-air stadium of 
45,000 seats and associated facilities meeting major league standards for size and quality of 
improvements expected in modern stadium.”  This seating capacity was based upon other recently 
constructed stadiums. The commentor is correct, environmental impacts associated with the number 
of people (and vehicles) coming to the project site and frequency of events at the project site might be 
reduced under the development of a smaller stadium. The decrease in project size (20 percent) but 
maintenance of the same baseball use is similar enough to the proposed project that it would negate 
its value as an alternative.   
 
E25-2:  Changing the orientation of the stadium would not mitigate impacts to noise, but could shift 
the impacted areas slightly to a different location. While the stadium layout is presented in concept 
only, it should be noted that the facility’s orientation (more precisely, the baseball diamond’s 
orientation) is constrained by the angle of the sun. 
 
E25-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E26 
Richard Niesei 
 
 
 
 
E26-1: Analysis of parking supply and demand is provided in the Draft EIR in Chapter V, pages 127-
128. The estimated off-site parking demand is approximately 16,200 spaces. This is derived from the 
assumed sold-out attendance (45,000), factored by the percentage of patrons who would drive to the 
stadium (90 percent), additionally factored by the average number of patrons per vehicle (2.3). This 
number is reduced by the proposed new onsite parking (1,350 spaces) to obtain the demand for offsite 
spaces. The percentage of patrons driving to the facility was estimated from a survey of Sharks 
patrons, and is, if anything, conservatively high in that other stadiums in the country have higher use 
of transit than assumed herein. 
 
E26-2:  The Draft EIR shows no parking deficit within the downtown for a single event scenario. If 
there is a simultaneous sold-out event at the HP Pavilion, the downtown deficit would be around 700 
spaces. It is expected that this deficit would be made up by a greater transit share or more carpooling. 
 
E26-3:  The study makes clear the parking situation for simultaneous events at HP Pavilion and at the 
stadium. Simultaneous events at the HP Pavilion and at the stadium would create a demand for 
23,908 parking spaces. Within the downtown there are 31,081 parking spaces. Surveys have shown 
that about 75 percent of these spaces (23,310) are unoccupied at 7:00 p.m. Thus, the estimated 
parking demand would be met. Some fans would park beyond ¾ mile away. A shuttle bus service is 
recommended, as is encouragement of transit use or ridesharing. 
 
E26-4:  The noise contours were determined based on crowd and concert noise monitored at similar 
venues (see pages. 166-167 of the Draft EIR). 
 
E26-5:  Mitigation measures would lessen the noise impacts; however noise impacts were determined 
to be significant and unavoidable as shown in the EIR (pages 161-172). 
 
E26-6:  Please see Responses to Comments C6-13 and D2-5. 
 
E26-7:  Please see Response to Comment C6-13. 
 
E26-8:  There is no expectation that the proposed project would lead to flights being re-routed. No 
further response is necessary. 
 
E26-9:  Please see Response to Comment D2-5. 
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COMMENTOR E27 
Bill Nicci 
 
 
 
 
E27-1: Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E27-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium.  
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COMMENTOR E28 
Brian Pirhl 
 
 
 
 
E28-1: Please see Response to Comment D16-8.  
 
E28-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
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COMMENTOR E29 
Adele Poenisch 
 
 
 
 
E29-1: Please see Response to Comment A1-1. 
 
E29-2:  The comment is noted. The Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable shading impacts to 
Diridon Station in the morning hours throughout most of the year. Please also see Response to Com-
ment C5-3, regarding significant unavoidable impacts. 
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COMMENTOR E30 
Ed Rast 
 
 
 
 
E30a-1:  Please see Response to Comment C9-13.  
 
E30b-1:  Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response 
is necessary. 
 
E30b-2:  Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response 
is necessary. 
 
E30b-3:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #4, I-880. 



Letter
E31

1

2

3



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    323

COMMENTOR E31 
Edward Reyes 
 
 
 
 
E31-1:  The EIR identifies potential residential neighborhoods in which noise exposure would 
increase, either temporarily during construction or over the long term operation of a baseball stadium. 
Should the proposed project move forward, the City of San Jose would undertake mitigation measures 
shown in Chapter V.E, Noise, of the EIR. 
 
E31-2: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood Traf-
fic and Parking. 
 
E31-3:  The EIR looked at the noise levels that would exceed the levels of significance identified by 
City standards as presented in the EIR significance criteria. Noise from the stadium may be audible in 
other areas outside the 60 dBA noise contour. However, noticing such noise does not necessarily 
constitute a significant adverse impact. 
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COMMENTOR E32 
Joan Samuels  
 
 
 
 
E32a-1:  As has occurred to date for several properties within the project site boundaries, the City of 
San Jose would negotiate with respective property owners for the purchase of their properties. If 
negotiations are unsuccessful, the City could use eminent domain to acquire the property. Because the 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E32b-1:  The noise contour line shown in Figure V.E-2 of the EIR indicates the concert and ballgame 
60 dBA Leq impact area. Unlike the train maintenance yard activity that is not only closer to the 
homes west of the train tracks but also without any shielding, the stadium would attenuate noise from 
the public address system and lessen the impacts to areas west of the project site. Spectator noise 
(yelling and cheering) would be directed northeast and have less impact to areas west of the project 
site. Noise from the stadium may be audible, however it would not exceed City standards that are 
applied throughout the city.
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COMMENTOR E33 
Claudia Shope 
 
 
 
 
E33a-1:  The proposed project is for a major league baseball stadium. It is “single-use” in that the 
field and orientation of the stadium would not be designed to accommodate the use of a sporting 
activity other than baseball, such as soccer or football, which would have different design 
requirements. Concerts would be temporary events in which stages and other such facilities could be 
temporarily erected to accommodate such events. Please see Chapter III, Project Description of the 
EIR (pages 33-46), for a more detailed description of the proposed project.  
 
E33a-2:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
 
E33b-1:  The comment is noted. The commentor has expressed support for concert events at the pro-
posed stadium. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
E33b-2:  Please see Master Response Land Use #1, Increased Trash. 
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COMMENTOR E34 
Kathy Sutherland 
 
 
 
 
E34-1: Please see Response to Comment C5-10. 
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COMMENTOR E35 
Michael Ward 
 
 
 
 
E35-1: The area west of the project site, west of the railroads tracks is considered throughout the 
entire Draft EIR. Potential impacts to existing uses west of the project site are explicitly discussed in 
the following sections:    

• Land Use  

• Transportation, Circulation and Parking 

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

• Shade/Shadow and Light/Glare 
 
Other environmental issue topics, such as geologic resources, consider the project area (north, south, 
east, and west) as a whole. 
 
E35-2:  Individual development applications received by the City of San Jose would be subject to 
subsequent environmental review, as necessary. 
 
E35-3:  Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potentially significant impacts of the pro-
posed project. The additional cost, if any, of incorporating these mitigation measures into the pro-
posed project would be considered by the City as part of project development.  
 
E35-4:  It is unclear what the commentor believes to be “normal” development for the area. It is 
assumed that the commentor is referring to development of the project area without development of 
the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment B4-8 for a description of the Existing Plan 
Alternative. 
 
E35-5:  Simultaneous events will affect the distribution of traffic surrounding the area, both pedes-
trian and vehicular. The traffic analysis (pages 93-137) takes this into account. 
 
E35-6:  Please see Response to Comment C5-50, in regard to parking. The parking analysis is 
explained in the Draft EIR (pages 127-128) and the traffic study (pages 75-80). Parking availability 
was surveyed with the assistance of the Redevelopment Agency. An average availability was derived 
from the survey. On street parking in non-permit-parking areas and unrestricted/no-time-limit areas 
was included. Please also see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime 
Games Parking and #5, Neighborhood Parking and Traffic.  
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COMMENTOR E36 
William Ward 
 
 
 
 
E36-1:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E37 
Randy Zechman 
 
 
 
 
E37-1: Peak period traffic volumes do not occur until early evening. The typical game time is at 
night or weekends. Day games were not analyzed for traffic. Parking was analyzed for all these 
scenarios. Please see Master Responses Transportation, Circulation and Parking #2, Daytime Games 
Parking and #3, Scenario Assumption. 
 
E37-2:  It is unclear what the commentor is requesting in “how many homes are actually impacted.” 
Different environmental impacts would occur for each topic and would affect different numbers of 
homes to different degrees. As summarized on page 5 of the Draft EIR, impacts in the following 
topical areas would be significant without the implementation of mitigation measures, but would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation measures noted in this report are 
implemented: 
• Land Use 
• Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
• Air Quality 
• Noise  
• Biological Resources 
• Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
• Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
• Shade/shadow and Light/glare 

• Utilities 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the following significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts:  

• State Route 87 would experience a significant impact from project traffic along two of the ana-
lyzed segments; I-280 would experience a significant impact from project traffic along two of the 
analyzed segments. 

• Long-term project-related regional emissions would exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of signifi-
cance for ozone precursors. 

• Traffic noise levels along W. San Fernando Street would exceed the City’s short-range noise 
quality standards.  

• Stadium events would increase the ambient noise level resulting in impacts to nearby residential 
land uses. 

• Construction activities would result in short-term increases in noise. 
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• Temporary fireworks displays would result in isolated increases in noise. 

• A structure listed on the City of San Jose Historic Resources Inventory as Structures of Merit, 
which also appears to be both a candidate City Landmark and eligible for the California Register 
would be demolished.  

• The San Jose Diridon Station, a City landmark listed in the National Register, would sustain indi-
rect impacts due to demolition of adjacent buildings and direct impacts due to the alteration of the 
character of the Station’s setting. 

• Nighttime operation of the stadium would increase light and glare in the area and present a nui-
sance to surrounding land uses. 
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COMMENTOR E38 
Ned Zuparko 
 
 
 
 
E38a-1:  The letter referred to by the commentor is included as Letter C8. Because the comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary.  
 
E28a-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E38a-3:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
 
E38a-4:  Closing Park Avenue is not being proposed and was not found to be necessary. Closing Park 
Avenue would shift vehicle volumes to other streets and would unnecessarily create impacts for those 
locations. Pedestrians crossing Park Avenue could be accommodated with widened crosswalks. 
 
E38a-5:  As noted on page 34 of the Draft EIR, the firm hired to do conceptual development studies 
was HOK Sport. This firm has designed urban ballparks such as AT&T Park in San Francisco and 
PETCO Park in San Diego, among others. Please also see Response to Comment C6-1. 
 
E38b-1:  The commentor is referring to the proceedings of the public information meeting at which 
the subject comment card was submitted. Because the comment does not relate to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E38b-2:  Please see Master Response Alternatives #1, Soccer Stadium. 
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COMMENTOR E39 
Commentor Unknown #1 
 
 
 
 
E39-1:  Please see Response to Comment E12-5. 
 
E39-2:  Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #3, Scenario Assump-
tion. 
 
E39-3: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #6, Freeway Traffic 6:00 
to 7:00 p.m. The analysis looked at every off-ramp that reasonably would be used. After 7:00 p.m. 
there would be little to no stadium traffic until the game was over. At the time that night games 
typically end, there is little ambient traffic in the downtown area.  
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COMMENTOR E40 
Commentor Unknown #2 
 
 
 
 
E40-1: Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #1, Additional Intersec-
tions. 
 
E40-2:  The DEIR includes a complete traffic study with analysis of intersections and freeways, 
including impacts and mitigations. There is a recommendation for the city to develop a Traffic and 
Parking Management Plan, which would discourage non-resident traffic and parking on neighborhood 
streets. Please see Master Response Transportation, Circulation and Parking #5, Neighborhood 
Traffic and Parking. 
 
E40-3:  Event noise from the stadium has been identified as a significant unavoidable impact. To 
reduce impacts to the extent possible, Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 would limit the maximum sound 
level the sound board for concerts to 95 dB.  
 
E40-4:  Referencing Table V.D-5 of the EIR. Localized carbon monoxide air pollution concentrations 
at the intersection of Delmas and Park Avenue would not exceed State or federal air pollution stan-
dards with the proposed stadium. Existing air pollution levels in the project area are shown in Table 
V.D-3 and Table V.D-4 of the EIR. Ambient monitoring indicates that California ozone standards 
were exceeded one time in 2004 and PM10 standards were exceeded four times in 2004.  



Letter
E41

2

1

3

4

5



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .   B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H R  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 
 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\3-commresp.doc (1/31/2007)    347

COMMENTOR E41 
Commentor Unknown #3 
 
 
 
 
E41-1: The City of San Jose has considered many locations for a baseball stadium.  The site selection 
criteria are incorporated into Project Objectives, on page 33 of the Draft EIR, and include: 

• a site that is at least 14 acres, located within the Greater Downtown area of San Jose, and of a 
configuration capable of accommodating the above-described stadium and associated facilities; 

• a site that is readily accessible (within ¾ mile) by substantial public transportation opportunities, 
especially regional transit; 

• a site that offers potential for using a high number of existing parking facilities (within ¾ mile) 
and offers the potential for dedicating up to 150 spaces on-site for exclusive use by the stadium ; 

• a site that possesses views of the Downtown San Jose skyline and the sense of Silicon Valley be-
tween the Santa Cruz and Diablo Mountain Ranges; and 

• a site that can provide an appropriate context for designing a modern structure in the architectural 
tradition of old ballparks. 

