The California Government Code does not require the collection of fees; rather, it limits the collection of
fees. If a school district chooses to impose impact fees on new development, building permits may not be
issued prior to the payment of the required fees. The affected school districts require the payment of
school fees up the State's specified maxirum. Schoot fees are collected by the City of Milpitas, and
transferred to the applicable school district. :

Based on the current statutory limit for school fees, development envisioned by the Specific Plan in the
Midtown planning area would generate approximately $9.3 million for the affected school districts over
the next 20 years.?

It is anticipated that the school districts would have adequate capacity to absorb the additional students
generated from the Midtown planning area over the next 20 years if the developer fee structure remains in
place. The affected school districts would accommodate anticipated students within their existing and
planned system. If required, the expansion of facilities on existing school district property would not
cause significant impacts to the physical environment as the facilities would be developed on previously
disturbed sites. The fair share cost of these facilities would be borne by the project developer through the
collection of school fees in accordance with California Government Code 65995 and Education Code
17620, For these reasons, no significant environmental impacts would result form the provision of school
services. No mitigation is required.

PARKS

The, City of Milpitas currently has a citywide standard of 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 population. As
specified in Policy 3.24 of the Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan, new residential development in the
Midtown planning area would provide public parks at a ratio of 3.5 acres per 1,000 persons, which is
lower than the current parkiand standard. The reduction for required parkland is desirable in the
Midtown area to ensure that development density and intensity are higher in Midtown than other areas of
the City. The proposed density and intensity of development would encourage pedestrian activity and
take advantage of transit opportunities. In the Midtown area, land area is limited. The development of
large expanses of parkland is not feasible in combination with other desired transit-oriented land uses,

The proposed General Plan Amendment would modify the parkland requirement in the Midtown area
only.

With adoption of the Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan, up to 1.5 acres per 1,000 persons of the
requirement could be developed as usable on-site common or private open space within new residential
developments. The remaining 2.0 acres per 1,000 would be required as public parkiand. Developers of
residential projects that are 20 units or Jess would be able to pay a fee in-lieu of providing parkland.
These in-liex fees would be used in to develop new park facilities and trails within the Midtown planning
area. Any new facilities would be located within the Midtown planning area.

With the Specific Plan, the City would also establish a separate account for pérk in-lieu fees collected
from development in Midtown in order to ensure that the fees go toward improving parks and open space

* This total includes 4,860 residential units multiplied by an average of 900 square foot pet unit, plus 1,081,000 square feet of commerciatioffice
development multiplied by the school fees as limited by Government Code Section 65995,
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in Midtown. With this provision, the dedication of park fees to the Midtown planning area will ensure
that substantial physical deterioration of the park facilities would not occur, Other potential
environmental impacts of park and trail development are addressed in the other sections of this Draft EIR
(e.g., potential biological resource impact of trail development, or development of vacant lands in the
Midtown planning area). No additional environmental impacts would occur with the development of the

proposed parklands. ‘
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CHAPTER 3.7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This chapter describes regulations protecting sensitive biological resources, the biological resources that
occur or potentially occur in the Specific Plan planning area, and the potential impacts to sensitive
biological resources that could occur with implementation of the Specific Plan. Mitigation measures for
any identified significant impacts are identified. This assessment is based on familiarity with current
planning area conditions obtained through a planning area reconnaissance survey (conducted on
September 13, 2000), and earlier environmental review documents for projects in the planning area.

3.7..  EXISTING SETTING

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Biological resources in California are protected and/or regulated by a variety of federal, State and local
laws and policies, as described below. New development proposals associated with the Specific Plan
would be reviewed for their potential to affect protected species and habitat. The review process for
projects potentially affecting protected biological resources would include coordination with the
appropriate agencies prior to project approval.

Special-Status Species

Special-status species include plants and animals that are legally protecied, or that are otherwise
considered sensitive by faderal, State, or local resource conservation agencies and organizations. This
includes species listed as State and/or federally Threatened or Endangered, those considered as candidates
for listing as Threatened or Endangered, species identified by California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFQG) and/or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as Species of Special Concem, and
plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be rare, threatened or endangered
(i.e., plants on CNPS List 1B).

A number of occurrences of special-status wildlife species in the viciity of the planning area are
documented in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2000). However, most of these
species are generally restricted to sensitive plant communities, such as vernal pools, salt and brackish
marsh, and tidal sloughs, which are not present in the planning area. Sensitive biological resources
having potential habitat in the planning area are discussed later in this chapter. '

Federal Endangered Species Act. Pursnant to the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the USFWS has
authority over projects that may affect the continued existence of a federally-listed species. Either an
incidental “take” permit, under Section 10(a) of the ESA, or an interagency consultation, under Section 7
of the ESA, is required if the project may affect a federally-listed species. Under the ESA, the definition
of take includes killing, harming, or harassing. USFWS has also mterpretcd the definition of harm o
include substantial habitat modification.
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~ such fill could occur through a Nationwide Permit (NWP) program, provided the project satisfies the (

California Endangered Species Act. Pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), a permit
from CDFG is required for projects that could result in the take of a State-listed Threatened or
Endangered species. Under CESA, take is defined as an activity that would directly or indirectly kill an
individual of a species, rather than also including “harm” or “harass™ as is included in the federal act. As
a result, the threshold for a take under the CESA is higher than under the ESA (i.e., habitat modification
is not necessarily considered take under CESA).

Waters of the United States, including Wetlands

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates Waters of the United States and wetlands
under the federal Clean Water Act. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a permit must be
obtained from USACE prior to any activity that involves the discharge of dredged or fill materials into
Waters of the United States. Waters of the United States include wetlands (e.g., special aquatic sites such
as seasonal ponds and marshes) and other jurisdictional waters, such as lakes, ponds, rivers, and
intermittent drainages. Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. The majority of
jurisdictional wetlands meet three wetland delineation criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil types,
and wetland hydrology.

In general, if fill to be placed in Waters of the United States is limited to an area of no more than % acre,

o

terms and conditions of the particular NWP. Where Waters of the United States could be affected in
excess of 2 acre, a detailed wetland delineation would be required determining the extent of jurisdictional
wetlands that would be affected and an individual permit would be required.

Local Policies and Ordinances

The Biotic Resources section of the City of Milpitas General Plan (1994) includes several principles
designed to conserve and protect natural resources. Guiding Principle 4.b-G-1 requires the protection and
conservation of open spaces that provide wildlife habitat and maintain ecological patterns, and Guiding
Principle 4.b-G-2 requires preservation and protection of special-status species populations and habitat.

A number of Implementing Policies (4.b-I-1 through 4.b-1-5) are presented to facilitate adherence to these
principles, including regulation of vegetation removal on hillsides, preservation of remaining stands of
trees, minimization of disruptive effects on natural vegetation resulting from recreation activities,
preparation of biological assessments for project sites that support sensitive species or their habitats, and
utilization of information regarding sensitive species,

In addltmn, there are City ordinances that protect certain existing trees and require permits for tree
removal (Sectlons X-2-4.02 and X-2-7.01). Trees protected under the Tree Protection Ordinance include:
trees Wlﬂ’i a 56-inch or greater truck circumference if located on developed residential property; some
trees with a 37-inch or greater truck circumference, depending on land use characteristics; and all heritage
trees and specimen plantings.

(
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VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

The planning area is largely developed with commercial, industrial, residential, and public facility
buildings. Less than ten percent of the planning area includes undeveloped and/or vacant lands.
Undeveloped land includes areas that have never been developed, while vacant land includes those that
may have been developed but are currently vacant or supporting a transitional use, such as truck storage.

Due to the developed nature of the planning area, vegetation in most areas is restricted to ornamental '
landscape plantings. Undeveloped and vacant lots are typicaily adjacent to development and are either
barren or vegetated with introduced annual grasses, such as Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorium) wild
oat (Avena spp.), and forbs such as Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), dove weed (Eremocarpus setigerus),
and bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis). Natural vegetation in the planning area occurs primarily along
the creeks that flow through the area, including Berryessa Creek, Penitencia Creek, and Lower Wrigley
Ford. Although these creeks are largely channelized and portions are concrete lined, some areas
(primarily in the northern portion of the planning area) support wetland and riparian vegetation, such as
willows (Salix spp.} and cattails (Typha spp.). ‘

Due to the urbanized character of the planning area, wildlife diversity is expected to be relatively low.
Common wildlife species observed during the field survey or expected to occur in developed areas
include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), rock dove (Columba livia), northern mockingbird
(Mimus polyglottus), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus
cyanocephalus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house
sparrow (Passer domesticus), house mouse (Mus musculus), and Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus).
Additional species, such as burrowing owl {(Athene cunicularia) and California ground squirrel
(Spermophilus beechyii) may utilize undeveloped lots adjacent to developed areas, and red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus) could nest in stands of large trees (e.g., O"Toole elms).

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Sensitive biological resources addressed in the following sections include those that are afforded special
protection through the California Environmental Quality Act, California Fish and Game Code, ESA,
CESA, and the federal Clean Water Act. Previously completed biological studies and the CDFG
California Natural Diversity Database (1999) were reviewed for specific information on documented
observations of special-status species in the planning area. '

Special-Status Plant Species

Five special-status plants have been recorded in the vicinity of the planning area: Congdon’s tarplant
{Hemizonia parryi congdonii}, Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens), alkali milk-vetch
(Astragalus tener tener), robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta robusta), and Point Reyes bird’s-beak
(Cordylanthus maritimus palustris). Contra Costa goldfields and robust spineflower are federally-listed
as Fndangered and all five species are on the California Native Plant Society’s 1B List {considered rare or
endangered in California and elsewhere). Historically, a population of Congdon’s tarplant was located
near the Milpitas northern city limits (outside the planning area); however, no tarplants have been found
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at this location during recent surveys (CNDDB 2000). All five of these s secial-status plants are
considered extirpated from the vicinity of the planning area (CNPS 1994},

Special-Status Wildlife Species

A number of occurrences of special-status wildlife species in the vicinity of the planning area are
documented in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2000). However, most of these
species are generally restricted to sensitive plant communities, such as vernal pools, salt and brackish
marsh, and tidal sloughs. None of these sensitive plant communities dre currently present in the planning
area, although suitable habitat has been identified. The foliowing seétions provide more information on
the species that have the greatest potential for occurring in the planning area.

California Red-Legged Frog. The only State- and/or federally-listed (i.e., Threatened or Endangered)
species for which potentially suitable habitat occurs in-the planning area is the California red-legged frog
(Rana aurora draytonii). Specifically, California red-legged frogsiare listed as federally Endangered, and
are a California Species of Concern. Red-legged frogs prefer areas with permanent sources of fresh water
that include riparian or emergent vegetation. The planning area does not include high quality habitat for
the California red-legged frog, but some segments of the creeks within the planning area provide habitat
that may be suitable. The planning area does not fall within the recovery area presented in the USFWS
Draft Recovery Plan for the California Red-Legged Frog, and none of the creeks within the planning area
are within watersheds that have known red-legged frog populations (USFWS 2000). Consequently, it is (
unlikely that red-fegged frogs occupy any portions of the planning area, and red-legged frogs are not (
further considered in this analysis.

Burrowing Owl. The CNDDB contains records in the vicinity of the planning area for burrowing owl,
which is 2 non-listed, but special-status species (California Species of Special Concern). Burrowing owls
prefer grasslands and other dry, open habitats and typically nest and roost in burrow systems created by
medivm-sized mammals (e.g., ground squirrels) or in artificial sites (e.g., drain pipes and culverts). The
nesting season for this species extends from February 1 to August 31, with a peak nesting period of April
15 to July 15. Burrowing owls have been encountered in the City (Robert Bein, William Frost & '
Associates 1999), and potentially suitable nesting habitat occurs at several undeveloped areas, including
vacant lots between South Abel Avenue and South Main Street, from immediately north of Highway 237

-to immediately south of West Capitol Avenue. Suitable habitat also occurs along Berryessa Creek near

the northern boundary of the planning area. These areas of suitable habitat are depicted in Figure 3.7-1,
which is provided at the end of this chapter. City staff have also observed burrowing owls in the vicinity
of Hammond Way. During the field survey, a ground squirrel was observed in the vacant area on the
west side of South Main Street, immediately north of Highway 237; this indicates the potential presence
of suitable nest burrows,

Tricolored Blackbird. The tricolored blackbird (dgelaius tricolor) is a California Species of Special
Concern. A limited amount of potentially suitable habitat is available for tricolored blackbird along the
creeks in the planning area. However, the nearest CNDDB record for tricolored blackbird is from
southern Alameda County in 1985. Therefore, tricolored blackbird is not expected to occur in the
planning area, and is not further discussed in this analysis,
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Raptors. Raptors (birds of prey, such as hawks and owls) are protected under Section 3503.5 of the
California Fish and Game Code. Removal or destruction of an active raptor nest is considered a violation
of the Fish and Game Code. Raptors could be negatively affected when activities disturb their nesting
and breeding season, which is February 1 to August 31. During the field survey, a red-shouldered hawk
was observed soaring over the planning area; this and other raptor species may utilize trees in the
planning area, such as the 0" Toole elms, for nesting.

Waters of the United States, including Wetlands

The planning area includes jurisdictional Waters of the United States subject to the regulatory authority of
USACE. These are Berryessa Creck, Penitencia Creek, and Lower Wrigley Ford, Although these creeks
are channelized, they have not been lined with artificial material (e.g., concrete) and are likely to have
soil, hydrology, and vegetation characteristic of wetland habitats. The creeks support some wetland and
riparian vegetation, such as common cattail, water primrose (Ludwigia peploides) and several willow
species (Salix spp.). Vegetation in Penitencia Creek is limited and the creek runs through 2 concrete
channel in the southern portion of the planning area. Berryessa Creek and Lower Wrigley Ford in the
northern portion are more heavily vegetated, Bird species observed or likely to occur in the drainages
include great blue heron (drdea herodias), great egret (Ardea alba), snowy egret (Egretta thula), belted
kingfisher (Ceryle alcyon), red-winged blackbird (4dgelaius phoeniceus), and song sparrow (Melospiza
melodia). In addition, there are two wetland areas located on the Elmwood site. One is located on the
north side of the site, south of the existing residences; the second is located on the southwest corner of the
gite,

SPECIFIC PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

The Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan does not explicitly consider biological resources, but it does propose
increasing the number of trees in the area and introducing additional landscaping throughout the planning
area. Design Guidelines propose providing public parkland and improving the creek trail system in the
planning area. Creek corridors could be developed as multi-purpose greenways, as envisioned by the
Specific Plan. Landscaping is recommended for the variety of residential and mixed-use building
development in the planning area. Landscaping also is proposed for accessways and residential lanes.
Streets are to be enhanced with landscaping and viewed as an overall component of the open space
system. In addition, Policy 3.28 of the Specific Plan provides for the protection of the O’ Toole Elms.

3.7.2.  THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on the Environmental Checklist Form contained in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, the
proposed Specific Plan could have a significant impact to biological resources if it would:

*  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by CDFG or USFWS.

*  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFG or USEWS.
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*  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, efc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrologicai interruption, or other means.

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

3.7.3. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

GENERAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

_Vacant and undeveloped lands in the planning area total approximately 87 acres. New development on

these lénds envisioned by the Specific Plan may remove habitat for non-sensitive plant and wildlife
species (those not considered sensitive by the resource agencies), which could reduce or eliminate the
local populations of some common plants and animals in the planning area. Some affected animals would
relocate to similar habitats in the general vicinity of the planning area. This loss of vegetation and
individual animals would not substantially reduce the regional or Statewide populations of any of these
plant or wildlife species and would therefore not be considered a significant environmental impact. No
mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES AND HABITATS

Bu;rowing Owl

Burrowing owl is a California Species of Special Concern, and individuals and their nests are protected
under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, which prohibits the destruction of raptors
and their nests. Potentially suitable nesting habitat occurs within undeveloped sites in the planning area,
and the presence of ground squirrels indicates the potential presence of suitable nest burrows. Developing
these sites could result in take of individuals and destruction of burrowing owl nests, which would be a
violation of the California Fish and Game Code.

Burrowing Owl. New development envisioned by the Specific Plan of undeveloped
Impact lands in the planning area could result in the loss of burrowing owls or active nests,
Bio-I which would be a significant environmental impact,

Mitigation Measure Bio-1: Undeveloped areas proposed for development during the
nesting season (April 15 to July 15) shall be surveyed for burrowing owls. The survey
must follow the California Department of Fish and Gar_né (CDFQG) protocol. The survey
report shall be submitted to Milpitas Planning Division for review and approval. If owls
are observed during the surveys, or if a burrowing owl nest has been documented on the
site within the last three years, a burrowing owl habitat map and mitigation plan must be
prepared by a qualified omithologist and submitted to the City for approval.
Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls
to a less~-than~significant level. '
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Raptors

- Red-shouldered hawks and other raptor species may utilize trees in the planning area for nesting.
Implementing the Specific Plan could remove existing trees, which could result in the loss or disturbance
of active raptor nests. This loss would be a violation of Section 3503.5 of California Fish and Game
Code. Raptor nests could be affected by the removal of large trees during the breeding season (February
1 to August 31). A large tree can generally be defined as a tree 20 feet tall, or more, although raptors
could use smaller trees. Active raptor nests could also be affected by nearby construction activity (i.e.,
within 500 feet) during the breeding season. The O'Toole elms provide the primary raptor nesting habitat
in the planning area, though other stands of large trees (e.g. 20 feet tall or greater), could provide suitable
nest sites.

Raptors. Implementation of the Specific Plan could result in the loss or disturbance of
Impact active raptor nests. Breeding and nesting raptors could be negatively affected by the
Bio-2 removal of large tress or nearby construction activity during the breeding season. This
would be a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Bio-2: Most hawks build bulky nests of twigs, bark, and leaves high
in trees. Red-shouldered hawks (the species observed in the project area) nest in
deciduous or coniferous trees, usually 20-60 feet above the ground. The birds construct
well-made cupped nests of sticks and twigs, lined with bark, mosses, leaves, feathers and
down, A red-shouldered hawk nest is approximately 2 feet wide and 1 foot deep. For
proposed projects that would remove any large tree with a potential raptor nest during
the raptor-nesting season (February 1 to August 31), the following mitigation measures
shall be implemented

a. If construction or large tree (i.e., 20 feet or more in height) removal is proposed
during the raptor-nesting season (February 1 to August 31), Planning Division
staff shall conduct a site visit to determine whether any nest structure is visible in
the trees to be removed.

b. Ifanest is observed, a focused survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
during the nesting season to identify if they are active, The survey shall be
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the beginning
of construction or tree removal,

¢. Ifnesting raptors are found during the focused survey, no construction or tree
removal will occur within 500 feet of an active nest {or an alternative distance
deemed appropriate by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
depending on the existing degree of disturbance in the vicinity of the nest) until
the young have fledged (as determined by a qualified biologist). If nest trees are
unavoidable, they shall be removed during the non-breeding season.

Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to raptors to a
less-than-significant level.
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Waters of the United States, incJuding Wetlands

Creeks L: the planning area, including Berryessa Creek, Penitencia Creek, and Lower Wrigley Ford
represent potential jurisdictional Waters of the United States subject to the regulatory authority of
USACE. Construction of the citywide trail system along these creeks could result in discharge of dredged
or fill material into the creeks.

Waters of the United States, Including Wetlands. Development of the Elmwood site
Impact could result in loss or disturbance of wetlands. In addition, implementing the trails along
Bio-3 the creeks identified in the Specific Plan could result in the loss or disturbance of Waters
of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. Proposed trails are shown in
Figure 2-8 of Chapter 2: Project Description. This impact is considered potentially
significant,

Mitigation Measure Bio-3: If a project in the planning area has the poteatial to result in
discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the United States, including wetlands,
the following measures shall be implemented. Waterways in the planning area that

could be Waters of the United States are Benyessa Creek, Lower Wrigley Ford Creek,

and East Penitencia Creek.

a. Prior to implementation of a project in the vicinity of known waterways in the _
planning area, qualified biologists shall make a determination as to whether Waters ((
of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands, are present in the development
-area. If no Waters of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands, would be
filled or degraded as a result of the proposed project, no further mitigation will be
required.

b. 1f Waters of the United States would be filled or degraded as a result of the proposed
project, authorization for the fills shall be secured from USACE via the Section 404
permitting process. -

¢. The acreage of Waters of the United States removed will be replaced or rehabilitated
on a “no-net-loss™ basis in accordance with USACE regulations. Habitat restoration,
rehabilitation, and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to
USACE.

d. Measures to minimize erosion and runoff into drainage channels shall be included in
all drainage plans and implemented during construction adjacent to creeks.

Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to Waters of the
United States, mcludmg wetlands, to a Iess—t‘nan-mgmﬁcant level.

o~
ST
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CHAPTER 3.8. CULTURAL RESOURCES

This chapter describes applicable cultural resource regulations, the prehistoric and historic background of
the Midtown Milpitas planning area, and the potential effects to cultural resources from implementation
of the Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan,

3.8.1. EXISTING SETTING

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

" Plans and policies that guide cultural resource preservation in the City of Milpitas include the City of
Milpitas General Plan and the City's Cultural Resources Preservation Program, which is included in the
City's Zoning Ordinance.

Milpitas General Plan
The Open Space/Conservatlon Element of the City of Milpitas General Plan provides the foliowmg
policies related to the protection of cultural resources as summarized below:

4.£G-1 Preserve existing historical and culturaE Tesources, especially those sites where an Historical
Park may prove feasible.

4 £G-2  Undertake efforts that promote Milpitas as a historical community, and undertake efforts to
increase public awareness towards preservation.

4fI1-1 Continue to maintain, rehabilitate, and restore City-owned historic buildings and sites.

4.f-1-2 Acquire historic sites that would benefit from public ownership. The Historic Resources Master
Plan has identified the following properties deserving consideration for acquisition:
*  DeVries/Smith Home; (in Midtown Milpitas; city-owned)
*+  Weller/Curtner Estate; -
*  Alviso Adobe and site {city-owned); and
*  Winsor Blacksmith Shop (in Midtown Milpitas).

4£1-3  Develop a program to survey and cataldg artifacts, documents and other historic material.

4.f1-4  Increase the prominence and access to the City's historic resources by developing paths and
trails linking the historic sites.

4.f-1-5 Develop programs to promote Milpitas' history. Sponsor cultural events, such as a Rancho
- Festival or History Days, that increase public awareness of historic resources.
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4.f1-6  Encourage private involvement in historic preservation through the establishment of a revolving
City loan program,

4.f-1-7  Establish a program to award plaques, awards and small grants to recognize private preservation
efforts.

4.£1-8  Continue implementing design guidelines and standards that reflect an "early California" theme.

Cultural Resources Preservation Program, City of Milpitas Zoning Ordinance

The Cultural Resources Preservation Program is identified in Chapter 4 of the City’s Zoning, Planning,
and Annexation Code and applies to all cultural resources in the City of Milpitas, The program created the
nine-member Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Commission and empowers the Commission to
identify potential cultural resources in Milpitas and to recommend designation of official cultural
resources for consideration by the City Council. The program makes it uniawful for 2 person to aiter a
locally-designated cultural resource or cultural resource site without obtaining a permit from the City.
Application for this permit shall be accompanied by plans, materials samples, photographs, historical
data, illustrations of proposed actions, and any other materials reasonably necessary for the proper review
of the project. The Commission is empowered to review the application and make a recommendation to
the City Council as to whether the permit shall be granted, granted conditionally, or denied. Additionally,
the commission will assist property owners or occupants upon their request on the restoration, alteration,
decoration, landscaping or maintenance of any cultural resource or neighboring property within public
view of a cultural resource.

CULTURAL RESOURCES CONTEXT

Prehistoric Period

The lands now occupied by the City of Milpitas were once a part of the home territory of the Tamyen
tribelet of Costanoan (Ohlone) Indjans. Like other Costanoan groups, the Tamyen maintained a few year-
round village sites, but also visited various temporary camps at different seasons of the year to hunt and
gather food as it became available (Milpitas 1994). Early Milpitas was traversed by a network of paths
from village to village and from village to camp. '

The presence of a deposit of cinnabar (later famous as the mines of New Almaden) within Tamyen
territory increased traffic through the early Milpitas area. The cinnabar (used as a body paint) stimulated

- considerable trade. The deposits were known over much of northern California, and parties from as far

away as the Columbia River journeyed to Costanoan territory to obtain it. Trade for other items, such as
wooden bows, salt, and pine nuts, also brought many visitor to the Tamyen territories.