 
E41-2:  Some informal research indicates the stadium in San Francisco has 6,500 spaces within 5 to 
10 minutes’ walk and another 5,000 spaces dedicated to baseball events on site. 
 
E41-3:  The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment E5a-1. Because the comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
E41-4:  There are 1,350 parking spaces in proposed new facilities that would be built for the stadium 
and designated for use by the stadium. There would then be over 30,000 parking spaces in the down-
town area. 
 
E41-5:  The comment is noted. Pages 331-335 of the Draft EIR evaluate the impacts of locating the 
proposed project at the FMC/Coleman Avenue location. Because the comment does not relate to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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IV. DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Chapter IV presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made to clarify any 
errors, omissions, or misinterpretation of materials in the Draft EIR, in response to comments 
received during the public review period. In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of 
impacts or greater severity than those set forth in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are 
called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is 
indicated with underlined text. Text deleted from the Draft EIR is shown in strikeout. Pages numbers 
correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR.  
 
These revisions to the Draft EIR derive from two sources:  (1) comments raised in one or more of the 
86 comment letters received by the City of San Jose on the Draft EIR; and (2) staff-initiated changes 
that correct minor inaccuracies or typographical errors found in the Draft EIR subsequent to its 
publication and circulation. 
 
In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of impacts, or impacts of a greater severity 
than those set forth in the Draft EIR.    
 
 
Pages 9, 15 and 26, Table II-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, are revised as shown 
on the following pages. 
 
 
Page 43 is revised as follows: 

 
a. Reconfiguration. Reconfiguration would largely involve minor substantial above ground 
changes to the existing substation. However, i In order to keep the substation operational during 
construction, reconfiguration would take place in phases and a new bank of electrical switch-
gear to accommodate future electrical demand would also be required. With this addition, there 
would be a total of four five electrical banks (three standard transformers and two smaller 
transformers) resulting in a slightly larger substation footprint. The additional size has not yet 
been determined and it is possible that the fourth electrical bank may fit within the existing 
enclosure additional land to the north and east of the existing substation would be needed to 
accommodate the reconfiguration. Additions to the existing substation would be appropriately 
screened. 

 
b. Relocation. If necessitated by stadium site design, the PG&E substation would be relo-
cated on the project site south of the proposed parking garage. Under this option, the substation 
would also be comprised of four five electrical banks (three standard transformers and two 
smaller transformers) and would permit a more efficient configuration of equipment. The 
relocated substation would be enclosed in an area approximately 250 feet by 340 feet. Most of 
the equipment would be less than 20 feet in height except as required for the necessary  
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Table II-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impacts 

Level of  
Significance

Without  
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of  
Significance

With  
Mitigation 

A.  LAND USE  
LU-1: Fireworks displays occurring during stadium events could 
present a hazard to the safe operation of the San Jose International 
Airport. 

S LU-1: In addition to obtaining the required City permit, fireworks 
sponsors shall coordinate events in advance with airport staff, the air 
traffic control tower, and the FAA (if requested by FAA) to ensure 
that the activity (timing, height, and materials) does not pose a hazard 
to the safe operation of the San Jose International Airport. 

LTS 

B.  POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
There are no significant population, employment and housing impacts.    
C.  TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING 
TRANS-1: The level of service at Delmas Avenue and Park Avenue 
would degrade from the already unacceptable LOS F under 
background conditions. This condition constitutes a significant impact 
by City of San Jose standards. 

S TRANS-1: The impact at this intersection could be mitigated by 
adding a second southbound through lane on Delmas Avenue. The 
recommended lane addition would require widening the curb-to-curb 
roadway width by approximately 2 feet. This could be accomplished 
by acquiring additional right-of-way (ROW) along the east side of 
Delmas Avenue, or, if additional ROW cannot be acquired, by 
removing on-street parking on the east side of Delmas Avenue. It 
should be noted that the same improvement was identified as a 
mitigation measure for the San Jose Water Project. Based on the 
City’s standards, the recommended improvements would 
satisfactorily mitigate the project impact. 

LTS 

TRANS-2: The level of service at Delmas Avenue and W. San 
Fernando Street would degrade from the already unacceptable LOS F 
under background conditions. This condition constitutes a significant 
impact by City of San Jose standards. 

S TRANS-2: The impact at this intersection could be mitigated by 
adding a second southbound through lane on Delmas Avenue. The 
recommended lane addition would require widening Delmas north of 
San Fernando by approximately 12 feet and south of San Fernando by 
two feet. It should be noted that the same improvement was identified 
as a mitigation measure for the San Jose Water Project, from which 
ROW dedication would be required. With the recommended 
improvement, the average vehicular delays at this intersection would 
be reduced to the LOS C range during the analysis period. Based on 
the City’s standards, the recommended improvements would 
satisfactorily mitigate the project impact. 

LTS 

TRANS-3: State Route 87 would experience a significant impact from 
project traffic along two of the analyzed segments; I-280 would 
experience a significant impact from project traffic along two of the 
analyzed segments. 

S TRANS-3: Improvements to mitigate significant project impacts on 
freeway segments are infeasible due to right-of-way constraints and 
the land use impacts associated with acquiring additional right-of-
way. These impacts are therefore considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

SU 
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Environmental Impacts 

Level of  
Significance

Without  
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of  
Significance

With  
Mitigation 

NOISE-5 continued  • Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receptor(s) by 
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of those 
buildings; and 

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking 
noise measurements once the measures are in place.  

• Residents within 1,000 feet of the pile-driving activity will be 
notified of the schedule for their use while they are in use. Port-
able acoustical barriers will be installed around pile driving 
equipment.   

• A name, address, and phone number of a contact person will be 
posted on the site to handle noise complaints. 

Implementing the basic measures required by Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-54a would reduce potential impacts from construction 
activities. In addition, Mitigation Measure NOISE-54b will further 
reduce the potential impacts from pile driving activities and other 
extreme noise generating construction activities in the vicinity of the 
construction site. However, even with the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, noise associated with the construction of the 
proposed project would be considered significant and unavoidable.   

 

F.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
BIO-1: Construction of the proposed project would result in the 
removal of 45 ordinance-size trees. 

S BIO-1: Loss of ordinance size trees will be mitigated by implemen-
tation of landscaping plans approved by the City of San Jose, in 
conformance with the City of San Jose Landscape and Irrigation 
Guidelines and City of San Jose Planning Department specifications. 
For private projects, the City of San Jose requires tree replacement for 
those trees greater than 18 inches in diameter with 24-inch box trees 
at a ratio of 4:1 (trees planted to trees removed). Trees planted within 
the riparian corridor shall be native trees grown from Los Gatos 
Creek watershed stock. As a City proposed project, the City would 
commit to meeting the tree replacement ratio, but given the footprint 
of redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may be planted 
beyond the project site in the project area. 

LTS 
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Environmental Impacts 

Level of  
Significance

Without  
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of  
Significance

With  
Mitigation 

CULT-1 continued  CULT-1b: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized and 
relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. 
After relocation, preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as 
appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to 
ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical 
significance. 

LTS 

  CULT-1bc: Incorporation. If preservation or relocation is not 
possible, the building, or portions thereof, shall be incorporated into 
the ballpark to the extent feasible, following the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integrity and 
historical significance. 

LTS 

  CULT-1c: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized and 
relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. 
After relocation, preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as 
appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to 
ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical 
significance. 

LTS 

  CULT-1d: Salvage. If relocation, preservation, or incorporation are 
not possible, the building shall be offered to an appropriate agency or 
museum, such as History San Jose, for salvage of its architectural 
elements. 

SU 

S CULT-2a: Prior to demolition or alteration of the proposed project 
area buildings HABS documentation of the exterior of the 1935 
National Register Southern Pacific Depot and its setting shall be 
prepared. A brief historical overview of the depot and its relationship 
to the project area shall be prepared to accompany the photographic 
documentation. A brochure shall be prepared that presenting the 
history of the Depot, and made available for distribution to local 
libraries, museums, and schools. 

SU 

 CULT-2b: A historic preservation architect will be retained to mini-
mize project impacts to the Diridon Station. 

 

 CULT-2c: The project will be referred back to the Historic Land-
marks Commission for review. 

 

CULT-2: The structure at 65 Cahill Street, adjacent to the project area, 
is a City Landmark and listed in the National Register. 

 CULT-2bd: Consultation with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
Board and the City shall be conducted to determine if these proposed 
mitigations are sufficient or if additional mitigations are necessary. 
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Environmental Impacts 

Level of  
Significance

Without  
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of  
Significance

With  
Mitigation 

CULT-5 continued 
 
  

 activities within 25 feet of the discovery to review the possible pal-
eontological material and to protect the resource while it is being 
evaluated. If avoidance is not feasible, adverse effects to such 
resources shall be mitigated. Mitigation can include data recovery and 
analysis, preparation of a report and the accession of fossil material 
recovered to an accredited paleontological repository, such as the 
UCMP. 

 

  Monitoring shall continue until, in the paleontologist’s judgment, pal-
eontological resources are no longer likely to be encountered. Upon 
project completion, a report shall be prepared documenting the meth-
ods and results of monitoring. Copies of this report shall be submitted 
to the City of San Jose Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
director and to the repository to which any fossils were transmitted. 

 

  CULT-5b: If paleontological resources are encountered during project 
activities, and a paleontologist monitor is not present, all work within 
25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until a qualified paleontol-
ogist has evaluated the discoveries, prepared a fossil locality form 
documenting the discovery and made recommendations regarding the 
treatment of the resources. If the paleontological resources are found 
to be significant, adverse effects to such resources shall be avoided by 
project activities. If project activities cannot avoid the resources, 
adverse effects shall be mitigated. At a minimum, mitigation shall 
include data recovery and analysis, preparation of a report, and the 
transmittal of any fossil material recovered to a paleontological repos-
itory, such as the UCMP. Upon completion of project activities, a 
report documenting the methods and findings of the mitigation shall 
be prepared and copies submitted to City of San Jose Planning, Build-
ing, and Code Enforcement director as well as to the paleontological 
repository to which fossils were transmitted. 
Project personnel should not collect or move any paleontological 
materials and associated materials. Fill soils used for construction 
purposes should not contain paleontological materials. 

 

K.  VISUAL AND AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
VIS-1: The proposed project would alter the visual character of historic 
San Jose Diridon Station. 

S VIS-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-21a and CULT-
21b would somewhat reduce this impact. However, the alteration of 
the station’s visual setting and feeling would remain a significant 
impact. 

SU 
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Environmental Impacts 

Level of  
Significance

Without  
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of  
Significance

With  
Mitigation 

VIS-2: The removal of all ordinance sized trees on the project site 
would substantially damage scenic resources. 

S VIS-2: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires the loss of ordinance sized 
trees would be mitigated by implementation of landscaping plans to 
be reviewed and approved by the City of San Jose. For private 
projects, the City of San Jose requires tree replacement for those trees 
greater than 18 inches in diameter with 24-inch box trees at a ratio of 
4:1. As a City proposed project, the City would commit to meeting 
the tree replacement ratio, but given the footprint of redevelopment 
on the site, replacement trees may be planted beyond the project site 
in the project area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 
would reduce impacts to scenic resources through the loss of trees to 
a less-than-significant level. 

LTS 

L.  SHADE/SHADOW AND LIGHT/GLARE 
SHADE-1: Throughout most of the year in the morning hours, the 
proposed project would increase the shade and shadow cast on the 
historic San Jose Diridon Station. 

S SHADE-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-21a and 
CULT-21b would somewhat reduce this impact. However, shadows 
cast over the station, particularly those that would occur during 
winter mornings (as exemplified by the shadow simulation for 
December 21), would remain a significant impact. 

SU 

SHADE-2: Obtrusive light and glare resulting from nighttime 
operation of the proposed stadium could present a nuisance to 
surrounding land uses, specifically nearby residences and the Lick 
Observatory. 

S SHADE-2a: The proposed project shall incorporate lighting controls 
at the proposed stadium to reduce the potential nuisance associated 
with obtrusive light and glare resulting from nighttime stadium 
operation. Lighting banks shall be placed and designed to minimize 
obtrusive spill light and glare as much as possible (e.g. shielding at 
the source) and shall be directed towards the playing field and away 
from the sky. 

SU 

  SHADE-2b: After nighttime events, when nighttime stadium cleanup 
is necessary, the field lights shall be reduced to one-third of their 
standard intensity and shall remain on no more than one hour after the 
event to provide lighting for cleanup activities. 