Two notable Costanoan village sites lie within the Milpitas city limits, with one of these sites located in
the planning area. This large shellmound site, near the present-day Elmwood Rehabilitation Center, was
discovered in 1949 and dates back to the eighteenth century. Outside of the planning area, near the
Alviso Adobe near the corner of Calaveras and Piedmont, is an important archaeological site is at least

(
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3,000 years old that is one of only a handful of archaeological sites in California with such a long history
of continuous occupation (Milpitas 1994).

Historic Period

In 1769 the expedition of Gaspar de Portola passed through the Milpitas area, inaugurating the historic
era. The Spanish presence in the South Bay region was initiated with the missions. Over the following
half-century, the mission holdings were broken up by secularization, supplanted by private land grants
such as the Rancho de Milpitas. The name Milpitas, meaning “little cornfields," was given to the area by
these early Spanish settlers (Milpitas 1999). ' ‘

The area that was to become Milpitas was established as a stopover point by the late 1840s when the
Higuera Adobe welcomed travelers on the immigrant trail between Sutter's Fort and San Jose, via
Livermore Pass. In 1855, settlers in the Calaveras Valley petitioned for a county road across the flats to
Alviso. The resulting intersection - where the Alviso Road crossed the Mission Road - encouraged the
development of Milpitas. By the late 1850s, a stage line was operating between San Jose and Oakland,
with stops at Milpitas, including one at the Higuera Adobe, operating as a hotel and stage depot. Soon
businesses such as general stores, stables, saloons, hotels, blacksmiths, carriage shops, and a post office

. catered to the needs of farming families. The first structures to be built in Milpitas were adobe houses
located dlong the foothills east of town (now east of Piedmont and Evans Road) and along both sides of
Calaverds Road between Main Street and the foothills, During the 1850s to 1870s, many frame
farmihouses were constructed. '

Businesses that catered to travelers (saloons, restaurants, blacksmiths, service stations, and hotels) and
those that supplied the local population (general stores, meat markets, and lumberyards) developed near
the intersection of the Alviso-Milpitas Road (Calaveras Boulevard) and the San Jose-Oakland Road

. {(Main Street). Clustered around this nucleus of commercial and service buildings were the homes of the
merchants, railway employees, and working members of the community. In the latter part of the 19th
century, Milpitas emerged as a marketing center for farmers. The Southern Pacific Railroad ran a line
from Stockton to San Jose reaching Milpitas in 1869, which initiated new commercial enterprises and
consolidation of Milpitas' position as an important shipping point of the rapidly growing valley. In the
1920s, construction of the San Jose branch of the Western Pacific Railroad gave the community access to
a second rail line. As late as the early 1950s, orchards and farms dotted the Milpitas landscape.

The Ford Motor Company began constructing an assembly plant south of downtown in a strip between
the two railroad tracks in 1953, and the town was incorporated in the following year, When incorporated
in 1954, Milpitas covered 2.9 square miles and had a population of 825 people. Over the next two
decades Milpitas’ population grew at a rate of 38 percent each year, making it one of the fastest growing
areas in Santa Clara County. During the City’s rapid expansion, many of the older buildings in the
Midtown planning area were demolished arid replaced. The remaining recognized historic sites and
structures are described in the following section.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES PRESENT IN THE PLANNING AREA

Resources having potential for histo.ical significance are documented in the City's Historic Sites
Inventory, which was prepared in 1990. This document provides an inventory of the most significant
historic buildings in the City of Milpitas based on the architectural styles, historic use of buildings, and
important events or people in Milpitas' past. In addition, archival research was conducted for the
planning area, that included examination of the Historical Resources Information System files at the
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), located at Sonoma State University. Documents reviewed at the
NWIC included the Historic Properties Directory (1999) which identifies listings in the National Register
of Historic Places, State Registered Landmarks, and Historic Points of Interest; the California Inventory
of Historic Resources (1976); U.S. Geological Survey Open File Maps (1971), and archaeological maps
and site records on file. A records search of sacred lands files maintained by the Native American
Heritage Commission conducted in October 2000 revealed no records of Native American cultural
resources in the planoing area.

Archaeological Resources

Archaeological resources include material remains indicating the presence of Native Americans. Material
remains include artifacts, which were made, used, or altered by people, such as lithic (stone) material,
groundstone, discarded artifacts, and human remains. These are often found in midden deposits, a rich
organic dark brown soil that contains charcoal, ash, and food wastes such as shell, bone, and seeds.
Midden deposits are evidence of human activity and generally reflect a use of an area over a long period
of time. Intermittent use of an area by Native Americans can also be seen in lithic scatters, and food
processing sites such as bedrock mortar sites or areas with mortars and pestles.

Thirty archaeological investigations have been conducted in the planning area, covering approximately 75
percent of the area. An archaeological investigation in the planning area was performed by
Archaeological Resource Management for the Elmwood Rehabilitation Center Master Plan EIR in 1985
(NBBI Group 1986). This investigation discussed a 1949 finding of Native American shell mounds, and
provided further explanation of the site’s contents and general location. The Master Plan EIR stated that
the site, known as CA-SCL-38, is located near the Elmwood Correctional Facility and extends beyond the
facility’s property line east to Abel Street (NBBJ Group 1986). It is a large habitation site that includes
human burials and a midden rich in artifacts, such as fire-cracked rock, chipped lithic material, shell and
bone fragments, and groundstone fragments. The site contains both surface and subsurface deposits. The
literature review found that Native American archaeological sites in this portion of Santa Clara County
tend to be situated through the alluvial flats, with the highest density occurring along existing and extinct
water courses. The planning area is situated on alluvial flats that have been known to contain “aboriginal
artifacts and skeletal remains” (NWIC 2000). Because several archacological sites in the planning area
have been discovered underneath alluvium, unknown archaeological resources could be buried beneath
the planning area (NWIC 2000),

Historic Resources

Historic resources generally include historic structures (residential, commercial, civic, and transportation-
related), as well as sub-surface deposits relating to historic occupation of an area. The older buildings in
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the planning area include a few remaining commercial buildings, a few civic structures, and pumerous
former and current residences. The architectural style of these structures dates from 1885 to 1930 and
includes Queen Anne, Italianate, Mission, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie, and False-Front Commercial.
These buildings are primarily clustered along North and South Main Street.

The City of Milpitas maintains a Register of Cultural Resources within the city limits (Milpitas 1988).
The following cultural resources located in the Midtown planning area are identified in the General Plan
as historic resource sites (shown on Figure 3.8-1, provided at the end of this chapter). While these
resources are considered locally significant, except for the Milpitas Grammar School, they have not been
evaluated for their eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources.

*  Milpitas Grammar School/Senior Center (1916); 160 North Main Street. This neo-classical
public building is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Resources listed in the
National Register are automatically placed on the California Register of Historic Resources,

*  DeVries/Smith Home (1915); 163 North Main Street. The DeVries/Smith Home is a locally rare
example of a Prairie style building and home to Dr. Renselaer J. Smith, the second doctor to set
up practice in Milpitas. This structure served as both Dr. Smith’s residence and medical office.

_*  Winsor Blacksmith Shop (ca 1920); 112 North Main Street. The Winsor Blacksmith Shop is &
' locally rare surviving early false-front commercial building. The Winsor family settied in
Milpitas in 1863. Brothers Tom and George Winsor built the blacksmith shop. -

_»  Cadillo House (1899, 280 S. Main Street). Locally rare example of a Queen Anne style building.

This building was renovated in 1999, which included the addition of a first story office use.

*  Campbell’s Comer (a.k.2. Smith’s Comers) (1908); 167 South Main Street. Campbell’s Comner
is an historic structure located at an historic intersection (Alviso Road and South Main Street).
This corner has been the site of a saloon since Milpitas was first established as a community in
the mid-1800s. This structure is currently being renovated.

Additionally, a row of Elmwood trees that once lined the entrance to a large mansion are considered
locally significant (personal communication, Beth Wyman, Santa Clara County Historical Heritage
Commission, December 15, 1999). These trees are planted in a double row from Main Street (northeast
end) to Abel Avenue (southwest end). The existing stand consists of 55 specimen frees and an estimated
100 one-foot to ten-foot second-generation root sprouts.

SPECIFIC PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

The Specific Plan Community Design Element provides goals and policies that encourage the
preservation of cultural resources in the planning area. The Specific Plan Main Street Mixed-Use Design
Guidelines are intended to facilitate the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century architectural
character of the Main Street area representative of its historic development.

Community Design Element

The Community Design Element identifies architectural and landscape elements that contribute to the
planning area’s identity and sense of history, and specifically recommends that new development bé
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harmonious with older structures without falsely attempting to reproduce historic features. The Specific
Plan establishes the following policies: ' :

Policy 5.7: Encourage the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of designated buildings or features. Consider
financial incentives, such as waiving city development fees and establishing a historical building
preservation fund, to assist property owners who wish to pursue an historically accurate restoration of
their building,

The following resources are existing buildings or landscape features that the Specific Plan identifies for
preservation: Milpitas Grammar School/Senior Center, DeVries/Smith Home, St. John’s Church Site and
Chapel, Campbell’s Corners (a.k.a. Smith’s Corners), Caudillo House, and Elm Allee (O'Toole Elm
Trees).

Policy 5.8: Ensure that building restorations receiving City support meet standards of architectural
integrity.

Policy 5.9: Consolidate the Milpitas Historical Commercial District into the Midtown Specific Plan;
replace the architectural design gunidelines with the design guidelines included within this plan.

The Milpitas Historical Commercial District was designated in 1975 along with the City’s Architectural

Guidelines and Standards specifying an “Early California” theme. The district boundaries are: the Unjon ‘ .
Pacific (former Southern Pacific) rail lines on the east; Weller Street on the north; Abel Street on the : ( f\
west; and the Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way onthe south. This district includes several City of Milpitas :
designated cultural resources and these resources are recognized by this plan. The architectural

guidelines, however, designates a theme of “Early California” for Main Street. This theme is

inappropriate for Main Street, which developed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and

not in the pre-1850 period that the theme is referencing. Rather than attempting to falsely recreate

historic buildings, new development along Main Street should incorporate forms and patterns that are

sympathetic to the true architectural traditions of the street, namely late nineteenth and early twentieth

century commercial architecture. The Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan includes guidelines which would

achieve this intent.

Design Guidelines

As identified under Policy 5.9 above, the Specific Plan proposes that the Milpitas Architectural
Guidelines and Standards, which currently apply to the Main Street area, be replaced by the Specific Plan
Design Guidelines. This is because the “Early California” theme represented by the architectural
guidelines does not reflect the actual historic period of downtown development, and continuance of this
theme could create a false sense of history for the area. The Specific Plan recognizes the Iate nineteenth
and early twentieth century architectural style representative of the period during which the Main Street -
area developed. '

The Specific Plan guidelines for the mixed-use district are sympathetic to this period of commercial

architecture, without identifying specific building materials and colors. For example, buildings cannot

exceed three stories or 45-feet in height; commercial uses would be built to the edge of the sidewalk and
any setback area for commercial or mixed-use buildings would be primarily paved to allow for outdoor ((

October 8, 2001 Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
Cultural Resources 3.8-6 Draft EIR



seating or display of goods; special architectural features, such as bay windows entry features such as
trellises, canopies and awnings may project into the public right-of-ways; buildings must provide a
prominent presence facing the public street; the primary fagade should have a direct relationship to the
location of building entries and detail of building articulation; and the primary entries for commercial
establishments and second floor residential units would be visible and accessible directly from the street.

3.8.2. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on the Environmental Checklist Form contained in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, the
proposed Specific Plan could have a significant impact to cultural resources if it would: ‘

*  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) defines the term historical resources to include a resource
listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic Resources,
a resource included in a local register of historic resources, or identified as significant in an
historical resource survey. Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource
means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration to the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that it demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that convey its historical significance.

v Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.

Determination of archaeological significance generally involves archacological excavation to

- determine data potentials, site content, integrity of deposits, and the nature of constituent
features and artifacts.

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

3.83. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The following sections evaluate the potential for the Specific Plan to significantly impact cultural .
resources in the planning atea including known historic and archaeological resources, and those
subsurface resources that could exist, but have yet to be discovered.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO KNOWN HISTORIC RESOURCES

Through their inclusion on the City of Milpitas Cultural Resources Register, the City of Milpitas has
identified five important historic resources clustered along North Main Street in the planning area, shown
on Figure 3.8-1. In addition, the Historic Sites Inventory (Milpitas 1990) identifies several other
resources that may be eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources, or could be eligible in the

future when the structure is 50 years old. Any adverse change to a resource eligible for the California
Register of Historic Resources is considered significant. '
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Reduction of Historic Significance, Implementing the Specific Plan may cause a
Impact substantial adverse change in the significance of historic resources through demolition or
Cult-l alteration. Historic resources include locally-designated resources and those identified as
' potentially significant in the Historic Sites Inventory (Milpitas 1990).

Mitigation Measure Cuit-1: The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to
ensure that substantial adverse changes do not oceur to historical resources within the
planning area. These measures shall be implemented when modification or demolition is
proposed for any of the sites identified on Figure 3.8-1.

a. Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation,
conservation, or reconstruction of the historic resource would be conducted in a
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstruction Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimimer, the project’s impact
on the historic resource shall be considered mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
This is the preferred mitigation approach.

b. If removal or modification of any potentially significant resource is proposed and is

~ not consistent with the Standards described in (a), the resource shall be evaluated for B
its integrity and structural values pursuant to the California Register criteriabya (K
licensed architect specialized in historic buildings. This shall occur prior to the )
approval of any proposed modification or demolition.

¢. Ifthese resources are determined ineligible for the California Register of Historic
Resourees, no further mitigation is required. However, if a resource is listed or
determined eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources, documentation
of the structure’s architectural values by a licensed architect specialized in historic
buildings shall be completed prior to demolition or alteration. At least one additional
mitigation measure also will be implemented at the recommendation of the architect
in consultation with the City of Milpitas; this might include on-site interpretation of
the lost resource or documentation of the resource to Historic American Building
Survey/Historic American Enginceering Recordation {HABS/HAER) standards.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts to
historic resources to a less-than-significant level.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO KNOWN ARCHAEOLOG!_CA!. RESOURCES

Site specific impacts that may occur as a result of the Specific Plan would include construction of a 23-
acre pedestrian and bicycle trails system, much of which would be along Penitencia Creek, as well as
construction on vacant properties in this area. One known archaeological site in the vicinity of Penitencia
Creek includes site (CA-SCL-38), located within the Elmwood Correctional Facility but extending
beyond the facility’s property line toward Abel Street. This site could be affected by subsurface activities
associated with the planned bicycle and trail system in this area.

P
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Impact
Cult-2

Potential Impacts to Known Archaeologica) Sites. Known archaeological resources in
the vicinity of Penitencia Creek (site CA-SCL-38) may be adversely affected by a
planned bicycle and trail system identified in the Specific Plan and/or development of the
vacant parcels to the north and east of the Elmwood Correctional Facility. This is
considered a potentially significant adverse impact.

Mitigation Measure Cult-2: When proposed for development, the planned bicycle and
pedestrian improvements in the vicinity of the Penitencia Creek and development of
vacant lands in the vicinity of Penitencia Creek (within 100 feet of the creek bank) shall
be reviewed for their potential to adversely affect archaeological site CA-SCL-38.
Mitigation, including site avoidance, data recovery and/or construction monitoring may
be necessary, depending on the nature of the site, and the project’s potential impact to it.
A qualified archaeologist shall make project-specific recommendations, which shall be
implemented prior to the development of the path or construction on these vacant lands.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact 1o a less-
than-significant level, ‘

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO UNKNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES

In addition to the resources discussed above, there is the potential to discover subsurface resources
anywhere within the planning area. It is impossible to be sure about the presence or absence of buried
historical or archaeological resources until site excavation and grading occurs. Considering the level of
development and corresponding subsurface excavation that is envisioned within the Specific Plan’s
development program, there is a potential to encounter buried cultural resources.

Impact
Cult-3

Potential Impacts to Unknown Cultural Sites. Previously undiscovered cultural
resources may be encountered during construction efforts related to implementation of
the Specific Plan's development program. Damage or destruction to these unknown
resources prior to the assessment of their importance and development of resource-
specific mitigation measures would be considered a potentially significant adverse
impact.

Mitigation Measure Cult-3: Project developers shall be required to implement provisions
for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered during
construction in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)(f). This

© requirement shall be specified in all building and grading permits. These provisions

required the immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist or historic
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards.
If the find is determined to be ari historical or unigue archaeological resource, funding
will be made available by the project developer and a schedule identified for
implementing avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation. Work could continue on
other parts of the building site while historical or unigue archaeological resource
mitigation takes place.
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- Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce this potenual 1mpact to 2 less-
than»s:gmficant level.

POTENTIAL DISTURBANCE OF HUMAN REMAINS

The planning area has no known human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries,
except for those remains which may be located within site CA-SLR-38, which is addressed above in
Impact Cult-2. However, it is impossible to be sure about the presence or absence of human remains,
until site excavation and grading occurs.

, Potential Disturbance of Human Remains. Implementation of the Specific Plan may
Impact disturb unknown human remains in the planning area. This is considered a potentially
Cult-4 significant adverse impact.

Mitigation Measure Cult-4: I the event that human remains are encountered, City

planning staff will be contacted and excavation or disturbance activities at the site or at

any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human will be halted. This

requirement shall be specified in all building and grading permits. The Santa Clara

County coroner will be contacted and appropriate measures implemented. These actions

would be consistent with the State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, which

prohibits disinferring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any location other ' (l
than a dedicated cemetery. If the County coroner determines the remains to be Native §
American, the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24

hours. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it

believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American. The most

likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner for the person

responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, the human

remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section

5097.98.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact to a less-
than-significant level.
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CHAPTER 3.9. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

This chapter describes the potential transportation impacts associated with development of the Midtown
Specific Plan. This section was developed by Fehr and Peers Associates, Inc., in consultation with the
City of Milpitas. All figures are provided at the end of the chapter. Detailed technical information,
including the traffic count data and calculation worksheets, is provided in Appendix E.

3.9..  EXISTING SETTING

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The evaluation of potential impacts to the circulation system is based on City of Milpitas General Plan,
City transportation impact analysis (TIA) guidelines, and the guidelines published by the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). The City maintains and has jurisdiction over all roadways
within the planning area with several exceptions. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
has jurisdiction over State-designated routes including Interstates 880 and 680 and State Route (SR) 237
(Calaveras Boulevard up to the I-680 interchange). The Santa Clara County Roads and Airports
Department has jurisdiction over local county roads and the expressway system that includes Montague
Expressway near the project site.

The VTA is an independent special district responsible for congestion management, countywide
transportation planning, and bus and light rail operations in Santa Clara County. As the Congestion
Management Agency for the County, the VTA determines with input from the member agencies, State
and Federal funding priorities for transportation improvements. The CMA monitors Congestion
Management Program (CMP) facilities that include the freeways/key intersections along state routes
listed above, the County expressways, and other arterial roads that serve regional traffic.

Operating standards for facilities vary depending on the governing jurisdiction and CMP designation.
The City of Milpitas maintains a Level of Service (L.OS) D standard on all City streets that are not
included in the CMP network. LOS E is the minimum acceptable operating level for all CMP

intersections. A detailed description of Level of Service is included under the Analysis Methodology
section.

Based on City policy and VTA guidelines, a transportation impact analysis (TLA) is required for all
projects that are expected to generate more than 100 peak hour trips, This study is used to identify the
specific transportation issues for a given development project and the corresponding specific
improvements that need to be made to address deficiencies. Since this document identifies major
improvements required to mitigate potential project impacts, subsequent TIAs will be used to identify
minor operational improvements (e.g., longer lane transitions, additional turn lanes, or new raised
medians} that may be required to provide improved traffic operations. The City of Milpitas requires new
development to mitigate for their fair share of improvements through the payment of traffic mitigation
fees or through the implementation of specific roadway improvements:
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EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK

In the vicinity of the Midtown area, the existing transportation system is almost exclusively represented
by roadways. Automobiles and bus service are the primary travel mode for most trips in this area, while
bicycle and pedestrian travel is somewhat limited, This section describes the existing roadway network,
which is illustrated on Figure 3.9-1. :

SR 237/Calaveras Boulevard, Interstate 880 (I-880), 1-680, Montague Expressway, and Great Mall
Parkway provide regional access to the Midtown planning area. Local access is provided by Milpitas
Boulevard, Main Street, Abel Street, Serra Way, Corning Avenue, and Curtis Avenue. Detailed
descriptions of the key roadway facilities are presented below, and existing lane configurations and traffic
control devices are illustrated on Figure 3.9-2. o

- SR 237 is a six-lane east-west freeway between Highway 101 in Mountain View and McCarthy

Boulevard just west of 1-880 with two mixed-flow lanes and a high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in

each direction. The reconstruction of the I-880/SR 237 interchange will complete the upgrade of SR 237

to a full freeway and will provide diagonal ramp connections to the McCarthy Boulevard overpass. The
reconstruction of the SR 237/1-880 interchange is currently underway with completion anticipated by

spring 2002. Between I-880 and I-680, SR 237 known as Calaveras Boulevard is a four- to six-lane

major arterial street with at-grade, Signalized intersections. Calaveras Blvd serves as a major commute

route with heavy dire_,‘_:tion_ai travel during the peak hours (westbound in the morning and 'e&stboun_d in the (<
evening). ' .

I-886 is a four- to eight-lane, north-south freeway that links communities on the east side of San
Francisco Bay with San Jose. All of the eight-lane segments are located north of Milpitas in Alameda
County. Adjacent to the planning area, 1-880 contains six lanes except for the four-lane section located
between Montague Expressway and Highway 101 in San Jose. This reduction in freeway capacity results
in extensive congestion throughout the day and impacts the adjacent freeway ramp operations.

I-680 is a six- to eight-lane, north-south freeway that extends from Highway 101 in San Jose through the
East Bay hills. The six-lane segment is located north of Calaveras Boulevard. This freeway serves
extremely heavy commute volumes from East Bay communities as well as commuters from Livermore,
Tracy and other Central Valley communities. The directional commute travel is predominantly
southbound into Santa Clara Valley in the morning and northbound in the evening. Access to the
Midtown area from I-680 is provided via Calaveras Boulevard and Montague Expressway.

Montague Expressway is a six-lane, limited access, divided arterial roadway extending in an east-west
direction between Highway 101 and 1-680. West of Highway 101, this facility becomes San Tomas
Expressway and east of I-680, Montague Expressway becomes Landess Avenue, Montague Expressway
provides limited driveway access to and from adjacent developments and includes directional HOV lanes
during peak periods (westbound during the AM peak period and eastbound during the PM peak period).
Montague Expressway has full cloverleaf interchanges at I-880 and I-680. Plans are underway to widen
Montague Expressway to eight lanes between Great Mall Parkway-CapitoI Avenue and J-680.

.
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Great Mall Parkway/Tasman Drive is a six-lane, east-west, divided arterial roadway extending between
Montague Expressway and the Milpitas-San Jose city limit along Coyote Creek. The portion west of I-
880 is designated as Tasman Drive, while the segment east of Montague Expressway is designated as
Capitol Avenue. The future light rail extension will be located in the median of Tasman Drive-Great Mall
‘Parkway-Capitol Avenue and will include two aerial stations in the Midtown area. :

Alder Drive is a two-lane street with a center two-way left-turn lane between Barber Lane and Tasman
Drive. North of Tasman Drive to McCarthy Boulevard, Alder Drive includes four lanes plus a two-way
center left-turn lane.

Main Street is a two- to four-lane, north-south, minor arterial roadway that is parallel to Abel Street and
extends between Railroad Avenue north of Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237) and Montague Expressway. It
continues to the north and west as Marilynn Drive. South of Montague Expressway, Main Street
becomes Oakland Road. Main Street inéludes two lanes north of Curtis Avenue, and is striped for four
lanes plus a two-way left-turn lane south of Curtis Avenue with bike lanes and parking on one side of the
street. South of Curtis Avenue, Main Street includes four lanes plus a two-way left-turn lane. Signalized
intersections are provided at Weller Lane, Serra Way, Curtis Avenue, Great Mall Drive, Great Mall -
Parkway, Abel Street, Cedar Way and Montague Expressway. Direct access to eastbound SR 237 is
provided via the ramp from Carlo Street. A future traffic signal is expected at Main and Carlo Streets.

Abel Street is a four-lane, north-south, minor arterial roadway extending between Milpitas Boulevard
and Main Street (south of Great Mall Parkway). At Milpitas Boulevard, Abel Street becomes Jacklin
Road, The section of Abel Street between Comning and Curtis Avenues mc]udes four travel lanes plus a
&wo-way“lefz-tum lane.

Serra Way is a four-lane, east-west collector roadway extending between Caiaveras Boulevard (SR 237)
and Main Street. Signalized intersections are located at SR 237, Abel Street, and Main Street.

Corning Avenue is a two-lane, east-west local roadway connecting Abel and Main Street. Corning
Avenue extends west of Abel Street.

Curtis Avenue is a four-lane, east-west collector roadway between Abel Street and the Union Pacific
railroad tracks. Between the private street of Comet Drive (east of Main Street) and its eastern terminus,
Curtis Avenue is two lanes wide.

Carlo Street is a two-lane, east-west local roadway between Abel Street and the Union Pacific railroad
tracks. The west end of Carlo Street is one way eastbound between Abel Street and the on-ramp to
eastbound Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237). A turn around is provided west of the on-ramp.

McCandless Drive is a two-lane, north-south collector roadway between Great Mall Parkway and
Montague Expressway and includes a two-way left-turn lane. The north end of the street is opposite one

- of the primary entrances to the Great Mall of the Bay Area shopping center, while at the south end,
MecCandless Drive becomes Trade Zone Boulevard.
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Trade Zone Boulevard is a four-lane east-west mirlor arterial'roadway extending between Montague
Expressway and N. Capitol Avenue in San Jose. East of Capitol Avenue, this street becomes Cropley
Avenue. ) :
Lundy Avenue is a two-lane, north-south roadway Extending from the Union Pacific Railroad tracks west
of Capito]l Avenue to south of Trade Zone Boulevard.

i
|

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The operations of the key intersections, roadway segments, and freeway segments were evaluated using
Level of Service (LOS) calculations. Level of Servide is a qualitative description of a roadway or
intersection operation, ranging from LOS A, or free-flow conditions, to LOS F, or over-saturated
conditions. Different methodologies were used for the near-term and cumulative analysis based on city
and regional policies. These different methodofogieéai are described below.,

Near-term Analyses i

The following sections describe the analysis methoddlogy used for the near-term analysis contained in
this chapter. ‘ : '

Signalized Intersections

For signalized intersections, the level of service methodology described in the 1985 Highway Capacity (/
Manual (HCM) (Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board) was applied with adjusted

saturation flow rates per VTA guidelines. The average stopped vehicular delay is calculated using the

TRAFFIX analysis software program and is correlated to a level of service as shown in Table 3.9-1. The

. minimum acceptable level of service standard for local (i.e., non-CMP) City of Milpitas and San Jose

intersections is LOS D, while the standard for designated CMP intersections is LOS E.

Unsignalized Intersections

Unsignalized intersections were evaluated using the methodology presented in the 1997 update to the
HCM. This methodology evaluates a stop sign-controlled intersection operation based on average contro}
delay for the worst-case movement or approach. Control delay is different from the total delay used in the
1994 HCM for unsignalized intersections. Control defay includes delay during acceleration, deceleration
and moving queues. Accordingly, the ranges of delay were adjusted upward. The unsignalized
intersection levels of service were also calculated using TRAFFIX and are correlated to the levels of
service as shown in Table 3.9-2. In addition to calculating changes in delay, the need for a traffic signal
was evaluated at all unsignalized intersections using the volume thresholds for Peak Hour Volume
Warrant #11 published in the Caltrans Traffic Manual.

.
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Table 3.9-1

Signalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions Using Average Stopped Vehicular Delay

Level of Average Stopped Delay -
Service Per Vehicle (Seconds) Description
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression
A £5.0 and/or short cycle length.
B+ 5.0<delay£7.0 ,
B 7.0< delay € 13.0 (?yiel?;;?:;h ‘:fith low delay occurring with good progression and/or short
B- 13.0< delay < 15,0
C+ 15.0 <deley £ 17.0
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or
C 17.0 < delay £23.0 longer cycle lengths, Individus] cycle failures begin to appear.
C- 23.0 < delay £25.0 i
D+ 25.0 <deley £28.0 Operations with longer delays suc to a combinations of unfavorsble
D 28.0 < delay £37.0 progression, long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios, Many vehicles stop
and zndwzdua] cycle faﬂures are noticeable.
D- 37.0 < delay £ 40.0
E+ 40.0 < delay £44.0 Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long cycle
E 44.0 < delay < 56.0 ‘| lengths, and high V/C ratics. Individual eycle fallures are frequent
ocgurrences,
E- 36.0 < delay < 60.0
F”‘ > 60.0 Operations with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring dug to

over-saturation, poor progression, or very long eycle lengths,

Source: Tfénsportation Impact Analysis Guidelines {(VTA Congestion Management Program Guidelines, May 7, 1998).

Table 3.9-2

Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
(Two-Way or All-Way Stop Controlled)

Level of Service

Average Control Delay
Per Vehicle (Seconds)

£5

S<delay <15

15 < delay<25

25 <delay 5 40

migiaiw|»>

40 < delay £ 55

F.

> 55

Source: 1997 Update to the Highway Capacity Manual (Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board).
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Table 3.9-3
Density Based Freeway Level of Service Criteria

Level of Service Density (vehicles/mile/lane)
A £1i0
10.0 < density < 16.0
16.0 < density < 24.0
24.0 < density < 46.0
46.0 < density £ 55.¢
> 55.0

o imiDia0jw

Source: Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines {VTA Congestion Management Program Guidelines, May 7, 1998).

Freeway Segments

Freeway level of service was analyzed according to VTA guidelines, which is based on the methodology
described in the 1994 HCM. Freeway LOS is calculated based on the density of traffic flow or the
number of passenger cars per mile per lane. Density is calculated based on the peak hour traffic volume,
the number of travel lanes, and the average travel speed for a given mainline segment. The level of
service criteria are shown in Table 3.9-3, (

=S

Cumulative Analyses ‘

The City of Milpitas uses a roadway segment analysis approach to evaluate potential impacts of General
Plan amendments under far-term (2015) conditions. Although performance of travel demand forecasting
models has improved over the last decade, the City has determined that forecasting detailed intersection
turning movement peak hour volumes 15 years or more in the future based on presumed roadway network
and land use assumptions is not appropriate for long-range transportation planning studies. Accordingly,
the City has determined that a link-volume roadway segment analysis is a superior method to evaluate the
impacts of General Plan amendments. More detailed intersection-based traffic impact analyses will be
required to analyze the specific transportation impacts of individual development proposals. However,
the resuits of these analyses will be used to identify minor improvements; this EIR describes the
significant impacts and the major improvements required to mitigate them.

Traffic operations of roadway segments are determined based on the volume-to-capacity ratio, which is
correlated to a level of service. The capacity of each roadway type depends on a number of factors
including intersection spacing, lane widths, signal timing and coordination, and side friction (on-street
parking, driveway spacing), and was originally developed in consultation with City staff. Table 3.9-4

presents the lane capacity assumptions and LOS thresholds for each facility type.
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Table 3.9-4
City of Milpitas Density Based Freeway and Roadway Level of Service Criteria
for Future Roadway Segment Analysis

F;;t:y V:‘l?i::leesc ; g: ;;?ur A B ¢ b E F
Freeway 2,000 1,200 1,600 1,600 1,800 2,000 >2,000
Expressway 1,100 660 770 880 990 1,100 >1,100
Major 1,000 600 700 806 900 1,000 >1,000
Arterial 900 540 630 720 810 900 =500

Source: City of Milpitas Planning and Neighborhood Preservation Division, 2000.

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Existing Traffic Yolumes

Intersection and freeway segments were analyzed under weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic
"conditions. Peak conditions usually occur during the morning and evening commute periods between
7:00 and 9:00 am and 4:00 and 6:00 pm, respectively. Available existing peak hour traffic counts were
obtained from recent traffic studies and new counts were conducted in January 2000, Existing peak hour
traffic volumes are presented on Figure 3.9-3. Copies of new traffic counts are included in Appendix E.

The existing lane configurations and the peak-hour turning movement volumes were used to calculate the
levels of service for each of the 24 study intersections during each peak hour, The results of the existing
LOS analysis are presented in Tables 4.9-5 and 4.9-6, and the calculation worksheets are included in
Appendix E.

Table 3.9-7 contains the existing freeway level of service results as reported in the 1998 CMP’s
Monitoring and Conformance Report (Valley Transportation Authority). Existing data includes the
maximum density, volume and level of service for each segment by direction and peak hour. A detailed
discussion of existing intersection and freeway operations is presented in the following section.
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Table 3.9-5
Existing Intersection AM Peak Hour Levels of Service
Intersection Control | Dite | or Control e | 108

I, Milpitas Boulevard/Abel Street-Jacklin Road Signal 06/06/2001 44.0 sec E+
2. N. Abel Street/Marilynn Drive Signal 01/18/2000 16.6 sec C+
3, Calaveras Blvd. (SR 237)/8. Abbott Ave, Signal 01/27/2000 57.6 sec E-
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Serra Way Signal 01/27/2000 12.0 sec B
5, Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street ® Signal 01/19/2000 34.7 sec D
6, Calaveras Blvd. (SR 237)/Milpitas Blvd. * Signal 01/27/2000 26.1 sec D+
7. 8. Abel Street/Serra Way Signal 01/20/2000 16.2 sec C+
8. 8. Main Street/Serra Way Signal 01/20/2000 4.4 gec A
9. 8. Abel Street/Comning Avenue Signal 01/25/2000 11.5 sec B
10. S. Main Sireet/Corning Avenue Stbp Sign { 01/25/2000 14.9 sec B
11. 8. Abel Street/W. Curtis Avenue Signal G1/20/2000 157 sec B
12. 8. Main Street/W. Curtis Avenue Signal 01/19/2000 12.4 sec B
13. Tasman Drive/Alder Drive Signal 01/25/2000 11.0 sec B
14, Tasmen Drive/I-880 Southbound Ramps Signal 01/20/2000 22.4 sec C
15. Great Mall Pkwy./I-880 Northbound Ramps . Signal 01/20/2000 24.2 sec c ((
16. Great Mall Parkway/Abel Street " Signal 01/26/2000 35.1 sec D A
17. Great Mall Parkway/Main Street Signal 01/20/2000 21.5 sec C
18, 8, Abel Street/S. Main Street Signal 01/27/2000 10.6 sec B
19. Montague Expy./S. Main St.-Oakland Rd. * . Signal 01/19/2060 " 42.6 sec E+
20, Montague Expy/McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone Blvd. 2 Signal 01/20/2000 29.1 sec D
21. Montague Expy./Great Mali Pewy.-Capitol Ave, ° Signal 01/20/2000 59.9 sec E-
22, Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard Signal 01/19/2000 11B.8 sec ¥
23, Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue Signal 02/27/2001 26.0 sec C-
24. Main Street/Carlo Street’ Stop Sign | 10/13/1999 21.0sec C

Unécceptable operations are shown in bold type.
a2  CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signafized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlled

intersections. 1.OS at unsignalized infersections represents worst-case movement or approach. Delay values are capped at
500 seconds due to unstable delay calculations at high levels of congestion. See text for details,

LOS = Level of service., )
Source: Fehr & Peets Associates, Inc. 2001,
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Table 3.9-6
Existing Intersection PM Peak Hour Levels of Service

Intersection Control | Date | or Contror Deay* | 108
1. Milpitas Boulevard/Abel Street-Jacklin Road Signal 06/06/2001 38.1 sec D-
2. N. Abel Street/Marilynn Drive Signal 10/12/1999 38.1 sec | D-
3. Calaveras Blvd. (SR 237)/8. Abbott Ave. Signal 09/26/1999 26.3 sec b+
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Serra Way Signal 09/28/199% 16.9 sec Ct
5. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abe] Street * . Bignal 04/26/2000 37.6 sec D-
6. Calaveras Blvd (SR 237)/M11p1tas Blvd * ~ Signal 04/26/2000 50.2 sec E
7. S. Abel Street/Serra Way Signal 0%/28/1999 17.7 sec C
8. S. Main Street/Serra Way Signal 16/04/199% 7.5 see B
9. 8. Abel Street/Comaing Avenue Signal 01/25/2000 7.9 sec B
10. 8. Main Street/Coming Avenue Stop Sign 01/25/2000 24.9 sec C
11, 8. Abel Street/W, Curtis Avenue Signal 10/07/199% 5.7 sec B+
12. 8. Main Street/W, Curtis Avenue Signal 10/14/1999 13.9 sec B-
13. Tasman Drive/Alder Drive Signal 10/21/1999 60.1 sec ¥
14. Tasman Drive/1-880 Southbound Ramps Signal 1072171999 17.7 sec C
15, Great Mall Pkwy/I-880 Northbound Ramps Signal 10/21/1999 69.6 sec F
16, Great Mall Parkway/Abel Street Signal 10/12/199% 29.4 sec D
17 Grea¢ Mall Parkway/Main Street Signal 10/13/1999 26,7 sec D
18, 8. Ab2! Street/S, Main Street Signal 09/29/1999 7.3 sec B
19. Montague Expy/S. Main S8t.-Oakland Rd ® Signal 04/26/2000 60.2 sec F
20, Montague ExpyMcCandless Dr-Trade Zone Blvd ® Signal 03/16/2000 68.9 sec F
21. Montague Expressway/Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave® Signai 04/26/2000 121.5 sec F
22.Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard * Bignal 04/26/2000 80.3 sec ¥
23, Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue Signal 02/27/2001 33.9 sec D
24. Main Street/Carlo Street Stop Sign 10/13/1999 38.0-sec B

Unacceptable operations are shows in bold type.

CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for sigmalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlled
intersections. LOS at unsignalized intersections represents worst-case movement or approach Pelay values are cappe:i at
500 seconds due to unstable delay calculations at high levels of congestion, See text for details.

LOS =Level of service.
Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. 2001.
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Table 3.9-7
Existing Freeway Segment Level of Service

. Existing Conditions *
Freeway Segment Direction E‘;‘:}; Lanes Volume ASV srage Density LOS
peed
Sk 237 Zanker to McCatthy WB AM 3 4,970 25 66.3 F
SR 237 Zanker to MeCarthy - W8 PM 3 . 5360 60 29.8 2]
SR 237 MeCarthy to Zanker EB AM 3 3,700 60 20.6 C
SR 237 McCarthy to Zanker EB PM 3 4,090 10 136.2 F
SR 237 Zanker to McCarthy WB HOV AM 1 760 65 117 B
SR 237 Zanker to McCarthy WB HOV PM 1 350 65 8.5 A
SR 237 McCarthy to Zanker EBHOV  AM 1 350 65 5.3 A
SR 237 MeCarthy to Zanker EB HOV PM 1 1,960 44 48.9 B
1680 Calaveras to Jacklin NB AM 3 3.600 60 200 C
1-680 Calaveras to Jacklin - NB PM 3 5,110 10 170.2. F
1-686 Jacklin to Calaveras SB AM 3 5,440 60 30,2 D
1680 Jacklin to Calaveras 5B PM 3 4.530 10 151.0 P
1-680 Yosemite to Calaveras NB AM 4 4430 60 211 C
I-680 Yosemite to Calaveras NB PM 4 5010 20 71.6 F
1-680 Calaveras to Yosemite 5B AM 4 4,330 65 19.0 C
1-680 Calaveras to Yosemite SB PM 4 5,640 10 161.1 F
1-680 Capitol to Montague NB AM 4 5,700 60 . 238 C
1680 Capitol to Montague NB PM 4 5,070 65 | 19.5 C
1-680 Montague to Capitol SB AM 4 5,010 65 19.5 C
1-680 Montague to Capitol SB PM 4 7,350 18 183.8 F
1-830 North of SR 237 NB AM 36° 3,590 65 15.4 B
1-886 North of SR 237 NB PM 3.6° " 4,410 10 1224 F
1-880 North of SR 237 $B AM 36® 6,030 a0 27.9 D
1-880 North of SR 237 5B PM 36" 1,770 55 15.2 C
1-880 3R, 237 to Tasman NB AM 3 2,350 65 2.0 B
1-380 SR 237 to Tasman NB PM 3 4,080 15 20.7 F
1-880 SR 237 to Tasman SB AM 3 3,750 60 20.8 C
i-880 SR 237 to Tasman SB PM 3 2,800 65 144 B
1-880 Tasman to Montague NB AM 3 3,450 65 17.7 C
I-880 Tasman to Montague NB PM 3 4,030 15 89.5 F
1-880 Tasman to Montague SB AM 3 3,710 65 19.0 c
1-880 Tasman to Montague SB PM 3 3,920 15 87.1 F
1-880 Montague to Brokaw NB AM 2 3,240 60 27.0 D
1-880 Montague to Brokaw - NB PM 2 4,560 50 45.6 D
1-880 Montague to Brokaw SB AM 2 4,030 55 36.7 D
I-880 " Montague to Brokaw SB PM 2 4,160 8 205.2 ¥

& 1Lanes, volume and density from VTA 1997 CMP Monitoring Data; FOS criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3,

b The "0.6" lane is allocated due to the presence of an auxiliary lane (where a right lane is only present on the freeway between
an entrance and an exit),

LOS = Level of Service Unicceptable operations are shown in bold type.

Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. 2001,
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Intersections

* The results of the LOS calculations indicate that the following locations currently operate at unacceptable
levels according to City of Milpitas and CMP criteria:
Milpitas Blvd./Abel St.-Jacklin Rd. (AM peak hour)
Calaveras Blvd. (SR237)/S. Abbott Ave. (AM peak hour)
Tasman Dr./Alder Dr. (PM peak hour)
Great Mall Pkwy./I-880 NB ramp (PM peak hour)
Montague Expy./Main St.-Oakland Rd. (PM peak hour)
Montague Expy./McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone Bl (PM peak hour)
‘ Montague Expy./Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave. (PM peak hour)
Montague Expy./Milpitas Blvd. (AM and PM peak hour)
Main St./Carlo St. (PM peak hour)

[y
4

I o

It is important to note that poor operations at some of the key intersections are due in part to traffic
diversion caused by roadway construction. The primary cause of this diversion is the on-going work at
the SR 237/1-880 interchange which has affected traffic volumes on Calaveras Boulevard and Tasman
Drive/Great Mall Parkway. In addition, the current construction of the Tasman East light rail line on
Great Mall Parkway has contributed to degraded operations. Once the interchange capacity
improvements at the interchange are completed and the traffic detours for light rail construction are
removedy overall intersection operations are expected to be better than those presented in this document.
The traffic analysis focuses on intersection operations during the AM and PM peak hours when overall
traffic volumes are highest. However, there are several areas in the City of Milpitas that experience
substantial congestion during the midday peak period between 12:00 pm and 1:00 pm. Recent studies of
the existing Saturday midday peak hour volumes plus traffic from approved projects show that one
intersection is projected to operate unacceptably (Great Mall Parkway/Montague Expressway), and two
intersections may operate close to the LOS D/E threshold (Montague Expressway/McCandless Drive-
Trade Zone Boulevard and Montague Expressway/Main Street) (Joe Oliva, C:ty of Milpitas, personal
communications with Fehr & Peers, Inc., April 2000).

Ereeway Segments

According to data provided by the VTA, the following freeway segments are operating at unacceptable
levels (LOS F) under Existing Conditions:’

SR 237 Westbound - Zanker Rd. to McCarthy Blvd. (AM peak hour)

SR 237 Eastbound - McCarthy Blvd. to Zanker Rd. (PM peak hour)

1-680 Northbound - Calaveras Blvd. to Jacklin Rd. (PM peak hour) ﬁ?_
1-680 Southbound - Jacklin Rd. to Calaveras Blvd. (PM peak hour)

A

V'The existing volumes and levels of service shown in Table 3.9-7 for freeway segments represent baseling conditions according to VTA and City
of Milpitas transportation impact analysis standards. The addition of traffic to freeway segments from approved and pending developments in
Milpitas and surrounding jurisdictions, as well as increased through traffic, is included in the analysis of cumulative conditions,
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1-680 Northbound - Yosemite Dr. to Calaveras Blvd. (PM peak hour)
I-680 Southbound - Calaveras Blvd. to Yosemite Dr. (PM peak hour)
I-680 Southbound - Montague Expy. to Capitol Ave. (PM peak hour)
1-880 Northbound - North of SR 237 (PM peak hour)

1-880 Northbound - SR 237 to Tasman Dr (PM peak hour)

10. 1-880 Northbound - Montague Expy. to Tasman Dr. (PM peak hour)
11. 1-880 Southbound - Tasman Dr. to Montague Expy. (PM peak hour)
12, I-880 Southbound - Montague Expy. to Brokaw Rd. (PM peak hour)

R IS - N

BASELINE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

This section discusses the operations of the key intersections and freeway segments under baseline
conditions. Baseline conditions form the basis against which impacts of the proposed project are
identified. For intersection analysis, this scenario includes existing traffic volumes plus traffic from
approved but not yet constructed developments and approved and funded changes to the study roadway
system. Consistent with VTA analysis methodology, existing freeway traffic volumes are used to
represent baseline conditions. Traffic volumes under far-term future conditions are analyzed under
cumulative conditions.

Baseline Roadway Improvements ' (;

Several roadway improvements in the planning area will be constructed prior to development under the
proposed Specific Plan. The roadway network assumptions used in the baseline conditions intersection
analysis and the current schedule for improvement implementation are listed below.,

1-880/SR 237 Interchange

This interchange is currently undergoing major reconstruction that is scheduled to be completed in Spring
2002, As noted previously, this construction will continue fo cause traffic diversion to other streets and
cause degraded intersection operations. Listed below are the important changes in the roadway network:

*  New off-ramp from eastbound SR 237 to McCarthy Boulevard;

s Cypress DPrive ram@s are closed, and during reconstruction traffic to and/from I-880 and SR 237
{East) has been detoured to Tasman Drive;

¢ New ramp connection from eastbound SR 237 to southbound I-880;

*  New on-ramp from McCarthy Boulevard to eastbound SR 237; traffic is no longer detoured to
Tasman Drive; traffic from eastbound SR 237 to southbound I-880 is detoured to this
intersection;

«  New off-ramp from westbound SR 237 to McCarthy Boulevard;

*  New on-ramp from McCarthy Boulevard to westbound SR 237, access from Ranch Drive to
westbound SR 237 is removed, traffic from westbound Calaveras Boulevard is diverted through
this intersection (late 2001); and
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+  New flyover from eastbound SR 237 to northbound I-880 is expected to be completed in March
2002,

Upon completion of the interchange, traffic from McCarthy Boulevard will no longer be able to access
1-880 southbound. Therefore, it is expected that substantial amounts of traffic will reroute to the Tasman
Drive and I-880 interchange. '

Dixon Landing and |-880 Interchange

Currently, the Dixon Landing Road overcrossing at I-880 is only two lanes (one eastbound and one
~ westbound), As part of the interchange reconstruction project, the following improvements will be
constructed at this location:

*  Widen the overcrossing from to six through lanes plus turn lanes;

. Construct a diagonal on-ramp to commect eastboﬁnd Dixon Landing Road to southbound I-880;
*  Widen the southbound I-880 exit ramp approach from one to four lanes with a signal;
*  Relocate existing ramps east of I-880; and

¢ Provide a new on-ramp from California Circle fo northbound I-880.

Construction of these improvements has begun and is scheduled for completion in late 2004.