 

SHADE-3: Light and glare associated with the proposed scoreboards 
and lighting structures and fireworks displays could interfere with the 
safe operation of the San Jose International Airport during nighttime 
events. 

S As discussed in Section V.A, Land Use, of this EIR, a Determination 
of No Hazard from the FAA would be required for the proposed 
project prior to development approval. In addition, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 requires FAA consultation (if required by 
FAA) for the coordination of fireworks displays. Implementation of 
this mitigation measure, as well as Mitigation Measures SHADE-2a 
and SHADE-2b, discussed above, would reduce this significant 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

LTS 
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clearances for a safe design. The relocated substation would be partially screened to limit its 
visibility on the site. The existing substation site would be cleared of all equipment and mate-
rials. 

 
 
Page 82, end of the fourth paragraph, is revised as follows: 
 

Although the baseball stadium and associated structures would exceed the FAA’s imaginary 
surface standards by as much as 125 feet, they would not present a hazard to the safe operation 
of the airport as the appropriate FAA clearances would be obtained prior to project approval. In 
addition, the FAA may require a temporary flight restriction (TFR) for certain events held at the 
stadium. 

 
 
Page 83, Mitigation Measure LU-1, is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure LU-1: In addition to obtaining the required City permit, fireworks spon-
sors shall coordinate events in advance with airport staff, the air traffic control tower, and the 
FAA (if requested by the FAA) to ensure that the activity (timing, height, and materials) does 
not pose a hazard to the safe operation of the San Jose International Airport. (LTS) 

 
 
Page 93 is revised as follows: 
 

The traffic analysis is based on peak-hour levels of service for 18 signalized intersections and 
14 directional freeway segments. The study intersections include signalized intersections in and 
around the Diridon/Arena area that may be significantly impacted by the proposed project due 
to either substandard operations under background conditions or the magnitude of project-
generated trips expected at the intersection. Other intersections outside the study area – 
specifically to the west – were not included because based on the proposed distribution, 
significant increases in traffic volumes are not anticipated on these surrounding local streets. 
However, additional operational studies  may be required after the project is operational to 
determine any ‘spillover effects’ to the surrounding neighborhoods (and potential remedies 
such as permit parking requirements, police traffic control, and temporary barricades). There 
would be no parking facilities located west of the stadium and the trip distribution pattern, 
derived from San Jose Sharks hockey games attendance pattern and data, shows that the vast 
majority of trips would enter the study area from the surrounding freeways. The freeway 
segments analyzed include those segments on which the project is expected to have the greatest 
effect. 

 
 
Page 95 is revised as follows: 
 

Study Freeway Segments 

SR 87 northbound between Alma Avenue and I-280 
SR 87 southbound between Alma Avenue and I-280 
SR 87 northbound between I-280 and Julian Street 
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SR 87 southbound between I-280 and Julian Street 
SR 87 northbound between Julian Street and Coleman Avenue  
SR 87 southbound between Julian Street and Coleman Avenue  
I-280 eastbound between Meridian Avenue and Bird Avenue 
I-280 westbound between Meridian Avenue and Bird Avenue 
I-280 eastbound between Bird Avenue and SR 87 
I-280 eastbound westbound between Bird Avenue and SR 87 
I-280 eastbound between SR 87 and 10th Street 
I-280 westbound between SR 87 and 10th Street 
I-280 eastbound between 10th Street and McLaughlin Avenue 
I-280 westbound between 10th Street and McLaughlin Avenue 

 
 
Page 99 is revised as follows: 

• Montgomery Street. Montgomery Street immediately adjacent to the project site is a two-
lane, one-way arterial street (southbound) that provides a connection from Santa Clara 
Street to Bird Avenue. (Portions of Montgomery Street in the project area are three lanes.) 

 
 
Page 103, Figure V.C-3, has been revised as shown following: 
 
 
Page 128, first paragraph, is revised as follows: 
 

Within ¾ miles from the stadium, a total supply of 19,722 21,072 parking spaces currently exist 
to the north and east of the project site. Assuming these spaces normally are 25 percent 
occupied in the evening without an event at the HP Pavilion, there are an estimated 14,791 
15,804 available spaces for the stadium. 

 
Page 128, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 
 

 (1) Single-Event Scenario. Thus, for the single-event scenario, Existing parking 
facilities in the Diridon/Arena area as well as garages and lots in the Downtown Core Area east 
of SR 87 would be short 1,117 spaces, or 7 percent of off-site exceed the estimated project 
parking demand. For a typical weekday evening game without an event at the HP Pavilion, 
baseball fans are expected to walk a maximum of three-quarters of a mile from their parking 
location to the stadium. Such a maximum walking distance is typical of that planned for and 
experienced at other downtown stadiums. These patrons would have to seek parking outside of 
the ¾-mile distance from the ballpark. There are an additional 10,009 spaces in this area. Under 
such circumstances it might be desirable to operate a shuttle bus from outlying parking areas to 
the ballpark. Alternatively, the City may wish to encourage transit usage and carpooling as a 
way to reduce the number of cars brought downtown. 
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Page 172, Mitigation Measure NOISE-5b, is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-5b:  
 
. . . Implementing the basic measures required by Mitigation Measure NOISE-54a would 
reduce potential impacts from construction activities. In addition, Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-54b will further reduce the potential impacts from pile driving activities and other 
extreme noise generating construction activities in the vicinity of the construction site. 
However, even with the implementation of these mitigation measures, noise associated with the 
construction of the proposed project would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

 
 
Page 175, Figure V.F-1, is revised as shown following. 
 
Page 187, is revised as follows: 
 

Impact BIO-1: Construction of the proposed project would result in the removal of 45 
ordinance-size trees. (S) 
 
All of the 45 ordinance-sized trees in the project area are listed for removal.  
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Loss of ordinance size trees will be mitigated by 
implementation of landscaping plans approved by the City of San Jose, in conformance 
with the City of San Jose Landscape and Irrigation Guidelines and City of San Jose 
Planning Department specifications. For private projects, the City of San Jose requires 
tree replacement for those trees greater than 18 inches in diameter with 24-inch box trees 
at a ratio of 4:1 (trees planted to trees removed). Trees planted within the riparian 
corridor shall be native trees grown from Los Gatos Creek watershed stock. As a City 
proposed project, the City would commit to meeting the tree replacement ratio, but given 
the footprint of redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may be planted beyond the 
project site in the project area. (LTS) 

 
 
Page 202, is revised as follows: 
 

The project site could be impacted if one or more of the several dams in the vicinity were to fail 
catastrophically. Catastrophic structural dam failure can be caused by an earthquake or over-
flow. The dams include Lexington (renamed James H. Lenihan Dam at Lexington Reservoir in 
1996), and Leroy Anderson, and Cherry Flat Dam in Alum Rock Park. Each of these dams is 
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of 
Dams (DWR). Existing dams under DWR’s jurisdiction are periodically inspected to assure 
that they are adequately maintained and to direct the owner to correct any identified deficien-
cies. Regular inspections and required maintenance of the dams substantially reduces the 
potential for catastrophic failure. Dam failure inundation hazard maps for this area can be 
viewed at the Association of Bay Area Governments website. 
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Page 203 is revised as follows: 
 

In addition, projects disturbing more than one acre of land during construction are required to 
file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the RWQCB to be covered under the State NPDES General 
Construction Permit for discharges of storm water associated with construction activity. A 
developer must propose control measures that are consistent with the State General Permit. A 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed and implemented for 
each site covered by the general permit. A SWPPP should include Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality during the construction 
of the project. 
 

According to records maintained by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District), up to two 
abandoned wells and up to nine “other” wells are located at the project site. Installation, 
maintenance, and destruction of wells are regulated by the Department of Water Resources 
California Well Standards (Bulletin 74-90). The main purpose of these regulations is the pro-
tection of groundwater quality. Under existing regulations, any wells not in use (or where the 
owner has not demonstrated an intention to use the well) must be properly destroyed. A permit 
from the District is required for well destruction. If the wells are to be maintained, the owner 
must demonstrate this intention by ensuring that the well cover is secured, sealed, identified as 
a well, and the area around the well be kept clear of wastes that could impact groundwater 
quality. 

 
 
Page 235 is revised as follows:  
 

e. Development Adjacent to the Project Area. Areas adjacent to the project area had 
development patterns similar to that of the project area. The area north of West San Fernando is 
currently a mix of residential and commercial buildings. The areas south and west of the project 
area are primarily commercial. The area east of Los Gatos Creek, however, continues to be a 
residential area. 
 
The Delmas Park neighborhood, which includes the Lakehouse and the Auzerais/Bird 
residential areas, is east and southeast of the project area on the east side of Los Gatos Creek. 

 
 
Page 243 is revised as follows: 
 

Impact CULT-1: The KNTV Broadcast Facility, 645 Park Avenue, appears eligible for 
listing in the California Register and as Candidate for City Landmark (CCL) and would 
sustain direct impacts due to the proposed project. (S)  
 
Since the building is the birthplace of TV in San Jose, is still identified as the KNTV building, 
and continues to house TV station KNTV3, the building appears eligible for the California 
Register. Preservation in place is always the preferred mitigation measure for such a historic 
resource; however, the building must be removed for construction of the proposed stadium. 
Four mitigation measures are included below. Mitigation Measure CULT-1a shall be  
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undertaken in conjunction with Mitigation Measure CULT-1b, 1c or 1d. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CULT-1b, Relocation, or CULT-1c, Incorporation, would reduce this 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of CULT-1d, Salvage, 
would not reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized 
and relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. After relocation, 
preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical 
significance. (LTS) 

or 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1bc: Incorporation. If preservation or relocation is not 
possible, the building, or portions thereof, shall be incorporated into the ballpark to the 
extent feasible, following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to ensure that the 
building retains its integrity and historical significance. (LTS) 

or 

 
 Mitigation Measure CULT-1c: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be stabilized 
and relocated to another nearby site appropriate to its historic character. After relocation, 
preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as appropriate, shall follow the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards to ensure that the building retains its integrity and historical 
significance. (LTS) 

or  

Mitigation Measure CULT-1d: Salvage. If relocation, preservation, or incorporation are 
not possible, the building shall be offered to an appropriate agency or museum, such as 
History San Jose, for salvage of its architectural elements. (SU) 

 
 
Page 244 is revised as follows: 
 

Impact CULT-2: The structure at 65 Cahill Street, adjacent to the project area, is a City 
Landmark and listed in the National Register. (S) 
 
The Southern Pacific Depot, the Diridon Train Station, will sustain indirect impacts due to the 
demolition of adjacent buildings. The proposed project will result in the alteration of the char-
acter of the depot’s setting and feeling. The following two four-part mitigation measure shall 
be implemented. 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2a: Prior to demolition or alteration of the proposed project 
area buildings HABS documentation of the exterior of the 1935 National Register South-
ern Pacific Depot and its setting shall be prepared. A brief historical overview of the 
depot and its relationship to the project area shall be prepared to accompany the photo-
graphic documentation. A brochure shall be prepared that presenting the history of the 
Depot, and made available for distribution to local libraries, museums, and schools.  
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Mitigation Measure CULT-2b: A historic preservation architect will be retained to mini-
mize project impacts to the Diridon Station. 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2c: The project will be referred back to the Historic Land-
marks Commission for review. 
 
Mitigation Measure CULT-2bd: Consultation with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
Board and the City shall be conducted to determine if these proposed mitigations are 
sufficient or if additional mitigations are necessary. (SU) 

 
 
Page 245, after paragraph four, has been revised as follows: 
 

Prehistoric and historic archaeological sites may extend into State Right-of-Way (R/W). Should 
ground disturbing activities within State R/W take place as part of this project and there is an 
inadvertent archaeological or burial discovery, the Caltrans Cultural Resource Study Office, 
District 4, shall be immediately contacted.1 A Caltrans staff archeologist evaluates the finds 
within one business day of being contacted. 

 
 
Page 247, end of page, is revised as follows:  
 

d.  Policy Conflicts. The proposed project would be inconsistent with several San Jose Gen-
eral Plan Historic, Archeological and Cultural Resources policies regarding the historic build-
ings. As discussed in Impact CULT-1, implementation of the proposed project would likely 
result in the demolition or relocation of one historic building on the project site. As discussed in 
Impact CULT-2, the proposed project would also alter the character of the historic San Jose 
Diridon Station, a designated City Landmark. To the extent feasible, the stadium would be 
designed to be visually compatible with adjacent historic structures; however, due to the lack of 
design details for the proposed project, a positive policy determination in regard to that com-
patibility cannot be made at this time. 

 
 
Page 258, Mitigation Measure VIS-1, is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure VIS-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-21a and CULT-21b 
would somewhat reduce this impact. However, the alteration of the station’s visual setting and 
feeling would remain a significant impact. 

 
 
Page 263, Mitigation Measure SHADE-1, is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure SHADE-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-21a and CULT-
21b would somewhat reduce this impact. However, shadows cast over the station, particularly 

                                                      
1 The Caltrans Cultural Resource Study Office can be contacted at (510) 286-5618 or (510) 286-5615. 
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those that would occur during winter mornings (as exemplified by the shadow simulation for 
December 21), would remain a significant impact.  

 
 
Appendix G, page 24, is revised as follows: 
 

• 102 South Montgomery Street (APN 259-48-012). Patty’s Inn was recorded on Historic 
Resources Inventory forms in 1992 (Laffey 1992b) and was not evaluated. The current 
LSA study has concluded that Patty’s Inn does not appear to be eligible for listing on the 
National or California registers under any of the applicable criteria, but does meet the 
criteria as a Candidate City Landmark and is therefore nor to be a historical resource for the 
purposes of CEQA.  
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V.  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been formulated based upon the 
findings of the February 2006 Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and First Amendment 
thereto for the proposed Baseball Stadium in the Diridon/Arena Area project. This MMRP is in com-
pliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires that the Lead Agency “adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The MMRP lists 
mitigation measures recommended in the EIR for the proposed project and identifies mitigation 
monitoring requirements. These requirements are provided only for mitigation measures that would 
avoid or reduce significant impacts of the proposed project. 
 
Table V-1 presents the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. Each mitigation mea-
sure is numbered with a symbol indicating the topical section to which it pertains, a hyphen, and the 
impact number. For example, TRANS-3 is the third mitigation measure identified in the Transporta-
tion, Circulation, and Parking analysis. 
 
The first and second columns of Table V-1 provide the significant impacts and corresponding mitiga-
tion measure(s), as identified in Chapter V of the Draft EIR for the proposed project. The third col-
umn, “Implementation Responsibility,” identifies the party(ies) responsible for carrying out the 
required action(s) and approximate time period over which the action will be implemented. The 
fourth column, “Oversight Responsibility,” identifies the party(ies) ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that the mitigation measure is implemented and outlines the steps for monitoring the action 
identified in the mitigation measure and the approximate timeframe for the oversight agency to ensure 
implementation of the migration measure.  
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Table V-1:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Implementation  
Responsibility 

Oversight  
Responsibility 

A.  LAND USE 
LU-1: Fireworks displays occurring during stadium 
events could present a hazard to the safe operation of 
the San Jose International Airport. 

LU-1: In addition to obtaining the required City 
permit, fireworks sponsors shall coordinate events in 
advance with airport staff, the air traffic control tower, 
and the FAA (if requested by the FAA) to ensure that 
the activity (timing, height, and materials) does not 
pose a hazard to the safe operation of the San Jose Int-
ernational Airport. 

Prior to fireworks events, 
fireworks sponsors shall be 
responsible for coordinating 
such events with airport staff, 
air traffic control tower and 
the FAA. 

The Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforce-
ment1 (PBCE) shall verify 
that airport staff, air traffic 
control tower and the FAA 
have been notified and 
confirm that the events do 
not pose a hazard to the air-
port prior to issuance of a 
fireworks event permit. 

B.  POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
There are no significant population, employment and housing impacts. 
C.  TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING 
TRANS-1: The level of service at Delmas Avenue and 
Park Avenue would degrade from the already 
unacceptable LOS F under background conditions. 
This condition constitutes a significant impact by City 
of San Jose standards. 

TRANS-1: The impact at this intersection could be 
mitigated by adding a second southbound through lane 
on Delmas Avenue. The recommended lane addition 
would require widening the curb-to-curb roadway 
width by approximately 2 feet. This could be accom-
plished by acquiring additional right-of-way (ROW) 
along the east side of Delmas Avenue, or, if additional 
ROW cannot be acquired, by removing on-street 
parking on the east side of Delmas Avenue. It should 
be noted that the same improvement was identified as 
a mitigation measure for the San Jose Water Project. 
Based on the City’s standards, the recommended 
improvements would satisfactorily mitigate the project 
impact. 

The City shall ensure that a 
second southbound through 
lane at the Delmas Avenue and 
Park Avenue intersection, as 
described in the mitigation 
measure, is constructed. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the improvement 
outlined in Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1 is con-
structed prior to project 
operation. 

                                                      
1 Wherever the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) is charged with oversight responsibility, an officially-designated representative of the 

Director could fulfill this role. 
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Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Implementation  
Responsibility 

Oversight  
Responsibility 

TRANS-2: The level of service at Delmas Avenue and 
W. San Fernando Street would degrade from the 
already unacceptable LOS F under background condi-
tions. This condition constitutes a significant impact 
by City of San Jose standards. 

TRANS-2: The impact at this intersection could be 
mitigated by adding a second southbound through lane 
on Delmas Avenue. The recommended lane addition 
would require widening Delmas north of San Fernando 
by approximately 12 feet and south of San Fernando 
by two feet. It should be noted that the same improve-
ment was identified as a mitigation measure for the 
San Jose Water Project, from which ROW dedication 
would be required. With the recommended improve-
ment, the average vehicular delays at this intersection 
would be reduced to the LOS C range during the 
analysis period. Based on the City’s standards, the rec-
ommended improvements would satisfactorily mitigate 
the project impact. 

The City shall ensure that a 
second southbound through 
lane at the Delmas Avenue and 
W. San Fernando Street 
intersection, as described in 
the mitigation measure, is 
constructed. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the improvement 
outlined in Mitigation Mea-
sure TRANS-2 is con-
structed prior to project 
operation. 

TRANS-3: State Route 87 would experience a signifi-
cant impact from project traffic along two of the ana-
lyzed segments; I-280 would experience a significant 
impact from project traffic along two of the analyzed 
segments. 

TRANS-3: Improvements to mitigate significant pro-
ject impacts on freeway segments are infeasible due to 
right-of-way constraints and the land use impacts asso-
ciated with acquiring additional right-of-way. These 
impacts are therefore considered significant and unav-
oidable. 

N/A (This mitigation measure 
is not considered feasible) 

N/A  

D.  AIR QUALITY    
AIR-1:  Construction period activities could generate 
significant dust, exhaust, and organic emissions.   

AIR-1:  Implementation of the following steps would 
reduce the construction period air quality impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. 
(a) The following multi-part mitigation shall be 

incorporated into the construction plans and 
implemented for the proposed project.  The City 
shall review the construction plans to ensure 
these measures have been incorporated: 
• Water all active construction areas at least 

twice daily and more often during windy peri-
ods to prevent visible dust from leaving the 
site; active areas adjacent to windy periods; 
active areas adjacent to existing land uses 
shall be kept damp at all times, or shall be 
treated with non-toxic stabilizers or dust pal-
liatives; 

The City shall require that the 
project proponent and con-
struction contractor develop a 
construction work plan and be 
responsible for implementing 
the control measures through-
out the construction period. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure the control measures 
are included in construction 
work plans prior to the start 
of demolition, site prepar-
ation, or grading activities. 
The Director of PBCE shall 
periodically monitor the site 
so as to ensure that all con-
trol measures are properly 
followed during the con-
struction period. 
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Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Implementation  
Responsibility 

Oversight  
Responsibility 

AIR-1 continued • Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other 
loose materials or require all trucks to main-
tain at least 2 feet of freeboard;  

• Pave, apply water at least three times daily, or 
apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas and 
staging areas at construction sites;  

• Sweep daily (or more often if necessary) to 
prevent visible dust from leaving the site 
(preferably with water sweepers) all paved 
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas 
at construction sites; water sweepers shall 
vacuum up excess water to avoid runoff-rela-
ted impacts to water quality; 

• Sweep streets daily, or more often if neces-
sary (preferably with water sweepers) if visi-
ble soil material is carried onto adjacent pub-
lic streets;  

• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabiliz-
ers to inactive construction areas (previously 
graded areas inactive for ten days or more);  

• Enclose, cover, water at least twice daily, or 
apply not-toxic soil binders to exposed stock-
piles (dirt, sand, etc,) to prevent visible dust 
from leaving the site;  

• Limit traffic speed on unpaved roads to 15 
mph;  

• Install sandbags or other erosion control 
measures to prevent silt runoff to public road-
ways; 

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible; 

• Install wheel washers for all existing trucks, 
or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site; 
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Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Implementation  
Responsibility 

Oversight  
Responsibility 

AIR-1 continued • Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative 
wind breaks at windward side(s) of construc-
tion areas;  

• Suspend excavation and grading activities 
when winds instantaneous gusts exceed 25 
mph; and 

• Limit the area subject to excavation grading, 
and other construction activity at any one 
time.  

(b) Any temporary haul roads to soils stockpiles areas 
used during construction of projects shall be 
routed away from existing neighboring land uses.  
Any temporary haul roads shall be surfaced with 
gravel and regularly watered to control dust or 
treated with an appropriate dust suppressant. 

(c) Water sprays shall be utilized to control dust 
when material is being added or removed from 
soils stockpiles.  If a soils stockpile is undisturbed 
for more than one week, it shall be treated with a 
dust suppressant or crusting agent to eliminate 
wind-blown dust generation. 

  

  (d) All neighboring properties located within 1,000 
feet of property lines of a construction site shall 
be provided with the name and phone number of 
a designated construction dust control coordinator 
who will respond to complaints within 24 hours 
by suspending dust-producing activities or pro-
viding additional personnel or equipment for dust 
control as deemed necessary. The phone number 
of the BAAQMD pollution complaints contact 
shall also be provided.  The dust control coordi-
nator shall be on-call during construction hours.  
The coordinator shall keep a log of complaints 
received and remedial actions taken in response.  
This log shall be made available to City staff 
upon its request. 
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AIR-1 continued (e)  In order to address particulate emissions from 
diesel-powered equipment and vehicles, the fol-
lowing measures shall be implemented:  (i) prop-
erly maintain vehicle and equipment engines; (ii) 
minimize the idling time of diesel powered con-
struction equipment; (iii) consider requiring con-
struction equipment that is fueled by alternative 
energy sources; and (iv) consider requiring add-
on control devices such as particulate traps. 

  

AIR-2:  Regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
from new development would exceed BAAQMD 
thresholds.   

AIR-2:  The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines document 
identifies potential mitigation measures for various 
types of projects.  The following are considered to be 
feasible and effective in further reducing vehicle trip 
generation and resulting emissions from the Down-
town Stadium project: 
• Maximize the use of existing transit facilities and 

incorporate additional facilities (e.g., bus 
bulbs/turnouts, benches, shelters) into the project’s 
design. 

• Provide bicycle lanes and/or paths, connected to 
community-wide network. 

• Provide sidewalks and/or paths, connected to adja-
cent land uses, transit stops, and/or community-
wide network.  

• Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle 
storage. 

• Implement feasible transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures including a ride-
matching program, coordination with regional 
ridesharing organizations and provision of transit 
information.  

The City shall require the 
project proponent to include as 
many of the measures listed in 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2 as 
would be feasible in order to 
reduce vehicle trip generation 
and associated emissions from 
the project. 

The Director of the PBCE 
shall review project plans to 
ensure the inclusion of fea-
sible and effective measures 
listed in Mitigation Measure 
AIR-2. 
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AIR-2 continued The implementation of an aggressive trip reduction 
program with the appropriate incentives for non-auto 
travel can reduce project impacts by approximately 10 
to 15 percent. A reduction of this magnitude would 
provide a reduction in emissions, however project 
emissions would still exceed the significance thresh-
old. There is no mitigation available with currently 
feasible technology to reduce the project’s regional air 
quality impact by an additional 75 percent to a less-
than-significant level.  Therefore, the project’s region-
al air quality impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.   

  

AIR-3: Fireworks displays may cause spikes in air 
pollution. 

AIR-3: The City shall require that the point of launch 
and the fallout area for fireworks be located so as to 
ensure the safety of the public from the discharge of 
pyrotechnic devices, exposure to toxic air pollutants or 
any other hazard from fireworks displays. 

Prior to fireworks events, 
fireworks sponsors shall pro-
vide the City with fireworks 
event plans for safety review.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that fireworks events 
are located and directed 
skyward so as to prevent the 
creation of hazardous 
conditions prior to issuance 
of a fireworks event permit. 
 
 

E   NOISE    
NOISE-1: Increases in traffic noise to surrounding 
roadways would be significant.   

NOISE-1:  With affected property owner’s consent, 
prior to opening day of the stadium, measures taken to 
reduce significant noise impacts associated with 
increased traffic for residences located along W. San 
Fernando Street from Autumn Street to Delmas Ave-
nue or Autumn Street from W. San Fernando Street to 
W. Santa Clara Street may include, but are not limited 
to installation of dual-pane windows, mechanical air 
conditioning and improved ceiling and wall insulation. 

Prior to project operation, the 
City shall install the appropri-
ate noise-reduction improve-
ments to participating residen-
ces.  

The Director of the PBCE 
shall ensure that the appro-
priate noise reduction 
improvements are installed 
prior to project operation.  