Great Mall Parkway/I-880 Northbound Ramps

The intersection of Tasman Drive and the I-880 northbound rampswill be improved per the Cisco
Systems development in north San Jose. As part of this improvement, the eastbound approach will be
reconstructed to provide three through lanes. This modification is funded in part by Cisco and the City is
pursuing completion of this improvement by 2002.

Tasman Drive/l-880 Southbound Ramps

The intersection of Tasman Drive and the I-880 southbound ramps will also be improved as a result of the
Cisco Systems development in north San Jose. This improvement includes converting the eastbound
right-turn lane to a free-turning right,” and widening the southbound approach to provide one left-turn
lane, one shared left-through-right movement, and one right-turn lane, This improvement is partially
funded and scheduled for completion by 2004. Initial design reviews have indicated that these
improvements may require some widening, which will increase project costs.

Montague Expressway Widening

The Montague Expressway is planned to be widened to four lanes in each direction between Great Mall
Parkway-Capitol Avenue and I-680. One lane in each direction will be dedicated for HOV use during
both peak hours. This improvement was identified in an overall plan line study and operations study that
evaluated improvements for the entire length of the expressway between U.S. Highway 101 and I-680.
The funding of the widening in Milpitas was obtained through traffic impact fees and from the City’s

* A “free” right-tumn lane is a right-tum Jane with its own receiving lane on the departure leg such that a vehicle turning right does not have to
stop or yield to other vehicles,
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Capital Improvement Program (CIP). As part of the widening and the future light rail extension on Great
Mall Parkway, the Great Mall Parkway-Montague Expressway intersection will be modified to include
the following lane configurations: eastbound/westbound approaches will include two lefi-turn lanes, four
through lanes, and one right-turn fane; northbound approach will include two lefi-turn lanes, two through
lanes, and one right-turn lane; southbound approach will include two lefi-turn lanes. This project is
scheduled to begin construction in summer 2001 and is expected to be completed by the end of 2002.

Widening of the remainder of Montague Expressway from Great Mall Parkway-Capitol Avenue to I-880
is one of the highest priority regional transportation improvements in Santa Clara County. The cities of
Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara, and the County of Santa Clara have signed a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) to aggressively pursue funding and facilitate completion of this project. Although
expected to be completed in the near future, these additional improvements were not included in the
technical analysis, except as potential mitigation measures. .

Montague Expressway/McCarthy Boulevard-0’Toole Avenue

The north and east legs of this intersection were modified in the Spring of 2000 to provide 8-phase signal
operation with protected Jeft-turn movements on all approaches. As part of this improvement, the north
leg now includes two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane, while a second lefi-turn
lane was added to the east leg.

Traffic Signal Timings . ‘- ‘ ( (

Several of the roadway projects listed above will change the travel patterns and traffic volumes within the
planning area. With these projects, signal timings will be modified to improve operations at each
intersection and to establish coordination along McCarthy Boulevard and Tasman Drive. For purposes of
this analysis, the cycle lengths at all of the intersections on McCarthy Boulevard between SR 237 and
Tasman Drive were changed to 110 seconds for both the AM and PM peak hours. The cycle length at the
Tasman Drive/Alder Drive intersection was assumed to be 105 seconds for both peak hours to be
consistent with the cycle length at the adjacent I-880 southbound ramp intersection to the east,

Baseline Traffic Yolumes

The intersection peak hour traffic volumes for baseline conditions were estimated by adding existing
volumes and traffic estimates for approved but not yet constructed projects in the planning area. '
Approved trip inventories (ATIs) were obtained from both the City of Milpitas and the City of San Jose.

' The ATIs and volume summary sheets at each intersection are included in Appendix E. Trips from the

approved projects were added to existing traffic volumes, and the resulting baseline intersection traffic
volumes are shown on Figure 3.9-4.

Baseline Intersection Levels of Service ‘
Levels of service were calculated for all of the study intersections using the baseline traffic volumes on
Figure 3.9-4 with the planned baseline roadway improvement described above. Tables 4.9-8 and 4.9-0

present the LOS results under baseline conditions. The corresponding LOS calculation sheets are
provided in Appendix E.
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At selected intersections listed in Tables 4.9-8 and 4.9-9, the expected traffic volumes cause the level of
service calculation method to project excessive delays (greater than 300 seconds or five minutes). These
delays are considered unreliable because the methodology becomes unstable as described in Chapter 9 of
the Highway Capacity Manual. For purposes of this analysis, the delay values were capped at 500
seconds of delay.

The addition of traffic from approved projects causes the following study intersections to degrade from
acoeptable to unacceptable levels, or exacerbates unacceptable operations during either the AM and/or
PM peak hour: , '

Py

Milpitas Blvd./Jacklin Rd.-Abel St. (AM peak hour)

Calaveras Blvd.(SR 237}/ Abbott Ave. (AM peak hour)

Calaveras Bivd.(SR 237)/Milpitas Blvd. (PM peak hour)

Tasman Dr./Alder Dr. (PM peak hour)

Tasman Dr./I-880 Southbound Ramps (AM peak hour)

Great Mall Pkwy./I-880 Northbound Ramps (AM and PM peak hour)
Great Mall Pkwy./Abel St, (AM peak hour) _
Montague Expy./S. Main St-Oakland Rd. (AM and PM peak hour)
Montague Expy./McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone BL (PM peak hour)
Montague Expy./Great Mall Parkway-Capitol Ave.(PM peak hour)
10. Montague Expy./Milpitas Blvd. (PM peak hour)

11. Main 8t. Carlo St. (PM peak hour)

R S U G
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Table 3.9-8 -
Baseline Intersection AM Peak Hour Levels of Service
 Intersection z‘iﬁfr:i Count Date ét‘gf,%ﬁomﬁ, ;éb LOS

1. Milpitas Boulevard/Abe] Street-Jacklin Road Signal 06/06/2001 45.8 sec E
2. N. Abel Street/Marilynn Drive ) Signal G1/18/2000 17.4 sec C
3. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/8. Abbott Avenue Signal 04172772000 69.0 sec F
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Serra Way Signal 01/27/2000 12.3 sec B
5. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street® Signal 01/19/2000 43.1 sec E
6. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Milpitas Boulevard * Signal 01/27/2000 26.4 sec D+
7. S. Abel Street/Serra Way : Signal 01/20/2000 15.9 sec C+
8. 8. Main Street/Serra Way Signal 01/20/2000 4.4 sec A
9. 8. Abel Street/Coming Avenue Signal 01/25/2000 11.2 sec B
10. 8. Main Street/Coming Avenue (unsignalized) Stop Sign 01/25/2000 " 15.0 sec B
11. 8. Abel Street/W. Curtis Avenue " Signal 01/20/2000 12.7 sec B
12, 8, Main Street/W. Curtis Avenue Signal 01/19/2000 13.2 sec B-
13. Tasman Drive/Alder Drive Signal 01/25/2000 15.9 sec C+ ./
14, Tasman Drive/I-880 Southbound Ramps Signal’ 01/20/2000 52.3 sec E ( \
15. Great Mall Parkway/I-830 Northbound Ramps Signal 01/20/2000 94,7 sec F
16. Great Mall Parkway/Abel Street Signal 01/26/2000 "68.2 sec F
17. Great Mall Parkway/Main Street . Signal G1/20/2000 17.5 sec C
18, 8, Abel Street/S. Main Street Signal 01/27/2000 11.0 sec B
19. Montague Expy/S. Main St-Oakland Rd. * Signal 01/19/2000 64.3 sec ¥
20, Montague Expy/McCandless Dr-Trade Zone Blvd,? Signal 01/20/2000 29.8 sec b
21. Montague Expy/Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave, 2 Signal 01/20/2000 49.1 sec E
22, Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard Signal 01/19/2000 55.0 sec E
23, Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue Signal 04/29/199% 26.1 sec D+
24, Main Street/Carlo Street Stop Sign 1/20/1999 21.8 sec C

Unacceptable operations are shown in bold type. Based on local (LOS D) and CMP (LOS E) minimum eperating standards

CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlled
intersections. LOS at unsignalized intersections represents worst-case movement or approach. Delay values are
capped at 500 seconds due to unstable delay caloulations at high levels of congestion. See text for details.

LOS = Level of service.

Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., 2001,
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Table 3.9-9
Baseline Intersection PM Peak Hour Levels of Service

Average
Intersection Eﬁ:::;f (i::::t Stopped or | LOS
. ‘ Control Delay °
1. Milpitas Boulevard/Abel Street-Jacklin Road Signal 06/06/2001 32.5 sec D
2. N. Abel Strect/Marilynn Drive Signal 10/12/1999 23.8 sec C-
3. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/8. Abbott Avenue . Signal 09/29/1999 26.8 sec D+
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Serra Way Signal 09/28/199% | 17.0 sec C+
3. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street® Signal 04/26/2000 43.0 sec E+
6, Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Milpitas Boulevard® Signal 04/26/2000 66.9 sec F
7. 8. Abel Street/Serra Way Signal 09/28/1999 18.6 sec C
8. S. Main Street/Serra Way Signal 10/04/1959 7.5 sec B
9. 8. Abel Street/Comning Avenue Signal 01/25/2000 7.7 sec B
10. 5. Main Street/Cormning Avenue (unsignatized) : Stop Sign 01/25/2000 25.8 sec D
11. S. Abel Street/W. Curtis Avenue Signal 10/07/1999 5.6 sec B+
12, 8. Main Street/W. Curtis Avenue Signal 10/14/1995 14.2 sec B-
13, Tasman Drive/Alder Drive Signal 10/21/1999 404.4 sec F
14. Tasman Drive/I-880 Southbound Ramps "Signal 10/21/1999 17.6 sec C
15. Great Mall Parkway/I-880 Northbound Ramps Signai 16/21/1999 62.4 see F
16. Great-Mall Parkway/Abel Street ‘ Signal 10/12/1999 29.0 sec D
17, Great Mali Parkway/Main Street Signal 10/13/1999 27.9 sec D+
18, 8. Abel Street/S. Main Street Signal . | 09/29/1999 8.1 sec B
19. Montague Expressway/S. Main Street-Oakland Road® Signal 04/26/2000 78.9 sec F
20.Montague Expy/McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone Blvd, ° Signal 03/16/2000 63.2 sec ¥
21, Montague Expy/Great Mall 'Pkwy~CapitoE Ave, " Signai 04/26/2000 213.1 sec F
22. Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard * Signal 04/26/2000 36.3 sec b
23. Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue Signal 02/27/2001 33.9 sec D
24, Main Street/Carlo Street Stop Sign 10/13/199% 39.5 sec E

Unacceptable operations are shown in bold type. Based on local (LOS D) and CMP (LOS E) minimum operating standards.

a CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlied
intersections. LOS at unsignalized intersections represents worst-case movement or approach, Delay values are
capped at 500 seconds due to unstable delay calculations at high levels of congestion. See text for detafls.

LOS = Level of service.

Source; Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., 2001.
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TRANSIT SERVICE

The VTA operates fixed route and commuter bus service, as well as paratransit service, in all jurisdictions
of Santa Clara County including the City of Milpitas. Light rail transit operated by the VTA is located at
the west end of the Midtown area with an interim end station on Tasman Drive at Alder Drive.

Bus Service

Currently, Midtown includes an important component of bus transportation in the city with the transit hub
located at Main Street and Weller Lane at the northern end of the Midtown area, This facility
accommodates 14 VTA bus lines with more than 400 daily bus trips and also provides a transfer point
between the Santa Clara County VTA system and the AC (Alameda-Contra Costa) Transit systems.

Route 33 provides fixed-route service between San Jose Baypointe Light Rail station and Weller and
Main. Weekday service is provided between 5:00 am and 11:00 pm at 20 to 60 minute headways.
Weekend service is provided between 7:00 am and 11:00 pm at 30- to 60-minute headways.

Route 56 provides fixed-route service between Fair Oaks-El Camino Real and Milpitas. Weekday service
is provided between 5:30 am and 6:30 pm at 30 to 60 minute headways. Weekend service is not
provided,

Route 66 provides fixed-route service between Santa Teresa Hospital and Milpitas, Weekday service is /
provided between 5:00 am and midnight at 15 to 60 minute headways. Weekend service is provided ' (
between 5:30 am and 11:30 pm at 30- to 60-minute headways.

Route 70 provides fixed-route service between Milpitas and Capitol Light Rail Station. Weekday service
is provided between 5:00 am and 11:30 pm at 15 to 60 minute headways. Weekend service is provided
between 6:30 am and 11:00 pm at 15- to 60-minute headways.

Route 71 provides fixed-route service between Milpitas and Eastridge. Weekday service is provided
between 5:30 am and 11:00 pm at 15 to 60 minute headways. Weekend service is provided between 7:00

* am and 9:00 pm at 30- to 60-minute headways.

Route 74 provides fixed-route service between Eastridge and Baypointe Light Rail Station. Weekday
service is provided between 6:00 am and 10:30 pm at 20 to 60 minute headways. Weekend service is
provided between 7:30 am and 10:30 pm at 30- to 60-minute headways.

Route 77 provides fixed-route service between Milpitas and Evergreen College. Weekday service is
provided between 5:30 am and 7:30 pm at 15 to 30 minute headways. Weekend service is provided
between 7:00 am and 7:30 pm at 30 minute headways.

Route 1{)4 provides express bus route service between Piedmont Hills and Palo Alto. Weekday service is
provided between 5:30 am and 8:30 am and 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm at 30 minute headways, Weekend
service is not provided,
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Route 140 provides express bus route service between Fremont BART Station and Sunnyvale Caltrain
Station. Weekday service is provided between 6:00 am and 8:30 am and 4:00 pm and 6:30 pm at 30 to 45
minute headways. Weekend service is not provided.

Route 141 provides express bus route service between Fremont BART Station and Great America.
Weekend service is only provided March through October between 9:00 am and 10:00 pm at 30 to 90
minute headways.

-

Route 180 provides express bus route service between San Jose Diridon Station and Fremont BART
Station, Weekday service is provided between 4:30 am and 12:30 am at 15 to 60 minute headways.
Weekend service is provided between 6:30 am and 12:30 am at 30 to 60 minute headways.

Route 321 provides service between Eastridge Shopping Center and Lockheed Martin Transit Center.
Weekday service is provided westbound between 4:00 am and 7:30 am at 30 to 60 minute headways.
Weekday service is also provided eastbound between 2:30 pm and 6:00 pm at 30 to 60 minute headways.
Weekend service is not provided,

Route 345 provides service between Eastridge Transit Center and Downtown Mountain View Transit
Center, Weekday service is provided eastbound between 4:00 pm and 6:30 pm at 60 minute headways.
Weekday service is also provided westbound between 6:00 pm and 8:00 pm at 60 minute headways.
Weekend: service is not provided.

Route 550 provides express bus route service between Fremont BART Station and Shoreline Industrial
Park. Weekday service is provided between 5:00 am and 8:00 am and 2:30 pm and 6:30 pm at 30 to 60
minute headways. Weekend service is not provided.

Paratransit Service

Paratransit service is operated under contract with OUTREACH, a private, non-profit paratransit broker.
This door-to-door service is provided to riders (including Milpitas residents and employees) who meet the -
eligibility requirements established by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. -

ACE Shuttle Service

Shuttle service (operated by the VTA) for Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) rail is provided between
the employment centers in the City of Milpitas and the Great America rail station in the City of Santa
Clara. ACE passenger rail service is provided between Stockton and San Jose. (ACE is govemed by the
ACE Joint Powers Authority comprised of San Joaquin COG, Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency, and the Santa Clara VTA.) Service to employment areas is provided in the morning and return
service is provided in the afternoon. The VTA also operates free shuttle service between the Component
Drive light rail station and the Oak Creek and Milpitas Business Parks located west of the Midtown area.
Shuttle service will be re-evaluated once light rail is extended along Tasman Drive through the City of
Milpitas and may be re-routed to complement this new transit option.
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Future Transit Center Relocation

With the opening of the new Tasman East light rail line, a substantial portion oi the bus operations at the
existing Main Street/Weller Lane transit center will be relocated to a new transit center at the Great Mall.
The purpose of this relocation is to serve the new multi-modal station at the Great Mall, which will also
include a park-and-ride lot. Thus, the number of daily bus operations at the northern end of the Midtown
area will be substantially reduced; however, bus service will still be provided throughout the Midtown
area.

Future BART Expansion J.f

BART is planned to be extended to the Midtown area in the future. On{ November 7, 2000, Santa Clara

County voters approved a 30-year extension of a Ys-cent sales tax to fmd transit projects and

improvements. A key element of this measure (Measure A), which was sponsored by the VTA, is funding

for the extension of BART from its current terminus in Fremont through Milpitas to downtown San Jose

and ultimately the City of Santa Clara Caltrain station. The ahgnment\through Milpitas is the existing

Union Pacific Rail line and is expected to include two stations: one in the vicinity of Abel Street or

Calaveras Boulevard, and one adjacent to the Great Mall Parkway/Montague Expressway intersection.

This latter station will provide a direct link to the VTA light rail line that is planned to be extended along

Great Mall Parkway from its current terminus at Baypoint in North San Jose. In addition to the sales tax

funding, the State of California has pledged over $760 million dollars tdwards the project. Some v
additional funding from the federal government will be required. The next step in the process is the ' ((

~ preparation of a major investment study in the Fremont-to-San Jose comdor to evaluate project

alternatives.

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
Sidewalks

Most pedestrian facilities along city streets are comprised of sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian
sighals. Crosswalks and pedestrian signals are provided at all of the signalized study intersections, Gaps
in the sidewalk system are located primarily on undeveloped parcels on: the east side of Abel Street
between Main Street (south of Great Mall Parkway) and Corning Avenue; the west side of Abel Street
from Calaveras Boulevard to Weller Lane; a segment on the south side of Serra Way between Abel and
Main Street; and a portion of the south side of Great Mall Parkway between McCandless Drive and

- Montague Expressway. Many of these missing segments are to be provided upon development of

adjacent parcels and/or in association with roadway improvements and the light rail extension project.

Trails o _
The City of Milpitas City Council has adopted a Trails Master Plan for an off-street trail system. The
Trails Master Plan has proposed several city trails to pass through the Midtown area. These are along
Penitencia Creek, Wrigley Creek/Union Pacific Railroad, Berryessa Creek, and Hetch-Hetchy right-of-

way. These trails would provide recreation and transportation alternatives for walkers and bicyelists.
These trails are, for the most part, planned but not yet developed. As an exception, the Crossings
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apartment development is responsible for providing funds to construct a segment of the Berryessa Creek
trail in the southeastern portion of the Midtown area.

Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle facilities comprise bike paths (Class I, lanes (Class I1), and routes (Class IIT), Bike paths are
paved trails that are separated from roadways. Bike lanes on roadways are designated for bicycle use by
striping, pavement legends, and signs. Bike routes are signed roadways that accommodate bicycle use.
In the vicinity of the Midtown area, bike lanes are designated on Tasman Drive-Great Mall Parkway
between 1-880 and Montague Expressway, S. Main Street between Weller Lane and Montague
Expressway, McCandless Drive between Great Mall Parkway and Montague Expressway, Milpitas
Boulevard beginning at Yosemite Drive and continuing north of Calaveras Boulevard, and Yosemite
Drive beginning at Milpitas Boulevard and continuing east over I-680. Bike routes are located on Main
Street continuing to Marilynn Drive north of Weller Lane.

The City of Milpitas Bikeway Master Plan also adopted by the City Council proposes new bikeways on
Serra Way continuing on Calaveras Boulevard west of 1-880, on Curtis Avenue traveling east to Yosemxte
Drive with a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over the Union Pacific railroad, and on Milpitas Boulevard
between Montague Expressway and Yosemite Drive,

PARKING

Parking is provided in off-street lots and in on-street spaces on numerous facilities throughout the
planning area. On-street parking is prohibited on Montague Expressway, Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)
up to Milpitas Boulevard, Tasman Drive-Great Mall Parkway, Milpitas Boulevard, and McCandless

Drive. On-street parking is provided on sections of Main Street, North Abel Street, Serra Way, Corning
Avenue, and Curtis Avenue.

3.9.2. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The proposed Specific Plan has been evaluated according to the sxgmﬁcance thresholds listed below for
each component of the transportation system,

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Significant traffic impacts at signalized intersections would occur if the project would cause:

* Intersection operations to change from an acceptable level (LOS D or better for city
intersections) under baseline conditions to an unacceptable level; or

*  Exacerbation of unacceptable operations (LOS E or F) by increasing the critical delay by more
than four seconds and increasing the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio by 0.01 or more; or

*  Anincrease in the V/C ratio of 0.01 when the change in critical delay is negative (i.e.,
decreases). This can occur if the critical movements change.
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UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
Significant impacts at unsignalized intersecisons would occur if:

*  The addition of project traffic causes an intersection to meet or exceed peak hour volume signal
warrant critetia; or

*  Project traffic is added to an intersection that already meets or exceeds peak hour warrant criteria
under baseline conditions.

FREEWAY SEGMENTS

Accordmg to VTA guidelines and City of Milpitas standards, sxgmf cant 1mpacts to freeway segments
would oceur if:

*  The addition of project traffic causes a segment to drop below its level of service standard (LOS
E); or '

*  The amount of project traffic added to a segment already operating at LOS F is more than one
percent of its capacity.

ROADWAY SEGMENTS

Significant impacts to a roadway segment would occur ifs ((

*  The addition of traffic from a proposed General Plan amendment degrades operations under the
current General Plan from an acceptable (LOS D or bettet) to an unacceptable level (LOS E or
F); or

*  The amount of traffic added to a segment already operating at LOS F is more than one percent of
the segment’s capacity.

PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, AND TRANSIT FACILITIES AND SERYICES

The project would cause a significant impact to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and services if:

*  Anelement of the proposed project conflicts with existing or planned pedestnan, bicycle, and
transit services; or

*  The proposed project will create a hazardous condition for pedestrians or bicyclists that does not
currently exist.

PARKING

The project would result in a significant parking impact if implementation of the Specific Plan causes or
exacerbates a parking deficiency that would result in excessive demand for on-street spaces or parking in
adjacent (i.e., non-project) areas.
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3.9.3. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed project were evaluated under the following
scenarios: 1) Baseline Plus Project Conditions (assuming completion of Specific Plan developments
under Baseline Conditions), 2) Baseline Plus Project Conditions in 2005 (assuming only a portion of
project development), and 3) Cumulative (2015) Conditions with the proposed project. Both of the
baseline plus project scenarios analyze impacts using intersection analysis. The amount of traffic
associated with the project for these scenarios was estimated using trip rates and manually assigned to the
roadway network. The 2005 analysis is provided for informational purposes to show the need for
transportation improvements based on the level of development anticipated in the next five years.

The analysis of Cumulative Conditions in 2015 was conducted based on projected roadway link volumes
and is consistent with the City’s approach to long-range transportation planning. Traffic volumes for
2015 Conditions were developed using the City’s travel demand model, and the corresponding analysis
compared operations between the current General Plan designations and the land use changes proposed as
part of the Midtown Specific Plan project. Each study scenario is described below.,

Subsequent to this environmental analysis, detailed traffic impact analyses will be conducted to identify
minor improvements or modifications that may be required as each individual use is developed.
However, this environmental evaluation is intended to identify the significant transportation impacts of
the S;?eciﬁc Plan as a whole and the major improvements required to mitigate those impacts.

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

The impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding transportation system are discussed in this
section. First, the methodology used to estimate the amount of traffic generated by the proposed project is
described. Then, the results of the level of service calculations for Baseline Plus Project Conditions are
presented and compared to Baseline Conditions (without the project) to identify potential impacts.

The amount of traffic associated with a project is estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation,
(2) trip distribution, and (3) trip assignment. In the first step, the amount of traffic entering and exiting the
sites within the Midtown area is estimated on a daily and peak-hour basis. In the second step, the
directions vehicles use to approach and depart the site are estimated. The trips are assigned to specific

street segments and intersection turning movements in the third step. The results of the process for this
analysis are described below.