NOISE-2: Baseball game events could result in noise 
impacts on adjacent residential uses. 

NOISE-2a: The stadium public address system shall be 
comprised of a distributed speaker system on-site, 
which would locate speakers around each section of 
the park to minimize the need for extra-loud and high-
mounted units. 

The project sponsor shall 
ensure that the appropriate 
public address system is 
incorporated into the project 
design. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
review project plans to 
ensure that the appropriate 
public address system is 
incorporated into the project 
design, prior to the issuance 
of a building permit. 
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NOISE-2 continued NOISE-2b: Prior to the first ballpark event, a detailed 
acoustic study shall be conducted by the City of San 
Jose to confirm the predictions of the long-term noise 
levels at noise sensitive uses within the 60 dBA Leq 
contour line shown in Figure V.E-2 of the ballpark, 
which have been made in this EIR. The study shall be 
used to determine noise attenuation measures to 
achieve a 45 dBA Leq interior noise level at nearby 
residences. Attenuation measures at the stadium shall 
include, but not be limited to, distributed speakers for 
the public address system and limitations placed on 
sound levels associated with various activities. Meas-
ures taken with affected property owner’s consent, at 
receptor locations may include, but are not limited to 
installation of dual-pane windows, mechanical air con-
ditioning, sound walls and improved ceiling and wall 
insulation. 

Prior to project operation, the 
City shall conduct a detailed 
acoustical study to determine 
the appropriate noise attenua-
tion measures. Necessary 
remedial measures shall be 
implemented or assured by the 
City within one year of project 
operation. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify completion of the 
acoustical study prior to 
project operation.  
 
The City Manager shall 
verify that the necessary 
remedial measures are 
implemented or otherwise 
assured within one year of 
project operation. 

 Necessary remedial measures shall be implemented, or 
otherwise assured to be implemented within one year 
to the satisfaction of the City Manager. Implementa-
tion of mitigation measures NOISE-1a and NOISE-1b 
would reduce impacts associated with baseball games. 
However, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

  

NOISE-3: Proposed on-site concert events could result 
in noise impacts on adjacent residential uses. 

NOISE-3: A maximum sound level of 95 dB Leq shall 
be maintained at the sound board for concerts.  
Implementation of the multipart mitigation measures 
NOISE-1 and NOISE-2 would reduce impacts from 
concert noise. However, noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Concert event operators shall 
not exceed the maximum 
sound level of 95 dB Leq dur-
ing concert events. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that concert event 
operators do not exceed the 
maximum sound level of 95 
dB Leq during concert events 
by periodically monitoring 
actual sound levels at 
concerts. 

NOISE-4: Explosions associated with fireworks dis-
plays at the proposed project would create significant 
peak noise impacts. 

NOISE-4: Implementation Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-2b would reduce impacts from firework dis-
plays for residences located adjacent to the proposed 
stadium. Implementation of the Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-2b would help to minimize this impact but not 
reduce it to a less-than-significant level.   

The City shall ensure that nec-
essary noise attenuation meas-
ures are implemented or 
assured within one year of 
project operation. 

The Director of the PBCE 
and the City Manager shall 
ensure that necessary noise 
attenuation measures are 
implemented or assured 
within one year of project 
operation. 
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NOISE-5: Construction period activities could create 
significant short-term noise impacts. 

NOISE-5a: The following measures shall be imple-
mented during construction of the proposed project: 
• All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or 

mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating 
and maintained mufflers. 

• City will develop a Construction Impact Mitigation 
Plan with input from neighbors to determine a con-
struction activity schedule including construction 
days and hours of construction. 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines 
will be prohibited.   

All stationary noise generating construction equip-
ment, such as air compressors and portable power gen-
erators, will be located as far as practical from existing 
residences. 

The City shall develop a Con-
struction Impact Mitigation 
Plan to determine the con-
struction activity schedule 
prior to commencement of 
construction activities at the 
site.  
The construction contractor 
shall implement Mitigation 
Measure NOISE-5a, and shall 
adhere to the hours and days 
of construction in the Con-
struction Impact Mitigation 
Plan throughout the construc-
tion period. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the noise reduc-
tion and control measures 
listed in Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-5a are incorporated 
into the construction work 
plan prior to permit issu-
ance. 

 NOISE-5b: In the event that pile-driving and/or other 
extreme noise generating construction vehicles or 
equipment are required, a set of site-specific noise 
attenuation measures shall be completed under the 
supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These 
attenuation measures shall include as many of the fol-
lowing control strategies as feasible and shall be 
implemented prior to any pile-driving or extreme noise 
generating activities: 
• Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology, where 

feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and 
structural requirements and conditions; 

• Utilize noise control blankets on the building 
structure as it is erected to reduce noise emission 
from the site;  

• Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the 
receptor(s) by temporarily improving the noise 
reduction capability of those buildings; and 

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation 
measures by taking noise measurements once the 
measures are in place.  

If pile driving or other extreme 
noise-generating machinery 
will be used on the site, the 
project proponent shall retain a 
qualified acoustical consultant 
to develop site-specific noise 
attenuation measures. 
The construction contractor 
shall implement these meas-
ures prior to initiating pile 
driving activities (or other 
extreme noise-generating acti-
vities). 

The Director of the PBCE 
shall ensure that, if pile 
driving or other extreme 
noise-generating machinery 
would be used on the site, 
site-specific noise attenua-
tion measures are devel-
oped. 
The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the noise atten-
uation measures are incor-
porated into the construction 
work plan prior to permit 
issuance. 
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NOISE-5 continued • Residents within 1,000 feet of the pile-driving 
activity will be notified of the schedule for their 
use while they are in use. Portable acoustical bar-
riers will be installed around pile driving equip-
ment.   

• A name, address, and phone number of a contact 
person will be posted on the site to handle noise 
complaints. 

Implementing the basic measures required by Mitiga-
tion Measure NOISE-5a would reduce potential 
impacts from construction activities. In addition, Miti-
gation Measure NOISE-5b will further reduce the 
potential impacts from pile driving activities and other 
extreme noise generating construction activities in the 
vicinity of the construction site. However, even with 
the implementation of these mitigation measures, noise 
associated with the construction of the proposed pro-
ject would be considered significant and unavoidable.   

  

F.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    
BIO-1: Construction of the proposed project would 
result in the removal of 45 ordinance-size trees. 

BIO-1: Loss of ordinance size trees will be mitigated 
by implementation of landscaping plans approved by 
the City of San Jose, in conformance with the City of 
San Jose Landscape and Irrigation Guidelines and City 
of San Jose Planning Department specifications. For 
private projects, the City of San Jose requires tree 
replacement for those trees greater than 18 inches in 
diameter with 24-inch box trees at a ratio of 4:1 (trees 
planted to trees removed). Trees planted within the 
riparian corridor shall be native trees grown from Los 
Gatos Creek watershed stock. As a City proposed 
project, the City would commit to meeting the tree 
replacement ratio, but given the footprint of 
redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may be 
planted beyond the project site in the project area. 

The City shall meet the tree 
replacement ratio for the loss 
of ordinance size trees within 
the project area.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the City of San 
Jose landscaping guidelines 
and City of San Jose 
Department specifications 
concerning landscaping and 
tree replacement are adhere-
d to prior to the issuance of 
permits. 
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BIO-2: Construction activities adjacent to the Los 
Gatos Creek riparian corridor may disturb nesting 
Cooper’s hawks and other raptors. 

BIO-2: Surveys to determine the presence of active 
raptor nests on or adjacent to (i.e., along Los Gatos 
Creek) to the construction area shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to the 
initiation of construction-related activities, including 
removal of existing vegetation or facilities. If raptors 
are observed nesting on or near the site, exclusion 
zones will be established around all active nests. The 
size of the exclusion zone will be determined based on 
consultation with the CDFG, which typically requires 
a zone of 100 to 300 feet around the nest. No activity 
will be allowed inside the exclusion zone until a quali-
fied biologist has determined that the young have suc-
cessfully fledged from the nest or that the nest is no 
longer active. 

No more than 30 days prior to 
initiation of construction acti-
vities on or adjacent to the site, 
a qualified biologist hired by 
the project proponent shall 
undertake pre-construction 
surveys for active raptor nests. 
If active raptor nests are iden-
tified, the construction con-
tractor, in consultation with 
the CDFG, shall create exclu-
sion zones around all nests.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that pre-construction 
nesting surveys are con-
ducted no more than 30 
days prior to initiation of 
construction activities, and 
if bird nests are identified, 
the appropriate exclusion 
zones around nests are cre-
ated. This action shall occur 
prior to issuance of demoli-
tion permits. 

G.  GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY    
GEO-1: Seismically-induced ground shaking at the 
project could result in damage to life and/or property. 

GEO-1: Prior to the issuance of any site-specific 
grading or building permits, a design-level geotechni-
cal investigation shall be prepared by a licensed pro-
fessional and submitted to the City of San Jose Public 
Works Department for review and confirmation that 
the proposed development fully complies with the 
California Building Code (Seismic Zone 4). The report 
shall determine the project site’s geotechnical condi-
tions and address potential seismic hazards such as 
liquefaction. The report shall identify building tech-
niques appropriate to minimize seismic damage. In 
addition, the following requirement for the geotechni-
cal and soils report shall be met: 
• Analysis presented in the geotechnical report shall 

conform with the California Division of Mines and 
Geology recommendations presented in the Guide-
lines for Evaluating Seismic Hazards in California. 

All mitigation measures, design criteria, and specifica-
tions set forth in the geotechnical and soils report shall 
be followed. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a certified geologist to 
prepare and submit a design-
level geotechnical investiga-
tion, as described in Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that a design-level 
geotechnical investigation is 
submitted to the City of San 
Jose Public Works Depart-
ment prior to project appro-
val. 
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GEO-2: Structures or property at the project could be 
adversely affected by expansive soils or by settlement 
of project site soils. 

GEO-2: In locations underlain by expansive soils 
and/or non-engineered fill, the designers of stadium 
foundation and other improvements (including the 
electrical substation, sidewalks, roads, and under-
ground utilities) shall consider these conditions. The 
design-level geotechnical investigation to be prepared 
by a licensed professional and approved by the City of 
San Jose Public Works Department (required in Miti-
gation Measure GEO-1), shall include measures to 
minimize potential damage related to expansive soils 
and non-uniformly compacted fill. Mitigation options 
may range from removal of the problematic soils and 
replacement, as needed, with properly conditioned and 
compacted fill to design and construction of improve-
ments to withstand the forces exerted during the 
expected shrink-swell cycles and settlement. 

The design-level geotechnical 
investigation (required as part 
of Mitigation Measure GEO-1) 
shall consider underlying 
expansive soils and/or non-en-
gineered fill conditions and 
include measures to ensure 
that potential damage related 
to expansive soils and non-
uniformly compacted fill are 
minimized. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the design-level 
geotechnical investigation 
considers underlying expen-
sive soils and/or non-engi-
neered fill conditions and 
includes measures to ensure 
that potential damage rela-
ted to expansive soils and 
non-uniformly compacted 
fill are minimized prior to 
project approval. 

 All mitigation measures, design criteria, and specifica-
tions set forth in the geotechnical and soils report shall 
be followed to reduce impacts associated with shrink-
swell soils to a less-than-significant level. 

  

GEO-3: Differential settlement at the project site could 
result in damage to project buildings and other 
improvements. 

GEO-3: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a site-
specific grading plan shall be prepared by a licensed 
professional and submitted to the City of San Jose 
Public Works Department (see Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1). The plan shall include specific recommenda-
tions for mitigating potential settlement associated 
with fill placement and areas of different fill thickness. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a licensed professional 
to prepare and submit a site-
specific grading plan, as 
described in Mitigation Meas-
ure GEO-3. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that a site-specific 
grading plan is submitted to 
the City of San Jose Public 
Works Department prior to 
project approval. 
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GEO-4: Liquefaction at the project site could result in 
damage to buildings and other improvements. 

GEO-4: Project design shall be in accordance with the 
recommendations contained in a site-specific geotech-
nical report prepared by a licensed professional and 
reviewed and approved by City of San Jose Public 
Works Department. (see Mitigation Measure GEO-1). 
The San Jose Public Works Department shall approve 
all final design and engineering plans. Project design 
and construction shall be in conformance with current 
best standards for earthquake resistant construction in 
accordance with the California Building Code (Seis-
mic Zone 4), applicable local codes, and the generally-
accepted standard of geotechnical practice for seismic 
design in Northern California. The design-level geo-
technical investigation shall include measures to 
minimize that potential damage related to liquefaction. 

The design-level geotechnical 
investigation (prepared as part 
of Mitigation Measure GEO-1) 
shall include measures to 
minimize potential damage 
related to liquefaction. 
 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the design-level 
geotechnical investigation 
includes measures to mini-
mize potential damage 
related to liquefaction prior 
to project approval. 
All final design and engi-
neering plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by 
the Public Works Depart-
ment prior to issuance of 
permits. 
 