Trip Generation

The amount of traffic generated by the Midtown area under near-term conditions was estimated based on
rates published in “Trip Generation” (Sixth Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers). These rates
were applied to the development anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan at various sites within the
Midtown area. (A figure showing the undeveloped parcels within the Midtown planning area is provided
in Chapter 2: Project Description as Figure 2-7; this are the parcels where new development is '
anticipated.)
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Reductions to trip generation were applied to account for the availability of transit services, use of the
EcoPass,” and the integtation of complementary land uses within the same geographic area. The
proposed mix of uses and the policies in the proposed Specific Plan would encourage the use of
alternative travel modes, most notably bicycling and walking, and would reduce the number of vehicle
11ips. “The total reduction for each land use ranged from 15 to 18 percent, and is consistent with the
reductions permitted under VTA guidelines, Trip rates for the highway retail uses were also reduced by
15 percent to account for pass-by trips, where pass-by trips represent trips made to a site by vehicles
already on the adjacent street. All trip rates and trip reductions were reviewed and approved by City of
Milpitas staff (Joseph Oliva III, City of Milpitas Planning and Neighborhood Preservation Division).

It should be noted that the project trip generation estimate and subsequent analysis includes traffic from

the Home Depot store located at the Great Mall. The store has since approved. For this reason, Home
Depot is technically riot a part of the anticipated development attributable to the proposed Specific Plan.
However, because the traffic associated with the Home Depot would still occur, the traffic associated with
the Specific Plan was not recalculated to remove Home Depot. '

A summary of trip generation is presented in Table 3.9-10. As shown in Table 3.9-10, the land uses
proposed in the Specific Plan are estimated to generate a total of 55,941 net new daily trips, 3,745 net new
AM peak hour trips (1,627 inbound and 2,118 outbound), and 5,750 net new PM peak hour trips (2,813
inbound and 2,937 outbound). These traffic levels do not include traffic generated by parking lots servmg )
a possible future BART stations in the Midtown area. ( (

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

The net new AM and PM peak hour trips were distributed to the baseline roadway network based on the
location of complementary land uses and previous distributions used for other developments in Milpitas.
Project trips were then assigned to specific roadway segments based on potential paths and major access
points from adjacent streets. Estimated turning movement volumes generated by the Specific Plan were
added to baseline volumes to obtain baseline plus project peak hour intersection volumes (see Figure 3.9-
5). Although development under the Specific Plan is expected to take 10 years or more to complete, these
volumes were used to provide a conservative estimate of traffic operations for environmental analysis

purposes.

* EcoPass allows employees to ride all VTA bus and light rail vehicles at no cost. Employers purchase annual EcoPass stickers at a fraction of

the cost of standard monthly passes. The cost for employers in the Midtown area with bus and light rail service will likely be $60 or less per

employee. Employees simply affix the stickers to the back of their employer photo ID badges (or VTA - produced photo ID cards, if an employer -
doesn't have photo IDs), ( (
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Table 3.9-10
Summary of Trip Generation

Net New Trips
Parcel/Area | pait AM Peak Hour ' PM Peak Hour
' Y In | Out | Total In | Out | ‘Total

N. Muin, Elmwood, Railyards ‘ '

Vacant Paratransit Yard 131 14 - 2 16 3 15 18
City Property/DeVries 128 2 9 1 9 4 13
‘Loop Site'/Caltrans 131 14 2 ) 16 3 15 18
Vicinity of Serva and Main 723 7 29 - 36 40 29 69
Serra Center (ptn.) : - 9184 1,010 138 1,148 215 1,048 1,263
Sinnott Lane/Main - 425 3 2 4 18 20 1 38
Hetch-Hetchy Area/Main : 1,105 o9 2 30 54 48 102
County Surplus : . 765 10 55 | 65 51 25 77
Elmwood Surplus 11,475 151 129 © 281 491 554 1,046
Railyards . 4,488 - 61 . 320 381 301 148 - 449
Subtotal North Area 28,554 1,283 707 1,989 1,185 1,906 3,092
5. Main Si}eet, Montague

Great Malf © 5,049 67 57 123 216 244 460
Abel/Great Mall Parloway - " 6,035 62 248 310 | . 340 237 576
S. Main/Abel 1,938 26 138 165 130 64 1%4
S. Main/Midblock o 1,020 14 -73 87 68 34 102
S. Main/Montague 2,295 31 164 195 134 76 230
Capitol/Montague 11,050 144 732 876 720 376 1,087
Trade Zone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal South Area - 27,387 344 1411 1,755 1,628 1,030 2,658
GRAND TOTAL C 55,941 1,627 2,118 '3,745 2,813 2,937 . 5,750

Note:  No reductions were applied for existing uses, and trips in table above do not include those generated by BART stations.
Trip generation estimate for the Great Mall parcel includes the Home Depot store, which has since been removed from
the proposed project. Thus, the trip generation estimates are considered conservative.

Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., 2000
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BASELINE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Intersection Levels of Service

The traffic volumes under Baseline Plus Project Conditions were used with the baseline roadway network
to calculate levels of service for all of the study intersections. The results of this analysis are summarized
in Tables 4.9-11 and 4.9-12 and show that nine (9) intersections would be significantly affected by project
traffic in the AM peak hour, and eleven (11) intersections would be significantly impacted in the PM peak
hour.

Each of these impacts is summarized below, along with an analysis of the feasibility of transportation
system improvements. Feasible mitigation measures and the resultant projected operating conditions at
these impacted intersections are summarized in Table 3.9-13. Because the area is highly urbanized, there
are some cases where mitigation has been determined to be infeasible because of physical constraints,
lane geometry limitations, or limitations of the jurisdictional authority of the City of Milpitas. Where this
is the case, Table 3.9-13 indicates that the impact of traffic attributable to the Midtown Milpitas Specific
Plan will not be fully mitigated. Where applicable, the rationale for not implementing the modifications
necessary to achieve less-than-significant impacts is provided in the summary text following the
numbered impact and mitigation measure below.

It is also important to note that the projected intersection operations listed in Tables 4.9-11 and 4.9-12 ((
assume full dcvebpment of vacant and undeveloped land within the Specific Plan area within a very short

timeframe. As such, the completion of a variety of transportation improvements and associated benefits

are not reflected in the technical calculations. Thus, the projected intersection operations are considered

conservative.

‘In actuality, Specific Plan develbpment will occur over 10 to 15 years, by which time the interchange

reconfigurations on 1-880 at Dixon Landing Road and SR 237 will be completed, as will as the widening
of I-880. These major improvements will reduce diversion onto some City streets and will improve
overall traffic flows. Accordingly, traffic conditions at particular intersections will very likely be better
than presented in this environmental document.
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Table 3.9-Ii .
Baseline Pius Project Intersection AM Peak Hour Levels of Service

Cﬁ:i?tiiﬁls Baseline Plus Project Conditions Sig.
Intersection ‘
Average o | Average oo vdin »dqn | Impact?
Delay Delay Delay v/iC

1. Milpitas Boulevard/Abel Street-Jacklin Road 45.8 sec E 48.3 E +4.5 40,027 Y
2. N, Abel Street/Marilynn Drive 174 C 18.8 C . +12  +0.017 N
3. Caiaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/S. Abbott Averue 69.0 sec F 79.2 3 +7.0_ +0.029 hd
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Serra Way 12.3 sec B 15.2 C+ +4,4  +H0.046 N
5. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street * 45.1 sec E 47.9 E H.7 002 N
6. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Milpitas Boulevard ® 2645ec D+ 20,0 D 423 +0.075 N
7. 8. Abel Street/Serra Way 159scc  Ct 18.7 C .49 40216 N
8. 8. Main Street/Serra Way 4.4 sec A 1.2 B +38  +0.147 N
9. 8. Abel Streev/Corning Avenue 112sec B 10.7 B +0.0 _ +0.113 N
10. 8. Main Street’Corning Avenue (unsignaiized) - 150 sec B 217 C N/A_ N/A N
11. 8. Abel Street/W. Curtis Avenue 12.7secc . B 14.2 B- 495 +0.084 N
12. S, Main Street/W. Curtis Aveoue 13.2 seo B 16,5 C+ 425  +D.169 N
13, Tasman Drive/Alder Drive 15.95¢c O+ 15.0 B- 53 0.028 N
14, Tasman Drive/1-880 Soutsbound Ratnps 52.3 sec E 3.4 r +24,5 . +0,049 Y
15, Great Mall Parkway/1-880 Northbound Ramps 94.7 sec F 129.8 F 53,4 0127 Y
16. Great Mall Parkway/Abel Street 68.2 sec F- 180.6 F_ +1664  +0.233 Y
17. Great Mall Parkway/Main Street 17.5 sec C 24.8 C- +108  +0.196 N
18, S, Abel Street/S. Main Street 11.6 sec B 11.4 B +1.0 +0.093 N
19. Montague Expy/S. Main $¢-Oakland Rd, * 64.3sec  F 119.1 F___+1284 +8.106 Y
20, Montague Expy/McCandless Dr-Trade Zone Blvd,* | 29.8sec b 32.7 D +4.3 40,067 N
21. Montague Expy/Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave, 4%.1 sec E 86.4 F +38.8  +0.479 Y
22, Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard” 550sec E 68.4 ¥ +18.0  +0.048 Y
23, Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue 261sec Dt 27.6 D+ 422 40025 N
24, Main Street/Carlo Street (uasignalized) 21.8 sec C 43.8 E N/A N/A Y

Unacceptable operations are shown in bold fype, based on local (LOS D) and CMP (LOS E) minimum operating standards.
Analysis is considered conservative because of the inclusion of traffic from Home Depot, which has since been removed from the
proposed project. Impact significance based on City of Milpitas and Valiey Transportation Authority criteria,

a CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlled
intersections. LOS at unsignalized intersections represents worst-case movement or approach,

LOS =Level of service

V/C = volume-to-capacity

=+ =change {change in critical delay versus average delay as required by City of Milpitas and VTA guidelines)

Source: Fehr & Peers Assooiates, Inc., 2001,
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Table 3.9-12
Baseline Plus Project Intersection PM Peal Hour Levels of Service

C;;::l?tiiﬁis ‘| Baseline Plus Project Conditions Sig.
Intersection s
Average | oo | Average [ +dn  edn | Tmpact?
Delay Delay Delay v/iIC

1. Milpitas Boulevard/Abel Street-Jecklin Road 32.55ec D 26 D 02 40021 N
2.N. Abel Street/Marilynn Drive 23.8 sec C- 26.4 D+ +1.8  +0.040 N
3, Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/8. Abbott Avenue 26.8 sec D+ 29.0 D +19.6  +0.063 N
4. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Semra Way 17.0séc C+ 245 C- 4100  H0.118 N
5, Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street 43.0 sec E+ 105.2 F 4874 +0.209 v
6. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Miipitas Boulevard * 66.9 sec F 92,7 ¥ 4503 +0.086 N
7. 8. Abel Street/Serra Way 18.6 sec C 244 - Cn +14.1  +0.289 N
8. 8. Main Street/Serra Way 7.5 sec B 9.8 B 420 40,181 N
9. 8. Abel Street/Corning Avenue 7.7 sec B 1.9 B +14  +0.182 N
10. 8. Main Street/Coming Avenue (unsignalized) 258 sec D 76.1 F N/A N/A Y
11. S. Abel Street/'W, Curtis Avenue 5.6 see B+ 17.6 C +164 40306 N
12. 5. Main Street/W. Curtis Avenue 14.2 sec B- 16.6 C+ 438  +0.2390 N
}3. Tasman Drive/Alder Drive ) 4044 see F 452.4 F +76.7 - +0.052 v
14. Tasman Drive/1-880 Southbound Rarnps 17.6 sec c 1033  F +102.0  +0.283 Y
15. Great Mall Parkway/1-880 Northbound Ramps 62.4 sec F 2123 F +664.7 _ +0.527 Y
16. Great Mall Parkway/Abel Street 29.0 sec D 385 D +132 +0.239 N
17, Great Mail Parkway/Main Street 279 sec Dt 353 D +07 232 N
18, S. Abel Street/S. Main Street 8.1 sec B .7 B +1.8  +0.170 N
19. Montague Expy/S. Main St-Oakland Rd, 78.9 sec F 136.1 F +131.5  +0.136 Y
20. Montague Expy/McCandless Dr-Trade Zone Blvd." | 63.2 sec F i10.1 F +78.6 ~ +0.178 Y
21. Montague Expy/Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave .* 213.1 sec 3 84,2 F 2631 +0.116 v
22, Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard® - 363 sec D 724 F +52.0  +0.148 Y
23. Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue 339 sec D 34.4 D +03  H.006 N
24. Main Street/Carlo Street : 39.5 see E 47.6 E N/A N/A Y

Unacceptable operations are shown in bold type, based on local (LOS D} and CMP (LOS E) minimum operating standards.
Analysis is considered conservative because of the inclusion of traffic from Home Depot, which has since been removed from the
proposed project. Empact significance based on City of Milpitas and Valley Transportation Authority criteria.

a CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign contmi!ed
intersections. LOS at unsignalized infersections reptesents worst-case movement or approach. '

LOS =Level of service
V/C =volume-to-capacity
=+ = change (change in critica) delay versus average delay as required by City of Mllplt&s and VTA gu:delmes)

Source: Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., 2001,
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Unacceptable Intersection Operations (Baseline+Project). Implementation of the
impact proposed Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at
Traffic-| fourteen (14) intersections in and surrounding the Midtown planning area, Of these

intersections, nine (9) intersections would be significantly affected by project traffic in

the AM peak hour, and eleven (11) intersections would be significantly impacted in the

PM peak hour. A summary of these impacts is provided in Table 3.9-13.

Mitigation Measure Traffic-1: With implementation of the Specific Plan the City shall
impiement the improvements summarized in Table 3.9-13, consistent with Policy 4.8 of .
the Draft Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan, Historically, the City has required
development to pay its pro-rata share of improvement costs on a project by project basis.
The City shall continue to use this approach or identify alternative funding mechanisms
such as RDA funds or General Funds prior to development in Midtown, Improvements
may be phased, according to actual development and the demonstrated need for the
improverents, With the implementation of the traffic improvements specified in Table
3.9-13 (Draft EIR), six of the intersection impacts would be mitigated to a less than
significant level. However, impacts at eight of the intersections would still be considered
B significant. Feasible mitigation measures are not available. Thus, these remaining
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable,

The following sections provide more detail on the pi‘oposed roadway improvments, and reasons why
additional mitigation measures are not feasible.

Milpitas Bivd./Jacklin Rd.-Abel $t. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in 2
decrease in the currently substandard AM peak operating conditions at Milpitas Blvd./Jacklin Rd.-Abel
St. Development anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan would generate traffic that would
exacerbate LOS E operations at this intersection under baseline conditions. The measure required to
mitigate the AM peak hour impact includes re-constructing the east and west approaches and replacing
the existing split phasing with protected left-turn phasing on Abel Street/Jacklin Road. This measure
would address the incremental traffic impact of the proposed Specific Plan at this intersection.

Calaveras Bivd. (SR 237)/Abbott $t. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would resultin a
decrease in the currently substandard AM peak operating conditions at Calaveras Blvd. (SR 237)/Abbott
St. This intersection would operate at LOS F under baseline conditions; delays would increase at this
intersection with implementation of the development anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan. A
mitigation that could alleviate this impact would be to add another westbound through lane (for a total of
four through lanes) at the intersection. However, the City does not consider this mitigation measure
feasible because of right-of-way and existing structural constraints. Buildings are located close to the
roadway and would require modification or removal to accommodate the mitigation measures. This
impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Completion of the SR 237/1-880 interchange re-
construction will likely improve overall traffic flows in the area. Accordingly, operations should be
monitored and the need for this improvement should be re-considered in the future.

.
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Table 3.9-43
Mitigation Measures and LOS under Baseline Plus Project Conditions
Unmitigated Mitigated Specific
‘ Plan
Impact
Ref. Peak Fully
Number | Intersection Reguired Mitigation Hour { Delay | LOS | _Delay | LOS | Mitigated?
Milpitas Blvd./ Re-configure east-west AM 48.3 E 45.7 E Yes
i Jacklin Rd.-Abel approaches to permit east-
St. (AM) - west phasine, :
Calaveras Blvd, None feasible, AM 79.2 F 79.2 F No
2 (SR 237Y Abbott
St. (AMD
Calaveras Bivd. | Adda2™ EB lefiturn lane PM 105.2 F- 39.3 D- Yes
3 (SR 237)/Abel 8t. and separate NB right-tumn .
(PM) lane with overlap.
Calaveras Blvd. None feasible. PM 92.7 F 92.7 F No
4 (SR 237)/Milpitas
Bl {(PM)
5 S. Main St/ . . Signalization (if warranted). PM. 76.1 - F 26.5 D+ Yes
Corning Ave. (PM)
Tasman Dr./ Alder | Restripe NB shared PM 4524 F 263.3 F Yes
6 Dr. (PM) through/right-turn lane as a
separate right-turn lane and
provide overlap phase,
Tasman Dr./1-880 | None feasible. AM 73.4 F 73.4 F No
7 SB Ramps PM 103.3 F 103.3 F No
(AM/EM)
Great Mall Pkwy./ | None feasible. AM 1298 F 129.8 F No
g 1-880 NB Ramps ' PM 2123 F 2123 F No
(AM/PM)
9 Great Mall Pkwy./ | Additional NB left-turn lane. AM 180.6 F 105.4 F No
Abel 8t (AM) ‘
Montague Expy./ 8. | None feasible. AM 119.1 F 1193 F No
10 Main St.-Oakland PM 136.1 F 136.1 F No
Rd. (AM/PM) :
Montague Expy./ Add third EB mixed-fiow PM 110.1 F 68.7 F No
McCandless Dr.- lane on Montague
14 Trade Zone Blvd. Expressway (part of fiture
(PM) widening project). No
additional feasible measures.
Montague Expy./ None feasible. -AM 864 .1 F 86.4 F No
12 Great Mall Pkwy. PM 3842 F 384.2 F No
(AM/PM)
Montague Expy./ Extend WB merge lane on AM 684 F 204 C Yes
13 Miipitas Bivd. Montague Expy. And create PM 12.4 F 38.2 D Yes
(AM/PM)- “free’” SB right-turmn lane. .. : : : - :
14 8. Main 8t./ Signalization. AM 43.8 E 12,0 B Yes
Carlo St. PM 47.6 E 10.2 B Yes

Notes: NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound, WB = Westbound, EB = Eastbound
Source: Fehr & Peers Assoc. Inc., 2001,
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Calaveras Blvd. (SR 237)/Abel St. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would resultin a
worsening of the currently substandard PM peak operating conditions at Calaveras Blvd, (SR 237)/Abel
St. This intersection would operate at LOS E under baseline conditions, and would degrade to LOS F
with the proposed project. The improvements required to mitigate the PM peak hour impact include
installation of a separate northbound right-turn lane with overlap phase and installation of a second
eastbound left-turn lane. This mitigation would provide LOS D or better operation in both peak hours
and would meet the CMP criteria for this intersection. The provision of a second eastbound left-turn lane’
is a partially fanded CIP project. Provision of a northbound overlap phase would preclude westbound U-
turns at this intersection. The eastbound entrance to Carlo Street would have to be closed to properly
implement this improvement. The City would commit to funding and implementing these improvements
with adoption of the Specific Plan (Draft Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan, Policy 4.8).

It should be noted that Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237) is a Caltrans-maintained facility and any
improvements would required that agency’s approval for encroachment permits. The lane additions will
require some right-of-way acquisition. With these improvements, impacts at this intersection would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Calaveras Bivd. (SR 237)/Milpitas Blvd. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would resultina
worsening of the currently substandard PM peak operating conditions at this intersection. This
intersection would exacerbate LOS F operations under baseline conditions by increasing the critical delay
and critical turning movement volumes. The improvement required to mitigate the PM peak hour impact
is the construction of a third westbound through lane, This improvement would require construction of a
receiving/merge lane on the other side of the intersection of at least 500 feet in length. Since this
improvéinent would require substantial reconstruction of the bridge structure over the Union Pacific
Railroad and would likely require the removal of existing buildings, the City does not consider this
improvement feasible, The impact to this intersection is considered significant and unavoidable.

§. Main $t./Corning Ave. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in & worsening of the
currently PM peak operating conditions at S. Main St./Corning Ave. to a substandard condition. This
intersection would operate at LOS D under baseline conditions, and would degrade to L.OS E with the
proposed project, The City of Milpitas will monitor this intersection to identify locations requiring
signalization. The signal priority list is updated annually based on new count data and other information
(i.e., number and severity of accidents, pedestrian demand, etc.). A signal will be installed if needed
based on operating level and standard warrant criteria. This mitigation measure would reduce the impact
at this intersection to a less-than-significant level.

Tasman Dr./Alder Dr. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a worsening of the
currently substandard PM peak operating conditions at Tasman Dr./Alder Dr. This intersection is
projected to operate at LOS F under baseline conditions; and delays would increase with the addition of
project. The improvement required to mitigate this impact according to the technical calculations is the
restriping of the northbound shared through/right-tum lane as & separate right-turn lane and the provision
of an overlap signal phase. Provision of a northbound overlap phase would preclude westbound U-tumns
at this intersection. It should be noted that traffic in the eastbound direction on Tasman Drive often
queues back to the Alder Drive intersection, and modifications to signal timings due to impending light
rail operation will change operating conditions at this location. The city would commit to funding and
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implementing these improvements with adoption of the Specific Plan (Draft Midtown Milpitas Specific
Plan, Policy 4.8). However, the need for this improvement could be re-evaluated in the future. It should
be also be noted that traffic naturally operates with right-turning vehicles in the curb lane and through

. vehicles in the adjacent through lane. If future conditions demonstrate that the intersection operates
acceptably, the improvement would not be required.

Tasman Dr./1-880 $B Ramps. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a worsening
of the currently substandard AM and PM peak operating conditions at Tasman Dr./I-880 SB Ramps. This
intersection would operate at LOS E/F (AM/PM) under baseline conditions; delays would increase at this
intersection with implementation of the development anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan, The
intersection would operate at LOS F under both AM and PM peak periods. A measure that could
alleviate this impact is the addition of a fourth through lane in each direction (westbound for the AM
~ impact and eastbound for the PM impact). This measure would require the widening of the existing

" Tasman-Great Mall overcrossing and modification of ramps at and near the adjacent intersections. The
VTA is considering adding a fourth through lane in the westbound direction and an eastbound “free”
right-turn lane among other capacity enhancements. The I-880 freeway and its ramps are Caltrans-
maintained facilities. Modification of these facilities would require Caltrans approval. The City does not
have legal authority to implement the required improvements. In addition, it is uniikely that these
improvements would be supported by Caltrans in light of other priority roadway projects in the region.
Thus, the impact at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable.

Great Mall Pkwy./1-880 NB Ramps. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a ((\
worsening of the currently substandard AM and PM peak operating conditions at Great Mall Pkwy./I-880
NB Ramps. This intersection would operate at LOS F under baseline conditions, and delays would
increase at this intersection with implementation of the development anticipated under the proposed
Specific Plan. The measure required to alleviate this impact is the addition of a second westbound left-
turn lane, a northbound right-turn overlap phase, and either an additional exclusive northbound left-turn
lane or an additional exclusive westbound through lane. This physical mitigation measures would require
the widening of Tasman-Great Mall overcrossing. The I-880 freeway and its ramps are Caltrans-
imaintained facilities. Modification of these facilities would require Caltrans approval. The City does not
have legal authority to implement the required improvements. In addition, it is unlikely that these
improvements would be supported by Caltrans in light of other priority roadway projects in the region.
Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable,

Great Mall Pkwy./Abel St. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a worsening of

the currently substandard AM peak operating conditions at Great Mall Pkwy./Abel St. This intersection

would operate at LOS F under baseline conditions; delays would increase at this intersection with

implementation of the development anticipated under the proposed Specific Plan, To fully reduce this

impact to a less-than-significant level, an additional northbound left-turn Jane and a second southbound

right-turn lane would have to be constructed at this intersection. These improvements would require the

widening of the southbound leg of the intersection over Penitencia Creek, and may require narrowing of

the southbound departure leg and elimination of the bus stop shoulder. However, installation of the

second southbound right-turn lane could result in potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts and is not

considered desirable by City staff. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. It is ya
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expected that a substantial amount of traffic on Abel Street and Main Street currently diverts from I-880
because of existing congestion. Some of this traffic is expected to shift back to 1-880 upon completion of
the SR 237/1-880 and Dixon Landing Road projects on I-880, as well as the widening of I-880 from four
to six lanes between U.S. 101 and Montague Expressway. At that time, overall traffic operations on Abel
Street and Main Street are expected to be better than presented in this document for Project Conditions.