H.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
HYD-1: Alteration of the local drainage patterns could 
potentially result in exceedance of the capacity of 
downstream stormwater conveyance structures, result-
ing in localized flooding. 

HYD-1: As a condition of approval of the final grading 
and drainage plans for the project, it shall be demon-
strated through detailed hydraulic analysis that imple-
mentation of the proposed drainage plans would 
include drainage components that are designed in com-
pliance with City of San Jose standards. The grading 
and drainage plans shall be reviewed for compliance 
with these requirements by the City of San Jose 
Department of Public Works. Any improvements 
deemed necessary by the City shall be made a part of 
the conditions of approval.  
Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
reduce potential impacts associated with increased 
peak runoff volumes to a less-than-significant level. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified professional 
to conduct a detailed hydraulic 
analysis and incorporate 
appropriate drainage compo-
nents into project design.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify completion of the 
hydraulic analysis and 
ensure that grading and 
drainage plans comply with 
Public Works Department 
recommendations and City 
standards prior to final 
grading and drainage plan 
approval. 
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HYD-2: Construction activities and post-construction 
site uses could result in degradation of water quality in 
the receiving waters by reducing the quality of storm-
water runoff. 

HYD-2a: Construction-Period Impact Mitigation. 
The project proponent shall comply with the City of 
San Jose’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff Manage-
ment Policy (Policy Number 6-29), which requires: 

... all new and redevelopment projects to imple-
ment Post-Construction Best Management Prac-
tices (BMPs) and Treatment Control Measures 
(TCMs) to the maximum extent practicable. This 
Policy also establishes specified design standards 
for Post-Construction TCMs for Major Projects 
and minimum Post-Construction BMPs for all 
Land Uses of Concern, including Expansion Pro-
jects. This Policy further establishes the criteria 
for determining the situations in which it is 
impracticable to comply with the Major Project 
design standards, including the criteria for evalu-
ating the equivalency of Alternative Compliance 
Measure(s) 

The project proponent shall 
prepare and implement a 
Storm Water Pollution Pre-
vention Plan (SWPPP) that 
includes specific and detailed 
Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). The SWPPP shall 
specify a monitoring program 
to be implemented by the con-
struction site supervisor. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that project propo-
nents have prepared and 
implemented a SWPPP 
prior to issuance of permits. 
The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure a monitoring pro-
gram is implemented by the 
construction site supervisor 
during project construction 
activities. 

 In addition, the project proponent shall prepare a 
SWPPP designed to reduce potential impacts to sur-
face water quality through the construction period of 
the project. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site 
and made available to City inspectors and/or RWQCB 
staff upon request. The SWPPP shall include specific 
and detailed BMPs designed to mitigate construction-
related pollutants. At minimum, BMPs shall include 
practices to minimize the contact of construction mate-
rials, equipment, and maintenance supplies (e.g., fuels, 
lubricants, paints, solvents, adhesives) with stormwa-
ter. The SWPPP shall specify properly designed cen-
tralized storage areas that keep these materials out of 
the rain. 
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HYD-2 continued An important component of the stormwater quality 
protection effort is the knowledge of the site supervi-
sors and workers. To educate on-site personnel and 
maintain awareness of the importance of stormwater 
quality protection, site supervisors shall conduct regu-
lar tailgate meetings to discuss pollution prevention. 
The frequency of the meetings and required personnel 
attendance list shall be specified in the SWPPP. 

  

 The SWPPP shall specify a monitoring program to be 
implemented by the construction site supervisor, which 
must include both dry and wet weather inspections. In 
addition, in accordance with State Water Resources 
Control Board Resolution No. 2001-046, monitoring 
would be required during the construction period for 
pollutants that may be present in the runoff that are 
“not visually detectable in runoff.” 
BMPs designed to reduce erosion of exposed soil may 
include, but are not limited to: soil stabilization con-
trols, watering for dust control, perimeter silt fences, 
placement of hay bales, and sediment basins. The 
potential for erosion is generally increased if grading is 
performed during the rainy season as disturbed soil can 
be exposed to rainfall and storm runoff. If grading 
must be conducted during the rainy season, the pri-
mary BMPs selected shall focus on erosion control 
(i.e., keeping sediment on the site). End-of-pipe sedi-
ment control measures (e.g., basins and traps) shall be 
used only as secondary measures. Entry and egress 
from the construction site shall be carefully controlled 
to minimize off-site tracking of sediment. Vehicle and 
equipment wash-down facilities shall be designed to be 
accessible and functional during both dry and wet con-
ditions. 
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HYD-2 continued HYD-2b: Operation-Period Impact Mitigation. The 
design-level storm water control plan shall demon-
strate through detailed hydraulic analysis that imple-
mentation of the proposed drainage plan would result 
in treatment of the appropriate percentage of the runoff 
from the site (in compliance with the County NPDES 
permit). The amount of runoff that is typically required 
to be treated is about 85 percent of the total average 
annual runoff from the site. The qualified professionals 
(a professional engineer with experience in the design 
of stormwater BMPs that is acceptable to the City) 
preparing the design-level storm water control plan 
shall consider additional measures designed to mitigate 
water quality degradation of runoff from all portions of 
the completed development. In general, passive, low-
maintenance BMPs (e.g., grassy swales, porous pave-
ments) are preferred. The City shall ensure that the 
project design includes features and operational BMPs 
to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality 
associated with operation of the project to the maxi-
mum extent practicable. These features shall be inclu-
ded in the storm water control plan and final develop-
ment drawings. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified professional 
to prepare a design-level storm 
water control plan which 
includes features and opera-
tional BMPs to reduce poten-
tial operational impacts to sur-
face water quality. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the storm water 
control plan and final de-
velopment drawings include 
features and operational 
BMPs to reduce potential 
operational impacts to sur-
face water quality prior to 
approval of the grading 
plan. 
The Department of Public 
Works shall review and 
approve the SWPPP and 
drainage plan prior to 
approval of the grading 
plan.  

 The final design team for the development project 
shall review and incorporate as many concepts as 
practicable from Start at the Source, Design Guidance 
Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection and the 
California Stormwater Quality Association’s Storm-
water Best Management Practice Handbook, Devel-
opment and Redevelopment The final design team 
should also consider installing “end-of-pipe” treatment 
systems, including, but not limited to, baffle boxes, 
catch basins, and hydrodynamic vortex-type separa-
tors. Any use of end-of-pipe treatment systems must be 
accompanied by a viable maintenance program. Spe-
cifically: 
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HYD-2 continued • Drainage from the stadium playing surface and seat-
ing areas should be treated prior to discharge to Los 
Gatos Creek. 

• The enclosed parking areas shall not be drained to 
the stormwater conveyance system. The garages 
should be dry-swept or, if washdown water is used 
the effluent should be discharged to the sanitary 
sewer system under permit from the San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant.  

The City of San Jose Department of Public Works 
shall review and approve the SWPPP and drainage 
plan prior to approval of the grading plan. City staff 
may require more stringent stormwater treatment 
measures, at their discretion. Implementation of this 
mitigation would reduce the level of significance of 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

  

HYD-3: Dewatering may contain contaminants and if 
not properly managed could cause impacts to con-
struction workers and the environment. 

HYD-3: The SWPPP shall include provisions for the 
proper management of construction-period dewatering 
activities. At minimum, all dewatering shall be con-
tained prior to discharge to allow the sediment to settle 
out, and filtered, if necessary to ensure that only clear 
water is discharged to the storm or sanitary sewer sys-
tem, as appropriate. In areas of suspected groundwater 
contamination (i.e., underlain by fill or near sites 
where chemical releases are known or suspected to 
have occurred), groundwater shall be analyzed by a 
State-certified laboratory for the suspected pollutants 
prior to discharge. Based on the results of the analyti-
cal testing, the project proponent shall acquire the ap-
propriate permit(s) prior to discharge of the dewatering 
effluent. Discharge of the dewatering effluent would 
require a permit from the RWQCB (for discharge to 
the storm sewer system) and/or the San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (for discharge to 
the sanitary sewer system).  
Proper implementation of the mitigation measure 
described above would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. 

The project proponent shall 
ensure that the SWPPP 
includes provisions for the 
proper management of con-
struction-period dewatering 
activities, as outlined in Miti-
gation Measure HYD-3, and 
shall obtain the appropriate 
permits prior to discharge of 
any dewatering effluent. 
 
 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the SWPPP 
includes provisions for the 
proper management of con-
struction-period dewatering 
activities, as outlined in 
Mitigation Measure HYD-3.
The Director of PBCE shall 
also ensure that the appro-
priate permits are obtained 
prior to discharge of any 
dewatering effluent. 
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I.  HAZARD AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS    
HAZ-1: Development of the project could expose con-
struction workers and/or the public to hazardous mate-
rials from contaminants in soil and groundwater during 
and following construction activities. 

HAZ-1a: As a condition of approval for any permit for 
demolition, grading, or construction at any parcel at 
the project site, a Phase I Environmental Site Assess-
ment shall be conducted by a qualified professional 
(e.g., a California-registered environmental assessor) 
to identify current or historical land uses that have or 
may have included the storage or generation of haz-
ardous materials and the potential for releases of haz-
ardous materials to have occurred that might impact 
the site. The assessments shall be performed in con-
formance with the current standard of care established 
by ASTM and EPA for Phase I Environmental Assess-
ments and shall be submitted to the City Environ-
mental Services Department (ESD) Environmental 
Compliance Officer for review and approval. The 
Phase I ESA assessments shall identify the potential 
presence of any environmental impacts to the subject 
site related to any historic and/or present uses of haz-
ardous materials at the subject site and/or at any sites 
in the vicinity of the subject site, and present recom-
mendations for further investigation of the parcel, if 
warranted. 
Recommendations for investigation shall be imple-
mented in Phase II investigations at the project site. 
The Phase II(s) shall include sampling of site soils and 
groundwater in areas of suspected contamination, 
based on the findings of the Phase I assessments. 
Additional groundwater samples shall be collected to 
establish baseline groundwater quality at the site and 
determine if previously unreported off-site contamina-
tion has migrated and affected the project site. The 
Phase II investigations shall also characterize the 
chemical quality of undocumented fill materials at the 
project site. Soil and groundwater sampling results 
shall be compared to RWQCB Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for commercial/industrial 
land uses for 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified environmen-
tal professional to conduct 
Phase I and any subsequently 
recommended Phase II ESAs, 
HHRAs, or IC/EC-related 
Operation and Maintenance 
Programs. Phase I and II 
ESAs, HHRAs, and Operation 
and Maintenance Programs 
shall meet the requirements 
described in Mitigation Meas-
ure HAZ-1a and shall be sub-
mitted to the City’s Environ-
mental Services Department. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the Environ-
mental Compliance Officer 
has reviewed and approved 
Phase I ESAs and any 
required Phase II ESAs, 
HHRAs, and Operations 
and Maintenance Programs 
prior to the issuance of per-
mits.  
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HAZ-1 continued shallow soils for sites underlain by a potential drinking 
water source. The Phase II investigations shall be 
submitted to the ESD Environmental Compliance Offi-
cer for review and approval. 

  

 If hazardous materials are identified in site soils or 
groundwater in excess of RWQCB ESLs for commer-
cial/industrial land uses, a Human Health Risk Assess-
ment (HHRA) shall be performed by a qualified envi-
ronmental professional. The HHRA shall describe 
measures that must be implemented to ensure that any 
potential added health risks to construction workers, 
maintenance and utility workers, site users, and the 
general public as a result of hazardous materials are 
reduced to a cumulative risk of less than 1 × 10-6 (one 
in one million) for carcinogens and a cumulative haz-
ard index of 1.0 for non-carcinogens, or as required by 
a regulatory oversight agency. The HHRA would be 
subject to review and/or approval by the City ESD 
Environmental Compliance Officer and/or regulatory 
oversight agencies. 

  

 The potential risks to human health in excess of these 
goals would be reduced either by remediation of the 
contaminated soils or groundwater (e.g., excavation 
and off-site disposal and/or extraction/treatment of 
groundwater) and/or implementation of institutional 
controls and engineering controls (IC/EC). IC/EC may 
include the use of hardscape (buildings and pave-
ments), importation of clean soil in landscaped areas to 
eliminate exposure pathways, and deed restrictions. If 
IC/EC are implemented, an Operations and Mainte-
nance Program must be prepared and implemented to 
ensure that the measures adopted are maintained 
throughout the life of the project. If IC/EC are imple-
mented, the Operations and Maintenance Program 
would be subject to review and approval by the City 
ESD Environmental Compliance Officer and/or regu-
latory oversight agencies. 
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HAZ-1 continued HAZ-1b: Prior to approval for any demolition, grad-
ing, or construction permits at the project site, a Con-
struction Risk Management Plan (CRMP) shall be pre-
pared with provisions to protect construction workers, 
the nearby public, and future workers and nearby resi-
dents from health risks from residual contaminants in 
site soils and groundwater during project construction 
and subsequent maintenance activities. The CRMP 
shall summarize previous environmental investigations 
and health risk assessments conducted for the project 
site (Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a). The CRMP shall 
include provisions for protection of human health both 
for the construction phase of the development as well 
as for the operational phase. 
In accordance with State and federal laws and regula-
tions, the CRMP shall describe required worker health 
and safety provisions for all workers potentially 
exposed to contaminated soil and groundwater. The 
CRMP shall include all necessary controls to mitigate 
short-term risks from releases of constituents of con-
cern to the environment in the form of dust, vapors, 
and/or water runoff during construction activities. 
Real-time air monitoring for contaminants of concern 
shall be required during all activities with the potential 
to disturb contaminated materials at the site. Action 
levels for contaminants of concern shall be established, 
with detailed descriptions of corrective actions to be 
taken in the event that the action levels are reached 
during monitoring. 
The CRMP shall also provide procedures to be under-
taken in the event that previously unreported contami-
nation or subsurface hazards are discovered during 
construction; incorporate construction safety measures 
for excavation and other construction activities; estab-
lish detailed procedures for the safe storage, stockpil-
ing, use, and disposal of contaminated soils and 
groundwater and other hazardous materials at the pro-
ject site; provide emergency response procedures; and 
designate personnel responsible for implementation of 
the CRMP during the construction and operational 
phases of the project. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified environmen-
tal professional to prepare and 
submit a Construction Risk 
Management Plan. The CRMP 
shall meet the requirements 
described in Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1b and shall be 
submitted to the City’s Envi-
ronmental Services Depart-
ment for review. 
 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the Environment-
al Compliance Officer has 
reviewed and approved the 
CRMP and determine if site 
remediation requires further 
regulatory oversight prior to 
issuance of permits. 
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HAZ-1 continued The CRMP shall also include an Operations and 
Maintenance Plan component, to ensure that health 
and safety measures required for future construction, 
utility trenching, and maintenance at the project site 
shall be enforced in perpetuity. The CRMP shall be 
submitted to the City ESD Environmental Compliance 
Officer for review and approval. If regulatory over-
sight is required for site remediation, the CRMP would 
also be subject to review and approval by regulatory 
oversight agencies.  
Implementation of this two-part measure would reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

  

HAZ-2: Improper use or transport of hazardous mate-
rials during construction activities could result in 
releases affecting construction workers and the general 
public. 

HAZ-2: The CRMP for the project site shall include 
emergency procedures and the management and dis-
posal of contaminated soils and groundwater (see 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b). Use, storage, disposal, 
and transport of hazardous materials during construc-
tion activities shall be performed in accordance with 
existing local, State, and federal hazardous materials 
regulations. 
Implementation of this measure would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The project applicant shall in-
clude emergency procedures 
and provisions for the man-
agement and disposal of con-
taminated soils and ground-
water in the CRMP. 
The construction contractor 
shall use, store, and dispose of 
hazardous materials in accor-
dance with applicable hazard-
ous materials regulations.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
review the CRMP to ensure 
it includes the procedures 
described in Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-2. This revie-
w shall occur prior to the 
issuance of permits. 
The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure the construction plan 
includes provisions for the 
use, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials that are 
consistent with applicable 
hazardous materials regula-
tions.  
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HAZ-3: Demolition of any structures containing lead-
based paint, asbestos-containing building materials, or 
other hazardous materials could release airborne parti-
cles of hazardous materials, which may affect con-
struction workers and the public. 

HAZ-3: As a condition of approval for any demolition 
permit for a structure at the project site, a lead-based 
paint and asbestos-containing material survey shall be 
performed at the structure by a qualified environmental 
professional. Based on the findings of the survey, 
identified asbestos hazards shall be abated by a certi-
fied asbestos abatement contractor in accordance with 
the regulations and notification requirements of the 
BAAQMD. Federal and State construction worker 
health and safety regulations shall be required during 
renovation or demolition activities, and any required 
worker health and safety procedures shall be incorpo-
rated into the project. 
CRMP (per Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b). If loose or 
peeling lead-based paint are identified, they shall be 
removed by a qualified lead abatement contractor and 
disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous 
waste regulations. Other hazardous wastes generated 
during demolition activities, such as fluorescent light 
tubes, mercury switches, and computer displays, shall 
be managed and disposed of in accordance with exist-
ing hazardous waste regulations. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified environment-
al professional to conduct a 
lead-based paint and asbestos-
containing material survey for 
all structures on the project 
site. If asbestos, lead, and/or 
other hazardous materials are 
found within the project site 
buildings, the project propon-
ent and construction contractor 
shall implement remediation 
or worker safety measures, as 
required by existing hazardous 
materials regulations. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that a lead-based 
paint and asbestos-contain-
ing material survey is com-
pleted for all structures on 
the project site and that the 
construction work plan in-
cludes appropriate remedia-
tion and/or worker safety 
protection measures (if 
asbestos, lead, or other haz-
ardous materials are present 
in existing buildings). These 
actions shall occur prior to 
the issuance of permits. 

 Implementation of this measure would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

  

HAZ-4: Future land uses at the project site may poten-
tially create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment as a result of routine transport, use, pro-
duction, upset, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

HAZ-4: Compliance with existing hazardous materials 
plans, programs, and permits would serve to mitigate 
potential hazardous materials impacts related to pro-
posed future land uses. 

The project proponent shall 
comply with existing hazard-
ous materials plans, programs, 
and permits. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify compliance with 
existing hazardous materials 
plans, programs, and per-
mits prior to issuance of 
permits. 
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J.  CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
CULT-1: The KNTV Broadcast Facility, 645 Park 
Avenue, appears eligible for listing in the California 
Register and as Candidate for City Landmark (CCL) 
and would sustain direct impacts due to the proposed 
project. 

CULT-1a: Documentation. The building shall be 
documented to Historic American Buildings Survey 
(HABS) Level 3 standards, according to the Outline 
Format described in the Historic American Buildings 
Survey Guidelines for Preparing Written Historical 
Descriptive Data. Photographic documentation shall 
follow the Photographic Specifications – Historic 
American Building Survey, including 15-20 archival 
quality large-format photographs of the exterior and 
interior of the building and its architectural elements. 
Construction techniques and architectural details shall 
be documented, especially noting the measurements of 
structural members, hardware, and other features that 
tie the architectural elements to a specific date. A copy 
of the documentation, with original photo negatives 
and prints, shall be placed in a historical archive or 
history collection accessible to the general public. Five 
copies of the documentation with archival photographs 
shall be produced for distribution to local and regional 
repositories. One copy shall be provided to the North-
west 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified professional 
to document the KNTV 
Broadcast Facility as described 
in Mitigation Measure CULT-
1a. Copies of the documenta-
tion shall be submitted to the 
appropriate repositories.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the required 
documentation of the 
KNTV Broadcast Facility is 
performed, and that copies 
of the documentation are 
distributed to the appropri-
ate repositories. This action 
shall occur prior to issuance 
of permits. 

 Information Center of the California Historical Re-
sources Information System, Sonoma State University, 
Rohnert Park, California. A brochure shall also be pre-
pared that includes a brief historical overview and pho-
tographs of the buildings and is made available for 
distribution to local libraries, museums, and schools.  
If only documentation were undertaken for mitigation, 
impacts to this resource would be significant unavoid-
able. 
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CULT-1 continued CULT-1b: Incorporation. If preservation or reloca-
tion is not possible, the building, or portions thereof, 
shall be incorporated into the ballpark to the extent 
feasible, following the Secretary of the Interior’s Stan-
dards to ensure that the building retains its integrity 
and historical significance. 

If preservation or relocation is 
not possible, the project pro-
ponent shall incorporate the 
KNTV Broadcast Facility into 
the proposed project design, to 
the extent feasible, as 
described in Mitigation Meas-
ure CULT-1c. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the KNTV 
Broadcast Facility is incor-
porated into project design, 
to the extent feasible, if 
preservation or relocation is 
not possible. This action 
shall occur prior to issuance 
of permits. 

 CULT-1c: Relocation. If feasible, the building shall be 
stabilized and relocated to another nearby site appro-
priate to its historic character. After relocation, preser-
vation, rehabilitation, and restoration, as appropriate, 
shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to 
ensure that the building retains its integrity and histori-
cal significance. 

If feasible, the project propo-
nent shall relocate the KNTV 
Broadcast Facility as described 
in Mitigation Measure CULT-
1b.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the KNTV 
Broadcast Facility is relo-
cated as described in Miti-
gation Measure CULT-1b, 
if feasible.  This action shall 
occur prior to issuance of 
permits. 

 CULT-1d: Salvage. If relocation, preservation, or 
incorporation are not possible, the building shall be of-
fered to an appropriate agency or museum, such as 
History San Jose, for salvage of its architectural 
elements. 

If relocation, preservation, or 
incorporation is not possible, 
the project proponent shall 
salvage the KNTV Broadcast 
Facility as described in Miti-
gation Measure CULT-1d. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the KNTV 
Broadcast Facility is 
salvaged as described in 
Mitigation Measure CULT-
1d if relocation, preserva-
tion, or incorporation is not 
possible. This action shall 
occur prior to issuance of 
permits. 

CULT-2: The structure at 65 Cahill Street, adjacent to 
the project area, is a City Landmark and listed in the 
National Register. 

CULT-2a: Prior to demolition or alteration of the pro-
posed project area buildings HABS documentation of 
the exterior of the 1935 National Register Southern 
Pacific Depot and its setting shall be prepared. A brief 
historical overview of the depot and its relationship to 
the project area shall be prepared to accompany the 
photographic documentation. A brochure shall be pre-
pared that presenting the history of the Depot, and 
made available for distribution to local libraries, muse-
ums, and schools. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified professional 
to document the exterior of the 
San Jose Diridon Train Station 
as described in Mitigation 
Measure CULT-2a.  
 
 
 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the appropriate 
documentation of the exte-
rior of the San Jose Diridon 
Train Station is completed 
prior to demolition or al-
teration of the proposed 
project area. 
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CULT-2 continued CULT-2b: A historic preservation architect will be 
retained to minimize project impacts to the Diridon 
Station. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a historic preservation 
architect to minimize impacts 
to the Diridon Station prior to 
ground disturbing activities at 
the site. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that a historic pres-
ervation architect has been 
retained prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing activities 
at the site. 

 CULT-2c: The project will be referred back to the 
Historic Landmarks Commission for review. 

The City shall consult with the 
Historic Landmarks Commis-
sion prior to project approval. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure consultation with the 
Historic Landmarks Com-
mission prior to project 
approval. 

 CULT-2d: Consultation with the Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board and the City shall be conducted to 
determine if these proposed mitigations are sufficient 
or if additional mitigations are necessary. 

The City shall consult with the 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Pow-
ers Board prior to demolition 
or alteration of structures in 
the proposed project area. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure consultation with the 
Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board prior to 
demolition or alteration of 
structures in the proposed 
project area. 
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CULT-3: The project area may contain buried archaeo-
logical resources. 

CULT-3: Due to high sensitivity for both prehistoric 
and historical archaeological resources, a qualified 
archaeologist shall monitor all ground-disturbing 
activities within the project area for historical and pre-
historic archaeological resources. Monitoring should 
continue until, in the archaeologist’s judgment, cul-
tural resources are not likely to be encountered. A 
cultural resources monitoring plan shall be prepared 
prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit. 
The monitoring plan shall describe how project con-
struction will be monitored to reduce impacts to cul-
tural resources which may be identified within the 
project site. The monitoring plan shall also include a 
review of Sanborn fire insurance maps, historical 
photographs, and other appropriate historical materials 
to identify potentially archaeologically sensitive areas 
for monitoring. Limited subsurface testing may be 
appropriate prior to construction to identify archaeo-
logical deposits. 
If deposits of prehistoric or historical archaeological 
materials are encountered during project activities, all 
work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected 
until the archaeological monitor can review the finds 
and make recommendations. Monitoring shall continue 
until, in the archaeologist’s judgment, archaeological 
resources are no longer likely to be encountered. It is 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified archeologist 
to prepare a monitoring plan 
and monitor all ground dis-
turbing activity within the 
project site, as described in 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that an archeologist 
has been retained and that 
an adequate monitoring plan 
has been prepared prior the 
initiation of ground dis-
turbing activities at the site. 
The Director shall also 
ensure that the appropriate 
reporting occurs in the event 
that cultural resources are 
uncovered. 
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CULT-3 continued recommended that such deposits be avoided by project 
activities. If such deposits cannot be avoided, they 
shall be evaluated for their California Register eligi-
bility. Archaeological monitors must be empowered 
tohalt construction activities within 25 feet of the dis-
covery to review the possible archaeological material 
and to protect the resource while it is being evaluated. 
If the deposits are not eligible, avoidance is not neces-
sary. If the deposits are eligible, they will need to be 
avoided or adverse effects must be mitigated. Upon 
completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall 
prepare a report documenting the methods and results, 
and provide recommendations for the treatment of the 
archaeological materials discovered. The report shall 
be submitted to City of San Jose Planning, Building, 
and Code Enforcement director, and the NWIC. 
Prehistoric materials can include flaked-stone tools 
(e.g. projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, 
chert, basalt, or quartzite toolmaking debris; bone 
tools; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often 
containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shell-
fish remains, faunal bones, and cultural materials); and 
stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, hand 
stones). Prehistoric archaeological sites often contain 
human remains. Historical materials can include wood, 
stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls and other 
structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and 
deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal, and other 
refuse. 