Montague Expy./S. Main $t.-Qakland Rd. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a
worsening of the currently substandard AM and PM peak operating conditions at Mentague Expy./S.
Main 8t.-Oakland Rd. This intersection would operate at LOS F under baseline conditions; and delays
would increase at this intersection with imaplementation of the development antjcipated under the
proposed Specific Plan. Partial mitigation of this impact could be achieved with the addition of a fourth
lane in each direction on the expressway with one lane in each direction continuing to be designated for
high oceupancy vehicle (HOV) use. However, additional turn lanes on Montague Expressway (e.g., triple
left-tum lanes) would be required to completely mitigate the project’s evening peak hour impacts, The
Montague Expressway widening four lanes per direction is a future regional improvement that is one of
the region’s top transportation priorities, However, no additional mitigation is considered feasible to fully
alleviate the PM peak hour condition because these improvements are outside the City’s jurisdiction.
Montague Expressway is a Santa Clara County-maintained facility and modification of this roadway
would require County approval. The impact at this intersection is considered significant and unavoidable,

Montague Expy ./McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone Blvd. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would
result in 2 worsening of the currently substandard PM peak operating conditions at Montague
Expy./McCandless Dr.-Trade Zone Blvd. This intersection would operate at LOS F under baseline
conditions; delays would increase at this intersection with implementation of the development anticipated
under the proposed Specific Plan. Partial mitigation of this impact could be achieved with the addition of
a fourth lane in each direction on the expressway with one lane in each direction continuing to be
designated for HOV use. The Montague Expressway widening (four lanes per direction) is a future
regional improvement that is one of the region’s top transportation priorities. However, additional turn
lanes on Montague Expressway (e.g., triple left-turn lanes) would be required to completely mitigate the
project’s evening peak hour impacts. An alternative measure to fully mitigate the project impact is
provision of an overlap phase for the southbound right-turn movement. Either of these measures would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. However, Montague Expressway is a Santa Clara
County-maintained facility and modification of this roadway would require County approval.
Improvement of this roadway is outside of the jurisdiction of the City of Milpitas. Thus, this impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

Montague Expy./Great Mall Pkwy.-Capitol Avenue. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would
result in a worsening of the currently substandard AM and PM peak operating conditions at Montague
Expy./Great Mall Pkwy. This intersection would operate at LOS F under baseline conditions; delays
would increase at this intersection with implementation of the development anticipated under the
proposed Specific Plan. The at-grade improvements required to mitigate the AM and PM peak hour
impacts include a third northbound through lane (AM) and a separate southbound right-turn lane (PM).
However, the intersection will be effectively built out under baseline conditions without the proposed
project, The City does not consider thee additional lanes feasible because of right-of-way and existing
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structural constraints. Buildings are located close to the roadway and would require modification or
removal to accommodate the mitigation measures. This intersection is planned to be grade-separated in
the future as part of an overall regional improvement. This impact is considered significant and
unavoidable unless the intersection is grade-separated. If the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor
selects BART as the preferred alternative, this intersection would be grade-separated as part of the BART
project and thus mitigate this impact. However, this improvements can not be assumed; thus, impacts at
this intersection are considered significant and unavoidable.

Montague Expy./Milpitas Blvd. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a worsening
of both the AM and PM peak operating conditions at Montague Expy./Milpitas Blvd. This intersection
would operate at 1LOS E and D under baseline conditions in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.
Delays would increase at this intersection with implementation of the development anticipated under the
proposed Specific Plan and operations would be LOS F during both peak hours. The City of Milpitas will
extend the existing westbound merge lane and create a “free” movement for southbound right-turning
vehicles (i.e., these vehicles would not be controlled by the traffic signal). This measure would reduce the
impact at this intersection to a less-than-significant level. (Striping of the center Jane as a shared
left/right-turn lane would nor mitigate the projected impacts.)

5. Main St./Carlo St. Development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a worsening of the

currently PM peak operating conditions at 8. Main St./Carlo St. to a substandard condition This

intersection would operate at LOS D under baseline conditions, and would degrade to LOS E with the (
proposed project. The City of Milpitas shall continue to monitor this intersection as part of its annual

monitoring program to identify locations requiring signalization. A signal will be installed if warranted

based on operating level and standard warrant criteria. This mitigation measure would reduce the impact

at this intersection to 2 less-than-significant level.

g

FREEWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE

Project-generated traffic volumes were added to baseline (i.e., existing) traffic volumes for each freeway
mainline segment. These volumes were then used to re-calculate density for each segment under Baseline
Plus Project Conditions. The resultant freeway segment conditions are presented in Appendix E. The
addition of traffic from the proposed Midtown Specific Plan under Baseline Conditions would exacerbate
already unacceptable traffic operations at impacts on one (1) of the ten (10) study freeway segfner;ts
during the AM peak hour and all ten (10) segments (one or both directions) during the PM peak hour.

The freeway segments that would operate at unacceptable conditions are the following:

SR 237 Westbound - Zanker to McCarthy (AM peak hour)
SR 237 Eastbound - Zanker to McCarthy (PM peak hour)
1-880 Northbound - Dixon Landing to SR 237 (PM peak hour)
1-880 Northbound - SR 237 to Tasman (PM peak hour)

- 1-880 Northbound - Tasman to Montague (PM peak hour)
I-880 Southbound - Tasman to Montague (PM peak hour)
1-880 Southbound - Montague to Brokaw (PM peak hour)
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8. 1-680 Northbound - Scott Creek to Jacklin (PM peak hour)

9. 1680 Southbound - Scott Creek to Jacklin (PM peak hour)
10. 1-680 Northbound - Jacklin to Calaveras (PM peak hour)
11. 1-680 Southbound - Jacklin to Calaveras (PM peak hour)
12. I-680 Northbound - Calaveras to Montague (PM peak hour)
13. I-680 Southbound - Calaveras to Montague (PM peak hour)
14, 1-680 Southbound - Montague to Capitol {PM peak hour)
15. 1-680 Southbound - Capitol to Hostetter (PM peak hour)

The project by itself would not degrade operations along any segments from an acceptable level (LOS D
or better) to an unacceptable level (LOS E or F).

Unacceptable Freeway Operations (Baseline+Project). The addition of traffic from
Impact the proposed Midtown Specific Plan under Baseline Conditions would exacerbate already
Traffic-2 unacceptable traffic operations at impacts on one (1) of the ten (10) study freeway
segments intersections during the AM peak hour and all ten (10) segments (one or both
directions} during the PM peak hour. These changes are considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure Traffic-2: According to VTA policy direction, mitigation measure
for regional freeway impacts is participation in the Countywide Deficiency Plan (CDP) |
prepared by the VTA, which would require additional impact fees to provide for regional
roadway improvements, including freeways. However, the CDP has not received final
approval, Thus, the mitigation of regional impacts to freeway operations cannot be
guaranteed, as the City of Milpitas does not have legal authority to mitigate freeway
impacts. For this reason, the contribution of development under the Milpitas
Specific Plan to unacceptable freeway operations is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact,

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS (2005)

The Baseline Plus Project Conditions analysis presented above adds all project traffic to baseline
conditions. However, development or redevelopment of the sites identified in the Midtown Specific Plan
is estimated to take at least 10 years to complete. A preliminary phasing plan shows that 3,060 dwelling
units, 345,000 square feet of office, 432,000 sguare feet of highway retail (including the Home Depot
store at the Great Mall), and 15,000 square feet of retail/dining space will develop within the plan area by
2005. This interim level of development was analyzed to illustrate near-term conditions based on market
rate absorption of the proposed uses. For this scenario, only intersections were analyzed.

Tables summarizing intersection level of service under this scenario are included Appendix E. With
market rate absorption, the addition of traffic from the Midtown Specific Plan is expected to exacerbate
already unacceptable traffic operations or degrade operations at seven (7) of the 24 study intersections
during the AM peak hour and nine (9) of the study intersections during the PM peak hour. Intersection
LOS calculations for this scenario are included in Appendix E.
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In terms of number of intersections impacted, the level of development under Baseline Plus Project
Conditions (2005) will significantly impact two fewer intersections during the AM peak hour, and one
less intersection during the PM peak hour as compared to full development of the new uses identified
under the Specific Plan. Except for the Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard intersection in the PM
peak hour, all of the intersections projected to operate at LOS F with completion of all Specific Plan
development under Baseline Conditions will operate at LOS F by 2005. The only intersection that wiil be
degraded with development beyond 2005 is the intersection of Milpitas Boulevard at Abel Street-Jacklin
Road.

CARLO STREET CLOSURE

The implementation of the proposed project will add traffic to Carlo Street west of Main Street. City staff
has previously discussed the possibility of closing Carlo Street immediately east of Abel Street because
this leg acts as fifth departure leg at the intersection and results in a non-standard intersection
configuration. Closure of the on-ramp from westbound Carlo Street to eastbound Calaveras Boulevard
(SR 237) has also been discussed as a possible modification. The merge area for on-ramp traffic is
relatively short and requires vehicle to accelerate rapidly to join the flow of eastbound traffic especially
during the PM peak period.

To address these issues, two traffic scenarios were analyzed under Baseline Project Conditions, which
includes the highest intersection tumning movement volumes. The first scenario assumes only closure of (
eastbound Carlo Street at Abel Street. The second scenario assumes both the closure of Abel Street
access to Carlo Street, as well as closure of the ramp to eastbound SR 237. However, the west leg of the
Main Street/Carlo Street intersection is still expected to provide access to the Pacific Bell parking lot
located at the southeast quadrant of this intersection.

The effects of these closures were evaluated by re-assigning traffic to the adjacent streets and conducting
a focused level of service analysis at the adjacent study intersections. Traffic from Carlo Street is
expected to divert to selected segments of Main Street, Weller Lane, Abel Street, and Serra Way. The
results of this analysis are presented in Tables 4.9-14 and 4.9-15 for the partial and full ¢losures of Carlo
Street, respectively. The corresponding LOS calculation worksheets are included in Appendix E.

The results of this analysis show that closure of the Abel Street access to Carlo Street would result in the
same or slightly worse operations at most of the study intersections. All of the projected changes in
average delay under this scenario are less than three (3) seconds except for the Main Street/Carlo Street
intersections, where decreases of up to nine (9) seconds are expected. Thus, this closure could be
implemented without significantly affecting traffic operations in the area.

Closure of the on-ramp from Carlo Street to eastbound SR 237 would have essentially the same
operations (i.c., level of service) except for the Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237) Abel Street intersection.
At this location, the on-ramp traffic from northbound Main Street would be diverted to the noﬁhbound
right-turn lane on Abel Street at Calaveras Boulevard.

(
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Table 3.9-14
Project Conditions Peak Hour Levels of Service with Carlo Street Closed East of Abel Street

Baseline Plus Project Baseline Plus Project Conditions w/
Yat " Peak Conditions Abel Street Access Closed
atersection Hour |  Average LOS Average - LOS Better, Same
Delay Delay or Werse
2 N, Abel Street/Masilyan De AM 18.8 C 18.8 e Same
LN arj Hive
o STy PM 264 D+ | 264 D+ Same
: AM 66.1 F 673 F - Worse
5. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237V Abel Steet
. PM 145.8 F 143.5 F Better
7 S, Abel SiroeySorma W AM 18.7 C 18.8 c Same
- 5 Aver Bieciem e PM 244 C- 24.5 C- Same
L AM 7.2 B 8.0 B Worse
8. S. Main Street/Serra Way
PM 9.8 B 10.6 B ‘Worse
24, Main Street/Carlo Street (unsigaalized) AM 43.8 E 359 E Better
L Mi2in ar t:d
ceiarlo Bivect timsignatize PM 476 E 38.6 E Better
Yable 3.9-15

_ Project Conditions Peak Hour Levels of Service with Carlo Street Closed East of Abel Street
*and Ramp to Eastbound SR 237 Closed

Baseline Plus Project Baseline Plus Project Conditions w/
Peak Conditions Abel Street Access and Ramp Closed
Intersection
Hour Average Los | Average | oo Better, Same
Delay * Delay ® * or Worse
' . . AM 18.8 Cc 190 C Same
2. N. Abel Sreet/Marityne Drive
PM 26.4 D 26.9 D Same -
AM . 661 F 66.8 F Worse
5. Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street *
] PM 145.8 F 375.7 F Worse
. AM 18.7 C 18.9 C Same
7. S. Abe!l Sweet/Serra Way
PM 24.4 C- 30.5 D ‘Worse
. AM 7.2 B 8.1 B Worse
8. 8. Main Street/Serra Way
" PM 9.8 B 10.6 B Worse
. . : AM 438 E 31.2 D Better
24. Main Street/Carlo Street (unsignalized)
M 47.6 E 42.1 B Better

Substantial changes to intersections projected to operate unacceptably are shown in bold type. Changes of less than 0.5 seconds
of average delay are cons:dered negligible (: €., categorized as “Same")

8 CMP intersection

b Average stopped delay per vehicle for signalized intersections and average control delay for stop sign controlled
intersections. LOS at unsignalized intersections represents worst-case movetnent ot approach,

LOS =Level of service

Source:_ Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., 2001, -
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The addition of approximately 390 vehicles to this already congested movement is projected to more than
double the average vehicle delay at the intersection. A separate northbound right-turn lane with an
overlap phase would have to be installed to provide similar operations and average delay to conditions
with the on-ramp open. Thus, closure of the on-ramp could be zmplemented with this improvement and
provide comparable operations,

It is important to note that conditions in the Main Street and Abel Street corridors are expected to improve
over the next few years as several regional transportation projects will be completed. The Dixon Landing
Road/I-880 and SR 237/1-880 interchange reconstruction projects plus the widening of I-880 from four to
six lanes between U.S. 101 and Montague Expressway will provide substantial additional capacity and
improve traffic flows. These improvements are expected to reduce the amount of diversion to Abel and
Main Streets from I-880 that currently occurs during peak periods.

FUTURE (2015) CONDITIONS

As noted at the beginning of this section, the analysis of Cumulative Conditions was coniducted based on
projected roadway link volumes. Traffic volumes for 2015 Conditions were developed using the City’s
travel demand model. A brief description of the City’s model and the corresponding land use and future
input assumptions is presented below followed by the 2015 roadway segment analysis.

City of Milpitas Model

The City of Milpitas travel demand model is a subset of the Center for Urban Analysis (CUA) mode]
maintained by the Valley Transportation Authority. This regional model is used by the VTA to produce
traffic projections for use in transportation and air quality planning. Although the CUA model produces
reasonable forecasts for freeways and major arterials in Santa Clara County, the model does not include
enough traffic analysas zone or roadway network detail to produce accurate forecasts for minor arterial
and local streets in the City of Milpitas. Thus, the City developed its own model based on the CUA
methodology and validated this model for 1997 conditions.

2015 Land Use Assumptions

- The City’s current model includes land use forecasts based on the City’s General Plan and land use
assumptions published for Santa Clara County in “Projections *98” by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). It should be noted that the current General Plan model includes recent changes
such as buildout of the McCarthy Ranch office development and the Cisco Systems campus.

2015 Transgortatiori Network Assumptions

The City’s year 2015 roadway network includes various planned transportation improvements. The
highway and transit networks in the 2015 CUA model formed the basis for the City’s model. The
improvements included in the CUA model are funded or have a probability of receiving funding in the
near future. Although exact schedules and completion dates are not known at this time, projects expected
to be completed by 2015 were included in this analysis. Within the City of Milpitas, the following
improvements are included:

October 8, 2001 Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
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I-880 Widening Projects

1-880 will be widened to include a high occupancy vehicle lane and auxiliary lane in each direction from
Montague Expressway north into Alameda County. South of Montague Expressway, this freeway will be
widened to include a third mixed-flow lane in each direction to the Highway 101 interchange.

Fremont Boulevard Extension to Dixon Landing Road

Fremont Boulevard will be extended southward from its current terminus near Lakeview Drive to Dixon
Landing Road. The Fremont Boulevard extgnsion will include two lanes in each direction and will form
the fourth leg of the McCarthy Boulevard/Dixon Landing Road interchange.

2015 Roadway Segment Levels of Service

The purpose of this analysis is to compare roadway segment operations based on the current General Plan
designations to operations with the land use changes proposed as part of the Midtown Specific Plan
project. The roadway segments included in this analysis were selected by City of Milpitas staff. In -
addition, City staff provided adjusted 2015 forecasts and the capacities for each roadway type. Appendix
E includes table that show the 2015 roadway segment analysis for northbound/eastbound and
southbound/westbound segments for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

The addition of traffic from the proposed Midtown Specific Plan under Cumulative Conditions would
significantly exacerbate AM peak hour operations on ten (10) roadway segments that are projected to
operate at unacceptable levels under the current General Plan. The project would also cause two (2)
segments to degrade from LOS D or better (under the current General Plan) to LOS E of F. During the
PM peak hour, development within the Midtown area is expected to significantly exacerbate operations
on ten (10) of the 35 study roadway segments and cause two (2) additional segments to operate
unacceptably. The roadway segments that would be affected negatively by development of the proposed
project are summarized below:*

Main Street Northbound - Curtis to Carlo (AM peak hour)

1-680 Southbound - Jacklin to Calaveras (AM peak hour)

SR 237 Westbound - McCarthy to 1-880 (AM peak hour)

SR 237 Eastbound - Zanker to I-880 (PM peak hour)

Calaveras Blvd Westbound - I-880 to Abbott (AM peak hour)

Calaveras Blvd Westbound - Abel to I-680 {AM peak hour)

Calaveras Blvd Eastbound - I-880 to Abel (PM peak hour)

Calaveras Blvd Eastbound - Hillview to I-680 (PM peak hour)

. Montague Expresswdy Eastbound - McCarthy to S, Main (PM peak hour)
10 Abel Street Southbound - Calaveras to Great Mall Pkwy. (AM peak hour)
11, Abel Street Northbound - N. Milpitas to Calaveras (PM peak hour)

12. Abel Street Northbound - Great Mall Pkwy. to S. Main (PM peak hour)

N N

4 Where two or more roadway segments are directly adjacent to each other, and both are projected to operate unacceptably, they have been
combisned in this Hsting,
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13. Great Mall Parkway Westbound - I-880 to S. Main (AM peak hour)
14. Tasman Drive Westbound - Zanker to I-880 (AM peak hour)

15. Tasman Drive Eastbound - Zanker to McCarthy (PM peak hour)
16. Main Street Southbound - Curtis to Carlo (AM peak hour)

17. Main Street Northbound - Montague to Abel (PM peak hour) _

Implementation of the Specific Plan is also expected to improve operations on twelve (12) segments in
the AM peak hour and eleven (11} segments in the PM peak hour in comparison to development
anticipated under the current General Plan.

Impact
Traffic-3

Future Conditions - Unacceptable Roadway Segment Operations. The addition of
traffic from the proposed Midtown Specific Plan under Cumulative Conditions would
significantly exacerbate AM peak hour operations on 10 roadway segments that are
projected to operate at unacceptable levels under the current General Plan, The project
would also cause two segments to degrade from LOS D or better {under the current
General Plan) to LOS Eor F. Durmg the PM peak hour, development within the
Midtown area is expected to significantly exacerbate operations on 10 of the 35 study
roadway segments and cause two additional segments to operate unacceptably. Tables
detailing these impacts are provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. These changes are
considered a s:gmﬁcant nnpact

Mitigation Measure Traffic-3: The City of Mxipnas bas taken on the administration and
construction of widening Montague Expressway between Great Mall Parkway-Capito}
Avenue and I-680. This widening includes the addition of a fourth through lae in each
direction, one of which will be a dedicated HOV lane during the AM and PM peak
commute periods. Although this i improvement will not reduce the projected impacts toa
less-than-significant level, it will reduce overall congestion and improve traffic flow in
the Midtown Area.

The VTA, Santa Clara County Roads and Airports Department, City of Santa Clara, City
of San Jose, and the City of Milpitas recently completed a plan line study and operations
analysis to assess the right-of-way, design, and cost issues to widen the remaining section
of Montague Expressway from Highway 101 in San Jose to Great Mall Parkway-Capitol
Avenue in Milpitas. At this time, funding for this project has not been obtained;
however, the agencies listed above are preparing a financing plan to pay for the
improvements.

No mitigation measures are considered feasible for any of the other roadway segments;

however, historically the City has required development to pay its pro-rata share of

improvement costs toward improvements on a project by project basis. All of those

segments projected to operate at unacceptable levels under the current General Plan will

do so because no feasible mitigation measure can be implemented to increase vehicle

capacity. All of these roadways are already built out aid cannot be widened within the

existing right-of-way. The secondary impacts of widening these roadways, which ( (
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include right-of-way acquisition and demolition of existing buildings, is expected to
result in 2 greater negative impact on the environment than accommodating the additional
congestion. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

TRANSIT SERVICES

As previously described, the VTA operates fixed route and commuter bus service, paratransit service, and
will soon extend light rail transit to the Midtown area. In addition, a potential future BART service
extension could occur along the existing Union Pacific rail line. The proposed project has been designed
in consideration of these existing and planned transit services. Specifically, Policy 4.3 of the Specific Plan
directs the City to support the establishment of BART service on the Union Pacific Rail Line. The project
would create an increased demand in transit services, especially in light of the traffic congestion that
currently exists, and is anticipated to continue to be present in and around the Midtown area. In addition,
newly developed sites within the Midtown area would be developed with enhanced pedestrian and bicycle
facilities to provide direct links to existing and future transit stations. Thus, the Specific Plan is consistent
with policies that encourage transit use and other alternative forms of transportation.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

The Midtown Specific Plan includes the provision of additional facilities to encourage the use of
alternative modes of transportation. The policies included in the Specific Plan related to bicycle and
pedestrian facilities include the following: '

Policy 4.1: Work with the VTA and BART to ensure that the transit stations are attractive facilities that
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.

Policy 4.2: Provide pedestrian connections between the transit stations and commercial, employment and
residential destinations that are direct, attractive and interconnected with the larger City sidewalk and
pedestrian path system.

Policy 4.12: Consider adding trails along the Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way, through the O'Toole Elms, and a
bike lane along Abel Street to the Milpitas Trail System.

Policy 4.13: Establish an interconnected system of sidewalks and pedestrian paths that provides safe and
convenient pedestrian access between the transit stations and other destinations within the Midtown area.

These improvements, along with those planned in the Milpitas Trail Master Plan, would help to distribute
bicycle and pedestrian traffic through the Midtown area. As part of the Specific Plan guidelines and
through the development review process for each individual project, sidewalks and pedestrian
connections would be required to further expand the non-automobile transportation network. These
additions to the bicycle and pedestrian network would ensure that alternative forms of transportation are
encouraged, and that these facilities are provided for new development in the Midtown area.
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PARKING

As previously described, parking is currently provided in off-street lots and in on-street spaces on
numerous facilities throughout the Midtown area, On-street parking is provided on some sections of
Main Street, Abel Street, Serra Way, Corning Avenue, and Curtis Avenue, The land uses proposed for
the Midtown area would generate an increased parking demand compared to existing conditions, Based
on typical peak parking demand rates, the proposed uses would generate 2 demand for over 10,000
spaces. Parking for new development will be required to be accommodated on-site, as currently required
by the City of Milpitas Zoning Ordinance. -Along Main Street, it may be difficult to achieve the higher-
density mixed-use development envisioned for the area and to provide adequate off-street parking, This
is primarily due to small parcel sizes along the street. The Specific Plan proposes to expand on-street
parking along Main Street, and that the City evaluate the need for additional public parking lot(s) as new
development along Main Street progresses. With these provisions in place, an overall parking shortage is
not anticipated in the Midtown area. No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant impact.
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CHAPTER 3.10. AIR QUALITY

3.10.1.. EXISTING SETTING

CLIMATE AND METEOROLOGY

Ambient air quality is commonly characterized by climatological conditions, the meteorologica! .
influences on air quality, and the quantity and type of pollutants released. The Milpitas area is subject to
a combination of topographical and climatic factors that affect the dispersal of regional and local air.

pollutants The following section descnbes pertment charactenstlcs of the air basinand pmwdes an
overview of the phys:cal conditions affectmg poIlutant mspersxon in the Mlipltas area.. :

Reglonai Cbmate :

The project site is 3ocated in the western portion of thc San Francxsco Bay A:rea Asr Basm, ar area
encompassing all of Marin, Napa, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, San Francisco, and
parts of Sonoma and Solano counties. The basin is characterized by a complex terrain consisting of
coastal mountain ranges, and inland valleys and bays. The ‘basin is bounded on the west by, the Pacific .-
Ocean on the north by the Coast Range, and on the east and south by the Dlable Range e i

s

'I‘he chrnate of the basm is dommated by the strength and Iocat:on of a sexmpermanent, subtrop:cal‘hzgh-_}_"

breezes, and moderate hwmidities charactenze regional climatic conditions. T summer 'Whén thé hzoh
pressure cell is strongest and farthest north, fog forms in the morning and temperatures are rmld .In

occasmnal ram stonns

Moderate temperanues and hurmdltles characterzze the planmng area where temperaturexs avetage 59
degrees Fahrenheit (F) annuaily (Felion 1965)..: Average daytime ligh temperatl;res range from 65
degrees E in July to'56 degrees F in December.- Average ovemlght Jow temperatures range from:59; i -
degrees F in July to 50 dégrees F in Ianuary Precipitation varies greatly in the planning area) depending::
OI 5ea501n. Ramfall averages approximately 22 inches annually and occurs almost exclusively from
October through Apnl Summers are mild and relatively dry with 4 to 5 months without raitrand>* A
conditions in the bay produce periodic fog during the morning. Winters are mild and generally rdiny.. . -

Regzonal wmd ﬂow pattems have an eﬁ‘ect oD air, quahty pattems by dxrectmg pollutants downwmd of
sources. Localized meteorological conditions, : such as moderate winds disperse pollutants and reduce:
pollutant concentrations. When a warm layer of air traps cooler air close to the ground, an inversion Iayer
is produced. Such temperature inversions especiafly hamper dispersion by creating a ceiling over the area
and trapping air pollutants near the ground. During summer mornings and afternoons, such inversions
can be present over the Midtown planning area. During summer's longer daylight hours, plentiful
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sunshine provides the energy needed to fuel photochemical reactions between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and
reactive organic gases (ROG), which result in ozone (O;) formation.

In the winter, temperature inversions dominate during the night and early morning hours but ﬁ‘eiiuently
dissipate by afternoon. At this time, the greatest pollution problems are from carbon monoxide (CO) and
NOx. High CO concentrations oceur on cold winter mommgs with strong surface inversions and light
winds.

CRITERIA AIR POL!.UTAN’!‘S

Currently, most of the effort to improve air quahty in the United States and California is directed toward
the-control of five pollutants, called "criteria” air pollutants: photochemical oxidants (ozone}, carbon
monoxide, fine particulate matter (PMyg), nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide. Fifteen years ago,
suspended particulate lead would have been included in this list, but the widespread availability and use
of unleaded gasoline has effectively eliminated lead as an air quahty ¢oncern. Criteria pollutants,
including their formation and health effects, are discussed below:

Ozone (0,)

‘O3 is a colorless gas with a pungent odor that causes eye imitation and respxratory function 1mpanrment
Most ozone in the atmosphere is formed as a result of the interaction of ultraviolet light, ROG, and NOXx.
ROG is composed of nonmethane hydrocarbons, and NOx is made of different chemical combinations of

- nitrogen and oxygen, mainly nifrogen oxide and nitrogen dioxide (NO,). Motor vehicles are the primary

source of ROG and NOx. Because these photochemical reactions occur on & regional scale, 03 is

_ conmdered a regwnai pollutant.

Fine Particulate Matter (PM,)

PM;, are atmospheric particles resulting from fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, and
patural activities. Health impacts from breathing the particulates resulted in revision of the Total
Suspended Particulate (TSP) standard to reflect particulates that are small enough to be inhaled (i.e., 10
* microns or less in size). Current standards define acceptable concentrations of particulates that are
smaller thart 10 microns in diameter, referred to as PMo. PM;, inchudes a wide range of solid and liguid
particles, including smoke, dust, aerosols, sulfates, and nitrates, which can cause lung damage.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

CO is an odorless, colorless, gas that causes a number of health problems including fatigue, headache,
confusion, and dizziness. The incomplete combustion of petroleum fuels in on-road vehicles is a major
cause of CO. €O is also produced during the winter from wood stoves and fireplaces.. CO tends to*
dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; consequently, violations of the CO State standard are generally
limited to major intersections dunng peak hour traffic conditions.
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Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

NO, is an indirect product of fuel combustmn in mdustnai sources, motor vehicles, and other mobile

sources (e.g., off-road vehicles, trains, am:raft, mobile equipment, and utility equipment). NO;_ causes a
. number of heaith problems mcludmg tisk of acute and chronic’ respuatory disease. ‘

_ Su!fur Dloxu!e (SO;[

. 8Ozi5a colorless igas with a pungent, zrrztatmg odor (Horowatz 1982) The major source of SO-, emissions
‘is ﬁxel—bummg equxpment in which fuel oil and/or coal are consumed SO, causes a number of health
‘problems mcludmg aggravatwn of chremc obstructlve lung dlsease :

-REGULATORY SE'!T!NG

Air quahty n fhe project wcmuy is regulated by several Junschctlons mcludmg the Enwronmental

Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality

Managemérit District (BAAQMD). ‘Each of these jurisdictions develop rules, regulations, policies, and/or

- goals to atfain the goals or directives imposed upon them through Ieglslat:on Although FPA regulanons
_'may not be. supersedeti, both State and local regulations’ may be more smngent .

Po]lutants subject to federal amblent standards are referred te as "cntena" pollutants because the EPA

‘puﬁ“;hshes criteria documents to justify the choice of standards. - One: of the most important reasors for aar '
-qué"bty standards is the protection of those members of the population Wwho are most sensitive to the
-adverse health effects of air pollution, termed "sensitive receptors

:‘ The term sensitive receptors refers to
spec1ﬁc population groups as well as the land uses Where they W ou!d resuie for long periods. Commonly -
identified sensitive population groups are children, the eiderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill.
Commonly identified sensitive land uvses are res1dences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers,
retlrement homes or convalescent homes, hospltals, and chmcs “The federai and State standards for the
critéria polhitants and other Staté régulated air poHutants aré shown in Ta‘ule 3. 1(}—1 -

Federal

The federal 1970 Clean Air Act ‘authonzed the 'estabhshment of nat:onal health based alr quahty
standards, and also set deadhnes for their attamment The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
(1990 CAAA) made major changes in deadlines for attaining National Ambient Air Quality Standards"
(NAAQS) and required actions in areas of the nation that exceeded these standards.  The 1990 CAAA.
requires designated agencies in any area of the nation that does not meet the NAAQS to prepare a plan
demonstrating the steps that will be taken to bring the area into compliance. The 1990 CAAA completely
revised the federal statute for achieving attainment of NAAQS and a new set of guidelines and planning
processes for carrying out the requirements of the Amendments, Provisions of Section 182, which relates
to O3 nonattainment areas, and Section 187, which relates to CO nonattainment areas, emphasize
strategies for reducing vehicle miles traveled. Section 182 requires submission of a plan revision that
"identifies and adopts specific enforceable transportation control measures to offset any growth in
emissions from growth in vehicle miles traveled or number of vehicle trips in such an area to meet
statutory requirements for demonstrating periodic emission reduction requirements."
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Table 3.10-1

Ambient Air Quality Standards

. California” _ National
Air Pollutant Concentration Primary (>) Secondary (>)
Ozone ' 0.09 ppm, 1-hr ave 0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg 0.12 ppm, I-hravg
‘ _ " 0.08 ppm, 8-ht avg.® 0.08 ppm, 8-hr ave’
Carbon Monoxide 9 ppm, 8-hr avg 9 ppm; 8-hr avg 9 ppm, 8-hr avg
. 20 ppm, 1-br avg 35 ppm, 1-hravg 35 ppm, 1-hr avg
Nitrogen Dioxide " 0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg 100 pg/m’ annual 100 pg/m’ annual
Sulfur Dioxide '0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg 0.03 ppm, annual avg 0.5 ppm, 3-ir avg’
0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg 0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg o
Suspended Particulate 30 pg/m’ annual 50 ug/m® annyal 50 pg/m’ annual
Maiter (PM;q) geometric medn arithmetic medn . arithmetic mean
: ‘ 50 pg/m’, 24-hr avg 150 pg/m’, 24-hr avg 150 ggfm"’ , 24-hr avg
Lead 1.5ug/m’, 1.5 pg/m® ‘ 1.5 ug/m®
30-day avg calendar quarter ' calendar quarter
Sulfates 25 pg/m’, 24-hr avg -~ -
Hydrogen Suifide 0.03 ppm, 1-hr avg -~
Vinyl Chloride 0.01 ppm, 24-ht avg o -~
Visibility Reducing Insufficient amount to — -
Particles produce an extinction
coefficient of 0.23 per
kilometer due to
particles when the
relative humidity is less
than 70%.

* . Catifornia standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour), suspended particulate matter-PM,, visibility
reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. The sulfur dioxide (24-hour), sulfates, lead, hydrogen sulfide,
and vinyl chloride standards are not to be equaled or exceeded.

National standards, other than ozone and those based on arnual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be

exceeded more than once a year. The ozone stendard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year

with maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.

© Based on newly established 8-hour EPA standard. The 0,12 ppm 1-hour standard will not be revoked in a given area

- until that area has achieved 3 consecutive years of air qualsty data meeting the I-hour standard.
ppm = parts per miltion by volume :

peim® = micrograms per cubic meter

Seurce: California Air Resources Board, 1998,
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The 1990 CAAA requires that projects receiving federal funds demonstrate conformity to the approved
State Implementation Plan (SIP)local air quality aftainment plan for the region. In 1982, each air district .
within California submitted its prospective air qualify attainment plari 10 the EPA for approval and -
inclusion in the federally enforceable SIP. Until the 1982 SIP is updated, conformity can be fulfilled by
showing a project's consistency with the most recent adopted air quahty attaxnment plan for each dlstrlct

State

The Califotnia Clean Air Act (CCAA 1988) rcqu1res that all air districts in the Stite endeavor to ach:eve
and maintain California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for 03, CO SO, and NO; by the
earliest practical date. Plans for attaining CAAQS were to be submitted to the CARB by June 30 1991;
however, some districts are still in the draft process. The CCAA speczﬁes that dlstncts focus partlcular
attention on reducing the emissions from transportation and area-wide emnission sources, and the act
provides districts with new authority to regulate indirect sources. Each district plan is to achievéa 5.
percent annual reduction, averaged over consecutwe three-year periods, in district-wide emxssmns of each:
nonattainment pollutant or its precursors.

ax Area Alr Qualzg Manggement Distr:ct

The:BAAQMD is responsible for implementing emissions standards and other requlxements of federal

‘ and» State laws regarding most types of stationary emission sources, The BAAQMD regu]atcs a1r quahty

in Santa Clara County through its permit authonty and its planning and revxew achv:tles

Ina an effort to reach aitalnment of the State standards of 03 as required by the CCAA the BAAQMD -
compieted its Bay Area *97 Clean Air Plan (CAP) (BAAQMD 1997)." The CAP stiesses attainment of O;
standards and focuses on strategies for progressive reduction of NOx and ROG air emissions by -
promoting active public involvement, by encouraging compliance, by influencing behavior, and by
educating both the public and private sectors. Specific p?annmg efforts related to PMo have yet to be
undertaken by the BAAQMD. An Ozone Attainment Plan was also adopted in 1999 in response to the
region being redemgnated as nonattamment for the federal ozope standard_ :

EXISTING Am QuA:.m'MomtomNs DATA

Air pollutant concentrations are measured at monitoring stations throughout the a1r basm Baselme air
guality in the planning area can be inferred from ambient air quality measurements conducted at the. San .
Jose monitoring station, This monztonng station records several pollutants, and is the closest station in
proximity to the planning area that is representatlve of the air quality in Milpltas While close to the sife,
caution should be taken when extrapolating these measurements to describe pollutant levels in Milpitas.
The two locations are separated by about 8 miles, and all data may not be precisely representative of
Milpitas air quality. Table 3.10-2 summarizes the last three years of published data from this monitoring
station.
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Table 3.10-2

Summary of Annual San Jose Air Quality Monitoring Data

1997 1958 1994

OZONE (O3) -

State Standard (1-hr avg, 0.09 ppm)

Federat Standard (I-hr avg, .12 ppm)

Maximum Concentration 0.09. 0.15 0.11

Number of Days State Standard Exceeded 0 4 3

Number of Days Federal Standard Exceeded 0 1 0
NITROGEN DIOXIBE (NO,)

State Standard (1-hr avg, 0.25 ppm}

Federal Standard (0.053 ppm AAM) ,

Maximum Concentration 0.12 0.08 | 0.13

Annual Mean ‘ 0.025 0,025 0.026

Number of Days State Standard Exceeded 0 0 - L]

Federal Standard Exceeded ‘No " No " No
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

State Standard (1-he/8-hr ave, 20/9.1 ppm)
" Federal Standard (1-h/8-hr avg, 35/9.5 ppm) .

Maximum Concentration (1-he/8-hr) 10/6.1 9/6.3 9/6.3

Number of Days State Standard Exceeded (1-ht/8-ht) 00 0/6 0/0

Nemiber of Days Federal Standard Exceeded (1-hr/8-hr) 0/0 - 0/0 0/0
SUSPENDED PARTICULATES (PM,0)

State Standard (24-hr avg, 50ug/m’)

Federal Standard (24-hr avg, 150pg/m’)

Maximum Concentration 78 92 114

Number of Days Exceeding State 24-hr Standard 3 3 5

0 0 0

Number of Days Exceeding Fed 24-br Standard

ppm : parts per million

AAM : annual erithmetic mean

- ng/m’ : micrograms per cubic meter
NA : notavailable

Source: California Envitonmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board, Website, Adaraquery, 2000.
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EXISTING ATTAINMENT STATUS

Momtored criteria air pollutants are classified in each air basin, county, or in some cases within 2 specific

urbanized area.. The classification is deterinined by comparing actual monitoring data with State and
federal standards. If a pollutant concentration is Jower than the standard, the pollutant is classified as
“attainment" in that area. If an area exceeds the standard, the pollutant is classified as "non-attainment.”
If data are insufficient to determine whether or not the standard is exceeded, the area is designated . .-
"unclassified.”

The Bay Area Air Basin is considered a State nonattainment area for' the1-hour O standard and the 24--
hour and annual gcometnc mean standards for PMo (BAAQMD 1995).. The basin is in attamment for the
State CO, NOz, S0,, sulfates and lead standards, and unclassified for the State hydrogen sulﬁde and' .
v;slb:hty reduomg partlcles Tha planmng area is oonsadered a federai nonattamment area for 03, and a
federal attamment area for a _anﬂlmetlc PMm, CO NO;, SOZ, and lead standards and unclas51ﬁed '
for the federal 24—hour standard for PMw .

SENSITIVE REC&PTORS

entlﬁed sensmve populatlon groups aro chzidren the e}derly, the acutoly 111, and the e
chromcally il Commoniy 1dent1ﬂed sensitive land uses are resxdences schools, piaygrounds chﬁdoare
centers, t’*et;rement homes or convalesdent homes, hospltals and chmcs o

The sensatwe receptors in the Midtown area include remdentzal areas, such as those 1ocated north of
Weller Dnve nd’ along Maniyn Drive’i in the northem portxon of the plannmg area, as well as the Monte
Vista Apartmonts south of Cums Street between Abel Street and Sout‘n Mam Streot In addmon the new
Parc Métro and the Crossinigs apartments will infroduce sensitive receptors into the plannmg area o
Residential neighborhoods also exist immediately adjacent to the Midtown area, including’ along Alton”
Street (west of Abel Street), the Pines, and areag between the Umon Pacific railroad (eastern line} and
North lepltas Boulevard. ' : . : :

Ofher sérisitive roceptors in the' planmng afea mchido churches a senior oenter “and childeare centers.
Church uses include St, John’s church and school, located between South, Abel and South Main Streets;
the Jam Temple, located between South a;n Stroet and the Umon Pac1ﬁc ra;lroad (fori:neriy Southern
Pamﬁo westem lme) and several others _ . The. M:Ipltas Semor Center is located betvf n South Maijn
Stroet and the ra11 hne In addltlon, severai ch:ldcare centers are operated in M:dtown Mzipztas

3.0.2.- THRESHOLDS OF SIGNiFICANCE

For the purposes of th;s ana1y51s, the BAAQMD’s thresholds of sxgmi’ cance are used to determme if the
project would result in a significant air quality impact. Using the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (April
1996), significant air quality impacts are measured as follows:

*  Construction-related impacts would be considered significant if feasible BAAQMD construction
control mitigation measures listed in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines are not incorporated.
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*  Project emissions would be considered s:gmﬁcant at a regional level if the resulting cmlsswns of
ROG NOX, or PM;pexceeds 15 tons per year.

¢  Localized CO concentrations wouid be considered 51gmﬁcant ifa pro;ect contnbutes t6 CO -
concentrations exceeding the State Ambient Air Quality Standard of 9.0 parts per million (ppm)
averaged over 8 hours or 20 ppm for 1 hour,

3.10.3. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION -

CONSTRUCT ION-RELATED IMPACT )

" Although an overall devélopment intensity and density is identified through proposed land use
designations and regulations, the Specific Plan does not specify individual development projects.
However, any construction activities implemented in the Midtown planning area would temporarily

* generate NOx, ROG, 803, CO, and PM;, emissions during clearing, grading, and general construction
activities. The emissions produced during clearing, grading, and general construction activities are
"short-term" in the sense that they would be limited to the construction period. Emissions generated
during the clearing of vegetation and demolition of any existing buildings and structures would vary
substantially from day-to-day depending on the level of activity, the specific construction activity, and
weather conditions. Each acre of soil disturbed is estimated to create approximately 51 pounds per day
per acre of PMo (BAAQMD 1996). In addition, the operation of heavy-duty diesel-powered construction
equipment would generate NOx, ROG, and CO.

Construction-related emissions could affect sensitive receptors. The Specific Plan includes the
introduction of additional high-density housing. Any construction activities in the Specific Plan area near
the existing sensitive receptors or new residential units could be considered a short—term potentlally
significant impact.

The Specific Plan does not include BAAQMD PMy, construction control measures. Because construction
significance is determined by means of whether BAAQMD PM, construction mitigation measures are
implemented, construction emissions would be cdnsidgred a short-term significant air quality impact. -

Censtruction-Related Air Emissions from Development of the Midtown Milpitas .
“Specific Plan, Construction activities associated with the proposed development would
temporarily produce new air emissions. Emissions would vary substantially from day-to-
day and could potentielly produce substantial amounts of PMy,. The Specific Plan does
not-inclide BAAQMD PM,, construction control measures. Because construction
significance is determined by means of whether BAAQMD PM,, construction mitigation
measures ar¢ 1mplemented., construction emissions is a short-term significant air quahty
impact. ‘
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Mitigation Measure Aif-1:The following basic control measures are required to be
imiplemented at all cofistritction sites in the Midtown ated. Thesé measures shall be
mcorporated mto constmct;on contracts for prOJects in the Mldtown ared. - -

' 'a. ='\7~7=:1ter all actwe constructmn areas tmce dally and more oﬁon durmg wmdy
periods. Active areas-adjacent to existing land uses shall be kept damp atall.
tzmes or shall be treated with non-toxic stablhzers or dust palhanves

b. Cover all trucks hauhng soil sand, &nd other loose matenals or requlre all trucks
to maintain at least two feet of freeboard.

c. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parkmg areas and. stagmg areas at construction sites.

d. Sweep dally (preferably wﬁh water sweepers) a]] paved access roads parkmg
areas and stagmg areas at constructlon sites.

e. Sweep streets daaly (proferably with water sweepers) if visible soxl materlal is
carmed onto adjacent pubhc streets

j o Hydroseed or apply non—toxac 5011 stabllxzers to inactive construction areas.

4 g ~-Enciose, cover, water thee dally or appiy non~toxac soil binders to exposod
g stoekplles (dut sand etc) s " :

& ~he le‘lt trafﬁc Spoeds on unpaved roads to 15 mﬂes per hour

i. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways, '

j. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

k. Suspend excavation and grading activity whenever the wind is 50 high that it
_results in VlSlblC dust plumes desplte control efforts

After 1mplementatzon of the hsted xmtlgahon measures, constructlomrelated air emlssmns
: would be 1ess—than-sxgmficant - T i

LONG-TERM x'EG’toNAL IMPA'CTS

Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in long-ferm direct and indirect air pollutant emissions.
Direct emissions would be produced by. motor vehacles and namral gas usage Indarect emissions would
be generated through addztlonai eiectncﬁy usage ' TR

Em:ssmns from motor vehlcle operatxon are antaclpated to represent the greatest Iong term air quality
impact assoc:ated wzth development of the proposed project. Operational activities associated with the
proposéd land uses would also result in additional dispersed and mterm:ttent sources of pollutants,
primarily associated with the use of space and water heaters, household solvents and paints, and
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landscape maintenance equipment. - The estimated increases in mobile and arca source emissions,

" assuming development of the vacant parcels in the planning area, were calculated using the urban

" emission model, URBEMISTG (CARB 1995). These development assumptions are detailed in Chapter 2:
Project Description. The default assumptions contained in the model for the San Francisco Bay area were
used in the analysis. - Mobile source emissions were calculated based on the cstlmated net increase in
vehicle trips, obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for thlS project.

Estimated daily increases in tegional emissions are summarized in Table 3.10-3.