  

 Project personnel shall not collect or move any 
archaeological materials or human remains and associ-
ated materials. Fill soils used for construction purposes 
should not contain archaeological materials. 
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CULT-4: Ground disturbance associated with the 
demolition, grading, site preparation and construction 
of the proposed project may disturb human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

CULT-4: If human remains are encountered, work 
within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and 
the County Coroner notified immediately. At the same 
time, an archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the 
situation. If the human remains are of Native American 
origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identifi-
cation. The Native American Heritage Commission 
will identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to 
inspect the site and provide recommendations for the 
proper treatment of the remains and associated grave 
goods. 

The project proponent shall 
follow the procedures out-
lined in Mitigation Measure 
CULT-2 in the event that 
human remains are identified 
within the project site. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the appropriate 
procedures and reporting 
requirements are followed 
in the event that human re-
mains are identified within 
the project site. 

 Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist 
shall prepare a report documenting the methods and 
results, and provide recommendations for the treatment 
of the human remains and any associated cultural 
materials, as appropriate and in coordination with the 
recommendations of the MLD. The report shall be 
submitted to City of San Jose Planning, Building, and 
Code Enforcement director, and the NWIC. 

  

CULT-5: Ground disturbing activities within the pro-
ject area could adversely impact paleontological 
resources. 

CULT-5a: A qualified paleontologist shall be present 
during initial project ground-disturbance at or below 5 
feet from original ground surface. The paleontologist 
shall determine if further monitoring of project 
ground-disturbing activities below the soil layer is 
necessary, or if periodic site inspections are appropri-
ate. If site inspections are recommended, each subse-
quent inspection shall determine if more thorough 
paleontological monitoring is necessary. Prior to pro-
ject ground-disturbing activities, pre-field preparation 
by a qualified paleontologist shall take into account 
specific details of project construction plans for the 
project area as well as information from available pale-
ontological, geological, and geotechnical studies. 
Limited subsurface investigations may be appropriate 
for defining areas of paleontological sensitivity prior to 
ground disturbance. 

The project proponent shall 
retain a qualified paleontolo-
gist to monitor all ground dis-
turbing activity at or below 5 
feet original ground surface 
within the project site, as 
described in Mitigation 
Measure CULT-5a.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that a paleontologist 
has been retained prior the 
initiation of ground 
disturbing activities at the 
site. The Director shall also 
ensure that the appropriate 
reporting occurs in the event 
that paleontological 
resources are uncovered. 
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CULT-5 continued If paleontological resources are encountered during 
project activities, all work within 25 feet of the 
discovery shall be redirected until the paleontological 
monitor can evaluate the resources and make 
recommendations. If paleontological deposits are 
identified, it is recommended that such deposits be 
avoided by project activities. Paleontological monitors 
must be empowered to halt construction activities 
within 25 feet of the discovery to review the possible 
paleontological material and to protect the resource 
while it is being evaluated. If avoidance is not feasible, 
adverse effects tosuch resources shall be mitigated. 
Mitigation can include data recovery and analysis, 
preparation of a report and the accession of fossil 
material recovered to an accredited paleontological 
repository, such as the UCMP. 

  

 Monitoring shall continue until, in the paleontologist’s 
judgment, paleontological resources are no longer 
likely to be encountered. Upon project completion, a 
report shall be prepared documenting the methods and 
results of monitoring. Copies of this report shall be 
submitted to the City of San Jose Planning, Building, 
and Code Enforcement director and to the repository to 
which any fossils were transmitted. 

  

 CULT-5b: If paleontological resources are 
encountered during project activities, and a 
paleontologist monitor is not present, all work within 
25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until a 
qualified paleontologist has evaluated the discoveries, 
prepared a fossil locality form documenting the 
discovery and made recommendations regarding the 
treatment of the resources. If the paleontological 
resources are found to be significant, adverse effects to 
such resources shall be avoided by project activities. If 
project activities cannot avoid the resources, adverse 
effects shall be mitigated. At a minimum, mitigation 
shall include data recovery and analysis, preparation of 
a report, and the  

In the event that paleontolog-
ical resources are encountered 
during construction activities, 
and a paleontological monitor 
is not present, the construction 
manager shall ensure that 
project activities within 25 feet 
of the discovery are redirected 
until a qualified paleontologist 
has evaluated the discovery 
and made recommendations. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that the construction 
work plans provide 
measures for the treatment 
of paleontological 
discoveries in the event that 
a paleontological monitor is 
not present at the site. This 
shall be verified prior to 
prior to the initiation of 
ground disturbing activities 
at the site. 
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CULT-5 continued transmittal of any fossil material recovered to a 
paleontological repository, such as the UCMP. Upon 
completion of project activities, a report documenting 
the methods and findings of the mitigation shall be 
prepared and copies submitted to City of San Jose 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement director as 
well as to the paleontological repository to which 
fossils were transmitted. 
Project personnel should not collect or move any 
paleontological materials and associated materials. Fill 
soils used for construction purposes should not contain 
paleontological materials. 

  

K.  VISUAL AND AESTHETIC RESOURCES    
VIS-1: The proposed project would alter the visual 
character of historic San Jose Diridon Station. 

VIS-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-
2a and CULT-2b would somewhat reduce this impact. 
However, the alteration of the station’s visual setting 
and feeling would remain a significant impact. 

The project applicant shall 
implement Mitigation 
Measures CULT-2a and 2b. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that Mitigation 
Measures CULT-2a and 2b 
are implemented prior to 
demolition or alteration of 
the proposed project area. 

VIS-2: The removal of all ordinance sized trees on the 
project site would substantially damage scenic 
resources. 

VIS-2: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires the loss of 
ordinance sized trees would be mitigated by 
implementation of landscaping plans to be reviewed 
and approved by the City of San Jose. For private 
projects, the City of San Jose requires tree replacement 
for those trees greater than 18 inches in diameter with 
24-inch box trees at a ratio of 4:1. As a City proposed 
project, the City would commit to meeting the tree 
replacement ratio, but given the footprint of 
redevelopment on the site, replacement trees may be 
planted beyond the project site in the project area. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 
reduce impacts to scenic resources through the loss of 
trees to a less-than-significant level. 

The City shall implement 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 is 
implemented prior to 
issuance of permits. 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  B A S E B A L L  S T A D I U M  I N  T H E  D I R I D O N / A R E N A  A R E A  E I R  
J a n u a r y  2 0 0 7  F I R S T  A M E N D M E N T  ( R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S )  
 V .   M I T I G A T I O N  M O N I T O R I N G  A N D  R E P O R T I N G  P R O G R A M  

Table 1 continued 

P:\SJO530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Public\5-MMRP.doc (1/31/2007)    397

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Implementation  
Responsibility 

Oversight  
Responsibility 

L.  SHADE/SHADOW AND LIGHT/GLARE    
SHADE-1: Throughout most of the year in the 
morning hours, the proposed project would increase 
the shade and shadow cast on the historic San Jose 
Diridon Station. 

SHADE-1: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CULT-2a and CULT-2b would somewhat reduce this 
impact. However, shadows cast over the station, 
particularly those that would occur during winter 
mornings (as exemplified by the shadow simulation for 
December 21), would remain a significant impact. 

The project applicant shall 
implement Mitigation 
Measures CULT-2a and 2b. 
 
 
 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that Mitigation 
Measures CULT-2a and 2b 
are implemented prior to 
demolition or alteration of 
the proposed project area. 

SHADE-2: Obtrusive light and glare resulting from 
nighttime operation of the proposed stadium could 
present a nuisance to surrounding land uses, 
specifically nearby residences and the Lick 
Observatory. 

SHADE-2a: The proposed project shall incorporate 
lighting controls at the proposed stadium to reduce the 
potential nuisance associated with obtrusive light and 
glare resulting from nighttime stadium operation. 
Lighting banks shall be placed and designed to 
minimize obtrusive spill light and glare as much as 
possible (e.g. shielding at the source) and shall be 
directed towards the playing field and away from the 
sky. 

The project proponent shall 
incorporate appropriate 
lighting controls into the 
project design. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that appropriate 
lighting controls are 
incorporated into the project 
design prior to project 
approval. 

 SHADE-2b: After nighttime events, when nighttime 
stadium cleanup is necessary, the field lights shall be 
reduced to one-third of their standard intensity and 
shall remain on no more than one hour after the event 
to provide lighting for cleanup activities. 

Event operators shall 
implement lighting controls 
described in Mitigation 
Measure SHADE-2b after 
nighttime events.  

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that lighting controls 
described in Mitigation 
Measure SHADE-2b are 
implemented prior to project 
operation. 

SHADE-3: Light and glare associated with the 
proposed scoreboards and lighting structures and 
fireworks displays could interfere with the safe 
operation of the San Jose International Airport during 
nighttime events. 

SHADE-3: As discussed in Section V.A, Land Use, of 
this EIR, a Determination of No Hazard from the FAA 
would be required for the proposed project prior to 
development approval. In addition, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 requires FAA consultation 
(if required by FAA) for the coordination of fireworks 
displays. Implementation of this mitigation measure, 
as well as Mitigation Measures SHADE-2a and 
SHADE-2b, discussed above, would reduce this 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The project proponent shall 
implement Mitigation 
Measures LU-1 and SHADE-
2a and 2b. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that Mitigation 
Measures LU-1 and 
SHADE-2a and 2b are 
implemented prior to project 
approval. 
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M.  UTILITIES    
UTIL-1: The water demand of the proposed project 
could cause a reduction in water pressure for 
surrounding land uses being served at the lower end of 
the pressure range. 

UTIL-1: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy, the City shall either 1) install one new well 
in an easement within the area with access to the 
existing water lines, or 2) install inter-zone regulators 
at two existing SJWC facility stations to supply water 
from an adjacent, higher pressure zone. 
The SJWC preferred mitigation would be a new well 
facility located near the stadium (possibly in an 
easement on the southerly portion of the site adjacent 
to Los Gatos Creek). The well site would be required 
to meet all setbacks and requirements of the California 
Department of Health Services and the SCVWD. This 
well would pump water from the same basin as all of 
the SJWC’s existing wells, the Santa Clara Valley 
Groundwater Subbasin. A new well would require 
approximately 5 feet by 5 feet of space for the above-
ground well head with sufficient over-head space for 
well drilling and pump maintenance. The pump would 
be located in the well and would connect to existing 
water transmission line adjacent to the site. 

The City shall install the 
appropriate facilities in 
coordination with SJWC as 
described in Mitigation 
Measure UTIL-1. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure that the appropriate 
facilities are installed as 
described in Mitigation 
Measure UTIL-1 and verify 
consultation with SJWC 
prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy. 

 An alternative to providing an additional well would 
be installing inter-zone regulators at two of the 
SJWC’s existing facility locations. This would not 
require additional space, but would require additional 
piping, telemetry, and site modifications funded by the 
City. This option is not preferred by the SJWC as it 
would reduce operational flexibility. 

  

UTIL-2: The solid waste generated during the 
demolition, land clearing and construction could 
interfere with waste diversion goals mandated by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act. 

UTIL-2: Prior to the demolition of any structure on the 
site, the City shall prepare a waste management plan 
for the recycling of construction and demolition 
materials. The waste management plan shall ensure 
that a minimum of 50 percent (by weight) of con-
struction, demolition, and land clearing waste is 
recycled or salvaged. 

The City shall prepare a waste 
management plan as described 
in Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 
prior to demolition activities at 
the site. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
verify that a waste 
management plan has been 
prepared as described in 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-
2, prior to demolition 
activities at the site. 
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UTIL-3: The proposed project may require the 
relocation of the existing PG&E substation. 

UTIL-3: The City shall work with PG&E to provide a 
new substation and transmission and distribution 
infrastructure. 

The City shall work with 
PG&E as described in 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-3. 

The Director of PBCE shall 
ensure coordination with 
PG&E is conducted for sub-
station relocation/re-design 
prior to project approval. 

N.  PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
There are no significant public services and utilities impacts. 
O.  ENERGY 
There are no significant energy impacts. 

Source:  LSA Associates, Inc., 2006.
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