Table 3.10-3
Specific Plan-related Long-term Emissions
_ Emissions Gererated (Tons perYear) -
Emission Sources . ROG : NO, ‘ PMy,
Mobile Sources ‘ , 8248 145.79 63.12
Ares Sources ' ' 4439 1290 0.02
BAAQMD Significance Threshold . | 15 15 15
TOTAL 126.87 158.69 63.14

Note: Project-generated emissions were calculated using URBEMISTG computer program, based on the estimated net increase in

. vehicle trips obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this project and the default model assumptions for the San Francisco Bay
" Area, Area sources include emissions associated with the use of hatural gas-fired apphances, consumer products and landscape

. mamtenfmce equ:pment

Source: EDXAW, Inc., 2000,

Long-term Regional Air Emissions from Development of the Midtown Milpitas
Specific Plan. Based on the modeling conducted, the Specific Plan would generate
approximately 127 tons per year of ROG, 159 tons per year of NOx, and 63 tons per year
of PMyo. The estimated increases in regional emissions would exceed the BAAQMD’s |
annual significance threshold of 15 tons per year for each of the regional criteria
poliutants. This is a significant impact, : '

- Mitigation Measure Air-2: The Specific Plan contains policies directed at reducing
vehicle miles traveled. The Specific Plan encourages a compatible mixture of land uses,
provides for a land-use mix that supports major transit facilities, locates higher density
development around hubs and commercial centers, provides for the continuation of
pedestnan—onented retail development, and provides pedesman connections between the
transit stations and important destinations.
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Though these policies would help to reduce emissions, they would not reduce them fo a
level of insignificance. Due to the intensity of the development proposed, the proposed
Spec:ﬁc Plan could not be feasibly developed w:thout an increase in air emissions above
the significance thresholds of 15 tons per year for ROG,; N()x, and PM;o. This impact is
cornsidered s:gmficant and unavondabie ’

LOCAL MOBILE SOURCE CARION MONOX!DE CONCENTRATIONS

Implementatmn of the Speclﬁc Plan would add adchtlonal peak—hour vehlcle trips t‘nrough nearby
intersections. Thls increase in peakuhour traff ic volumes would cause greater congestion at.those,
intersections. The combination of 1ncreased traffic volumes and increased congestion Would resuit in
generatmg increased concentrations of CO at nearby intersections. ‘

Implemematlon of the Spemf ¢ Plan would result in mcreasmg 1-hour CO concentrations near
intersections. The BAAQMD’s CO Screemng method was used to calculate CO concentratlons at
intersections in the planning area for background and background plus proiect scenarios (BAAQMD
1996) Peak hour traffic: volumies, speed limit, and lane canﬁgurauon data were prov:dzd by Fehr and
Peefs Inc. As shown in Table 3.10-4, vehlcle emissions would prnduce 1-hour CO concentration -
mcreases inall but one of the intersectiofis (Tasman Drive/I-880. Southbound Ramps). Due to the low
background CO levels, Jimited increase in traffic volumes; and minor congestion, the California and:..-
federal 1-hour and 8-hour CO standards would not be exceeded at any intersection under background plus '
proﬁct condltlons No rmtlgatron measure is required for thls 1ess—than-51gmﬂcant zmpact ‘ . :

CUMUU\TIVE LONG TERﬁ REGIONAL IMPACTS

The Spemﬁc Plan wou]d resuit in cumulatzve iong»term direct and mdlrect air pollutant emissions. Du‘ect
ermssmns produced by natural gas usage and indirect exmssmns generated with elecmcﬂy usage would be |
the same as those prev:ous]y discussed. Cumulatwe cmlsswns from mator ve}ncie operataon, however, )
would be lower than project Tevels dué'to the phasing-out of dlrty older motor vehlclas and the’ * T
introduction of cleaner newer vehicles. A

The urban emission model, URBEMIS7G, was used to predict the quantities of NOx, ROG, and PM;
emissions generated under conditions for the year 2015 (CARB 1995). The model results indicate that
trips produced by the proposed project would generate approximately 127 tons per year of ROG, 159 tons
per year of NOx and 63 tons per yeat of PMyg.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District's significance thresholds for ROG, NOx, and PM,e,
would be exceeded. Project generated emissions, together with emissions from existing and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would cumulatively contribute to existing and projected exceedances of the
State and federal air quality standards in the air basin.
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Table 3.10-4

v

Predicted Maximum I-Hour and 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations
’ (in parts per million) '
Location Avéfagiﬁg - Background Background
‘ Time Pius Project

California Standards 1 20.0 20.0
§-hr 9.0 9.0

Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Abel Street Ihr 103~ 108
) : . ‘ 8hr 6.0 6.3
Calaveras Boulevard (SR 237)/Milpitas Blvd. - 1-hr 104 109
S ‘ : . 8-hr 6.0 6.4
Tasman Drive/Alder Drive l;hr 5.6 9'9
\ 8-hr 5.5 - 87

Tasman Drive/ 1-880 Southbound Ramps - 1-br , 9.3 9.3

S-hr 5.4 54

Great Mall Parkway/[-880 Northbound Ramps, 1-br 9.0 10.1
‘ ‘ . 8-hr 52 6.0
Montague Expressway/McCandless Dr-Trade Zone Blvd. L-hr 92 95
\ ‘ 81w 53 5.5

Montague Expressway/Great Mall Pkwy-Capitol Ave. 1-hr 104 112
8-t 6.1 6.7
Trade Zone Boulevard/Lundy Avenue 1-hr 7.6 7.7
' B 42 43

Note: The tabulated concentrations are the sums of a background component, which includes the cumulative effects of all CO

sources in the project vicinity, and a focal component, which reflects the effects of vebicular triffic on Toadways

Source: EDAW, Inc., 2000,
}
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Cumulative Leng-term Regional Impacts, Implementation of the proposed Specific
Plan would generate cumulative regional mobile source emissions associated with

by the proposed project would cumulatively contribute to existing and projected ..
exceedances of the State and federal air qua]xty stanciards in the air basm Thisisa
sagmﬁcaut 1mpact : , o L

: M:tzganon Measure A;r-3 Due to the xnten51ty of fhe development pmposed, the Speciﬁc

- Plan could not be feasibly developcd without causing an increase. in regional emissions,

‘ and all feas:ble mitigation measures have been mcorporated into the Specific Planas -
pohc;es (e.g., pohc:es dJrected at encouragmg non-automotive transpertatlon) “This
rlmpact is cons1dered mgn:ﬂcant and unavmdable - :

CUMULATWE LOCAL MOBILE SOURCE CARBON MONOX!DE CONCENTRA’FKONS

The Specific Plan, in conjunction with other developments in the surrounding area, would result in
producing more peak-hour vehicle trips through nearby intersections than what currently exists. This
increase in peak-hour traffic volumes would cause slightly greater congestion at those intersections. The
hlghest 1-hour and §-hour measured CO concentrations in the planning area within the last three years, 10
and 6.3 respectively, are well below the State and federa) standards. However, it is anticipated that future
bat:kgrcund CO levels will continue to drop as older cars are removed from the vehicle pool and replaced
by‘newer, more efficient vehicles: CO levels would most likely not exceed the State and federal
stzgda:ds after project implementation. This impact is considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is

. reguired.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

As previousty discussed, the proposed project's cumulative long-term contribution to regional emissions
is substantial (approximately 127 tons per year of ROG, 159 tons per year of NO,, and 63 tons per year of
PM,q). Project generated emissions, together with emissions from existing and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would cumulatively contribute to existing and projected exceedances of the State and:
federal air quality standards in the air basin, As previously discussed, these cumulative impacts are
considered significant. :

However, as discussed in Chapter 6: Growth Inducement, the proposed project has been developed by the
City of Milpitas to address the 1999-2006 Regional Housing Needs (RHNF) 1999-2006 Allocation
(ABAG 2000). In total, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has determined that the City
of Milpitas “share” of the regional housing need is 4,348 housing units. Accordingly, the average yearly
fair share housing need for the City of Milpitas is 580 housing units. Though the proposed Specific Plan

" would generate additional housing units, and thus population, in the Midtown area, the project is not

expected to result in sigpificant growth in the San Francisco Bay region as a whole. In addition, because
the proposed project encourages the use of transit, it is expected that the vehicle miles traveled associated
with the units proposed under the Specific Plan would be less compared to a development in a more

Midtowa Milpitas Specific Pian Octobér 8, 2001
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suburban location in the region.- Thus, the Specific Plan is consistent with the projected growth for the
. regrion, and has been designed to address regional air quality considerations. No mitigation is required.

v

ODORS

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depends on the frequency, intensity of source, wind speed

. and direction of wind, and sensitivity of the receptors. The BAAQMD regulates stationary odor sources.
QOdor sources within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD are assessed for impacts on a case-by-case basis.
The proposed project would include and uses that are not known.odor generators. In addition, the
existing industrial land uses within the planning area have not-be known to generate odor complaints.
The introduction of residential land uses into the Midtown planning area has already occurred, with no
increase in odor complaints. In general, the implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would reduce
the potential for odor complaints as a result of a general Shift from industrial land uses to commercial and
ofﬁcemorlented land uses. No mitigation is required.

‘ October B, 2001 ) . Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
© . Air Quality . 3.10-14 ‘ Draft EIR



CHAPTERB.!I; NOISE

e e ¢ bty Y Mo e, mowsARie & ameee b TRe G5te anw e

Nmse is “unwanted sound" and is known to have seVeral adverse eﬁ'ccts on people The known effects
_include hearing loss (not generally a factor with community noise), communication interference, sleep
interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. This section provides & summary of existing and -
projected noise conditions i in the Midtown M:ipatas plannfng area and prov:des an analysrs of the potent:al -
for noise impacts. : : b

311 EXISTING SETTING

NOISE MEASUREMENTS AND DESCR!PTDRS

Sound is 'described in terms of the loudness (amphtude) of the sound and frequency (pltch) of the sound. '
Sound levels are measured and expressed in decibels (dB). A welghted scale isused to descr;be g
environmental noise at any one pamcular time; however, commumty noise levels vary cantmuously in
order to account for the t1me~varymg characteristics of noise, all of the individual noise readings must, be .
averaged over a 24-hour period to give an eqmvalent level. This equwalent noise level is expressed as’ - .
" Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL, normally within 0.5.dB- of '
_the DNL value). DNL used in this section represents a sound level that is equivalent to the total varyzng -
sound levels that occur over a 24 “hour period plus 2.10 dB penalty for. nighttime noise (i.e: between 100
am.and 7 am) Figure 3.11-1, provided at the end of the chaptcr presents typical noise levels for different
‘ types of noise Sources within communities. : :

 NOISE COMPATIB!LITY STANDARDS

Based on the: known effects of noise, criteria have been established to help proteci pubhc health and :
safety and prevent disruption of certain human activities. The City of Milpitas has adopted standards’ for :
evaluating the compatszhty of larid uses with respect to outdoor and certain indoor noise levels. Thc R
purpose of the land uvse compatibility analysis is to screen projects that may require specific de31g

considerations to mitigate noise impacts. The noise compatibility, provided in Table 3. 11-1, are detived
from fhie California Office of Planining and Research and are provxded in the Nozse Eiement of the Clty of
M11p1tas General Plan (1998)

NO[SE SOURCES AND PRO]ECT ED NOISE LE\’ELS

Véhicular traffic aiong the major arterials and fre;ght traffic along the ra:lroads are the prmc;pal nmse
sources i the Midtown area.” In addition, futiire comumuter rail uses, such as the Tasman Light Rall
Corridor project, will introduce new noise sources into the Midtown plannmg area.

Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan ' Ociobér 8, 2001
praft EIR 30141 Noise



Table 3.H-
Land Use Compatlbzhty for Community Noise Envwonments

Exterior Day/Night Noise Levels -
DNL, dB I
1 Land Use Category - - Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly Unacceptable
) Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable

Residential - Single 50-60 | . 60-70 70 - 75  75-85
Family ‘ ' . ‘
Residential - Multiple . 60-65 60-70 70 - 75 .75 -85,
Family ’ ’

' Transient Lodging- 50 - 65 . 60-70 70-80 80 - 85
Motels, Hotels : . -
Schools, Libraries, 50-70 60 - 70 ' 70 - 80 '80-85
Churches, Hospitals, : :
Nursing Homés : . :
Auditoriums, concert T NA ' 50-70 . NA T 65-85
Halls, Amphitheaters , - )
Sports Arena, Qutdoor’ NA 50 -.75 NA - 70-85
Spectator Sports : .
Playgrounds, Parks - 50-70 NA i C675-75 72.5-85
Golf Courses, Riding 50-75 NA - 70 - 80 80 -85
Stables, Water
Recreation, Cemeteries
Office Buildings, 50-70 | 675-715 75 ~ 85 © NA
Business Commercial .
and Professional . , ‘ ‘
Industriaf, . 50-75 70 - 80 75-85 NA
Manufacturing, ' o
Utilities, Agriculture

. Normally Acceptabi Specified land use is satlsfa.ctory ‘based apan the assumption that any buﬂdma involved are of normai
conventional construction, witheut any special noise msulation requxrements

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be underiaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction réquitements is made and needed noise insulation features inchided in the design. :

No mgny Unaccentable: New consmzctxon or development shouid generally be discouraged. If new construct:on or development
does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements st be made and fiegded noise insulation features incheded
in the design.

" Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development clearly should not be undertaken.
NA: Not applicable. ‘

Source: Office of Planmng and Resaarch State of California General Plan Gmdelmes, 1990 obtained from the City of Mﬂpztas

General Plan, 1998,

October 8, 2001 | ‘ . : ~ Midtown Miipitas Spec‘iﬁ'c Plan
Noise S 3.H-2 - Draft EIR

ST



Interstate 880 is located on the westérn boundary of the Midtown area, and is projected to generate 80
DNL by 2010, Noise levels decrease with distance to 65 DNL approximately 1,300 feet from the
freeway The Great Mall Parkway, Tocated in the southiérn portion of the Midtown area, is pro_;ected o~
generate” 70 3):399 1mmed1ate1y adjacent to the roadway. Noise levels decréase with distance to 60 DNL"
apprommateiy 400 feet from the roadway S:mxlariy, the Montague Expressway i i pmjeeted to generate
70 DBL, with noisé levels diminishing to 60 DNL approx;mate]y 700 feet from the roadway. Calaveras '
Boulevard, located in the northern section of the Midtown area, is projected to generate 70 DNL with
noise levels dxmmishmg to 60. DNL apprex:mately 800 feet from the roadway

There ate two railroad lines that tfaverse the Midtown area and are used for freight reil'transpex‘tati(')ﬂ.
Both lines are now owned and operated by Union Pacific; the western line Was formerly a part of the -
Southern Pacific Transponatzon Company. Freight operation noise levels would be in excess of 70 DNL
immediately adjacent to the railroad tracks. Noise Ievels decrease with dlstance from the tracks to 60
DNL approximately 300 feet from the rzul line. Noise levels may change if BART is established on the
eastem nion Pamﬁc corridor. .

The Tasman nght Rail Comdor pmject w111 extend the emstmg lxght rail in the County throuﬂh Milpitas
(Milpitas 1998). The eastern segment of the Tasman Corridor would extend east from the existing
terminus-of the Guadalupe Corridor in San Jose, pass through Midtown Milpitas within the median of the.
Great MaH Parkway, and terminate just east of I-680 in San Jose. As part.of this;project, three pew
stations-will be constructed in Milpitas; two of which would be located within Midtown. This project is
antlcxpated to begin service in'2004 (RBF1999). According to the Tasman Corridor FEIR/EIS (1992),
the’ opet:ahon of the hght razl wouid generate noise Ievels of 54 t0°56 D"NL ata d;stance of 285 feet from
the tracks (RBF 1999) B -- - -

For all #4i] uses; the most intiisive foise ate the train whistles. Maximum noise levels for train whistles -
typically range from 90 to 100 dB at a.distance of 140 feet fromi the tracks. Train whistles are required
for safety purposes. Furfher, noise regillations typically do not address mstantaneous noise events, rather,
noise is regulated by standards based on noise measurements. averaged over a 24-hour penod The Clty
of lepltas standards are based o 1se measurements averaged over a 24 hour penod

REGULATORY BACKGROUND
Policies which regulate noise levels in the City of Mzipltas are described.in the City of Mllpztas General

Plan Noise Elemert (1 998) and the C:ty of M"ﬂpxtas Nmse Abatement Ordmance (Aprzl 1998) These are
describe below.

Milpitas General Plan

'I'he General P}an prowdes nelse co _ ‘ maps for the Czty of Mxlpltas “The data ﬁ'om these maps for the
Mrdtown Mlipltas plannmg area is prov:ded in Flgures 3.11-2'and 3. 11-3 whlch are provxded at the erd
of this chapter These maps show lmear bands subject to s:mllar average noise levels Flgure 3. 11~—2
shows noise levels in the Midtown planning area in 1988. A noise survey condueted in November and
December 1993 confirmed that noise levels had not changed substantially from 1988 to 1993. A similar
assessment has not been completed since 1993. Figure 3.11-3 depicts projected 2010 noise levels based

Midtown Milp‘ita§ Specific Plan ' October’ 8; 2001
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upOn anuc1pated traffic volumes. These projections do not included future commuter rail uses, which
were not known when the contours were developed.

Contours along roadways represent the predicted noise level and do not reflect the mitigating effects of

-  noise barriers, structures, or topography, Because landforms and structures may significantly affect noise

. exposure at a particular location, the noise contours should not be considered site-specific.

~ The two guiding principles described in the City of Milpitas General Plan Noise Element direct that the
~ City of Milpitas shall maintain land use compatibility with noise levels similar to those set by State

. guidelines, and that unnecessary, annoying, or injurious noise shall be ::mmmlzed. The policies used to
implement these goals include the following:

6-1-1

6-1-2

6-1-3

614
6-1-5

616

v 6"17‘7

. Use the guidelines in Table 6-1 (Noise and Land Use Compatibility) as review criteria for

development projects.

Require an acoustical analysis for projects located within a "conditionally acceptable" or
"normaliy unacceptable" exterior noise exposure area. Require matlgatmn measures to reduce
noise to acceptable levels.

Prohibit new constructlon where the exterior noise exposure is conszdereci "cleaﬂy

- unacceptable” for the use proposed

Where actual of prolected rear yard and exterior common open space noise exposure exceeds
the "normally acceptable" levels for new single-family and multifamily residential projects, use
mitigation measures to reduce sound Ievels in those areas to acceptable levels,

All new residential development (single fémiiy and muttifamily) and lodging facilitiés must
have interior noise levels of 45 dB DNL or less. Mechanical ventilation will be required where
use of windows for ventilation will result in higher than 45 dB DNL interior noise levels.

Assist in enforcing compliance with noise erhissions standards for all types of vehicles, .
established by the California Vehicle Code and by federal regulations, through coordination
with the Milpitas Police Department, Santa Clara County Sher:ff‘s Department and the
Cahforma Highway Patrol.

Avoid residential DNT, expos'ure increases of more than 3 dB or more than 65 dB at the

- property line, whichever is more restrictive.

_Cigx of Milpitas Noise Abatement Ordinance

" The City of Milpitas Noise Abatement Ordinance (1988) establishes that it is unlawful to create or permit
disturbing noise in the City of Milpitas (Section V-213-3). The ordinance states that it is unlawful for any
person in any district zoned for residential use to make, continue, or cause to be made any disturbing
noise between the hours of 10:00 pm and 7: 00 am and that construction shall not be allowed in all zoning
districts, between 7:00 pm and 7 00 am.

Octaber B, 2001 ' Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
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State of California Noise Insulation Standard ('f‘tle 24, Part ll) '

‘excess of 60 dBA have an acoustncai study to show how interior levels will be reduced to 45dBALdn. If

windows must be closed 16 meet the indoor goal, then ways to provide a habitable environment {e.g.,
mechanical ventilation) must be provided, This standard is consistent with the City Noise Element goals.

312 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on the Enwronmcntai Checklist Form contained in Appendix G to the CEQA Gmdehnos and
relevant C:ty of Mllpltas gmdance the proposed Specific Plan couid have a sxgmﬁcant noise impact if it
would:

»  Resultin constmct:on activities occur ootmde the Clty of Mllpxtas Mumczpai Code Sectlon V-
213 3 hours of 7 00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Frlday :

*  QGenerate re51dentlal DNL exposure increases of more than 3 dB or more than 65 dB at the
property line, whichever is more restrictive..

~* * Locateland uses within an area that exceeds the City’s ‘normally accoptable n01se Ievels (as
. previously identified in Table 3.11-1). S : S

3.L3. ENVIRONMENTAL EVAL!JAT!ON

CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS

Construction noise would be temporary and would include noise from activities such as site preparation,
truck hauling of material, use of cranes, and building construction.- Construction noise typically occurs
intermittently and yaries depending on the nature or phase.of construction (e.g:; land clearing; grading and
excavation, erection). Noise generated by constmctxon equipment, mcludmg earth movers, material '
handlers, dnd portable generators; can reach h:gh Jevels: Although noisé ranges aré szmﬂar for ail T
constmction phases the mmal 51te preparataon phase tends to mvoive the most equlpment h

The EPA has found that the no:sxest eqmpment types operatmg at consimonon sites typically range ﬁ'om v
88.dBA to 91 dBA at 50 feet. . Typical operating cycles may involve two minutes of full power, followed -
by 3 of 4 minutes at lower settings (EPA1971). : Table'3:11-2 hsts nmse levels generated by typ:cal e
constructlon equipment at a distance of 50 feet ; ; S Lo

W

Noise from localized point sources (such as constructlon s:tes) typlcaIIy decreases by about 6 dBA wxfh
each doubling of distance from source to receptor. Given this noise attonuatlon rate, outdoor receptors L
within approximately 1,000 feet of construction sites could expenence maxiitim instantaneous noise
levels of greater than 65 dBA when on-site construction-related noise levels exceed 91 dBA: at the pro_}ect .
site boundary (EPA 1971) : - SRR : S

Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan ) October 8, 2001
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Table 3.11-2
Typical Construction EQuipment Sound Levels
o R : S Typical Sound Level
| Equipment ‘ 1 @ 50 Ft {in dBA)

Dump truck - 88

Portable air compressor ' , 81

Concrete mixer (trizek) L . 85
Jackhammer . , 38

Scraper o : ' 88
Dozer ' .87

Paver ) . ] -89

Generator B ' . - 76

Pile driver R 101

Rock drill R 98

Pump _ 76

Pneumatic tools ' ' 85

Backhoe o . 85

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1974,

With implementation of the proposed Specific Plan, new noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residential
dwellings) would be introduced to the Midtown planning area. Residential and retail development would
be constructed along Main Street, and higher density residential areas around the two light rail stations,

- Depending on the specific construction activities being performed, the time and duration of construction,

and distance to these receptors, construction-generated noise could result in speech interference for

- ocoupants of these newly developed land uses. Excessive noise levels occurring during the evening and
nighttime hours ¢an result in sleep disruption and would have the greatest impact and annoyance to these
noise-sensitive receptors. 'However., the City of Milpitas Municipal Code restricts construction activities
to the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Friday, This restriction would ensure that sleep
disruption would generally not occur, and that annoyance related to construction activities would be
minimized. Thus; this potential impact is considered less-than-significant.

STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES

‘Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would not result in the introduction of any new major

~ stationary noise sources into the Midtown planning area. Stationary noise sources associated with the
proposed land uses would be primarily associated with the operation of heating, ventilation, and air

conditioning (HVAC) units. ‘ '

October 8, 2001 : ' Midtown Mitpitas Specific Plan

Noise B N Draft £IR



Commercial use HVAC units can reach maximum levels of approximately 70 dBA at 3 feet. Assuming a
maximum noise level of 70 dBA, projected noise: 1eve1s at 10 feet would be Jess than 60 dBA. For the

' Iost part, the units associated with commercial and office uses are located on the ro0f top of structures
and, ag a-resuli, are not anflolpated 0 resuit in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels at any nearby
noise-sensitive receptors o .

Addmonal noise generated from commercxa‘i development includes mtermattent and short-term noise _
assocxated with the open;ng and closmg of vehicle doors, adult and ch:ldren vomes, and lawn
mmntenance equ:pment H‘owever, because such Ticis€ ocenrs oh an mfroquent basis, substantial -
increases in ambient noise levels (i.e.; 3 dBA, or-greater) at near'by noise sensitive receptors would not be
anticipated. Area and statioraary source would not be ant1c1pated to exceed 65 dBA Ldn at nearby noise-
sensftwe receptors T

Oocupatnon -of the proposed res:dentlal dwellmgs would oxpose neaxby fioise- sonsztwe receptors to
increased noise levels. Stationary noise sources associated with residential development is primarily
associated with the operation of air conditioning units, Noise levels associated with residential use air :
conditioning units typically range from 50 to 60 dBA at 3 feet and, as a result, are not anticipated to result
in a substantial increase (i.e., 3 dBA, or greater) in ambient noise levels. Additional fioisé commonly
assocxated with residential development includes intermittent and short-term noise associated with
amphﬁed mus:c, adult and children voices, and lawn maintenance equipment. However, because such
noise occurs on an infrequent basis, sub: tlal inen in ambient noise levels would not oceur...
Although noise from stationary and drea ssociated With thé proposed 1and usés would be
audible,-overall increase in.ambient noise. 3evels are not expected to exceed the exterior noise threshold of
65.dBA Ldn Asa result, th:s 1mpaot Would be Iess-thawsxgmﬁcant : o

PRO}ECT-GENERATED TRAFFIC NO]SE IMPACT S

Implementation of the proposed Spec:ﬁc Plan would result m the additlon of about 56 000 new daliy .
traffic trap -,T*he estlmated increase in daliy trafﬁc tnps' 'ssumes development of the. vacant parcols in the.,
planning area. These development asst:mptaons are d iled i in hapter 2 PIOJect Descnpt:on Predicted .
increases in traffic noise levels along area roadways are presented in Table 3.11-3. Noise levels would

increase by less than 3 dBA for each of the modeled roadway segments ‘Noise inereases léss than 3' dBA "
would not be a noticeable i increase in ambient noise levels. Usualiy it reqmres a-doubling of trafﬁc to.

result in anoticeable i morease i Iocai noise levels. No mmganon is reqmred for th:s less-than~51gmﬁcant'

Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan’ : October B, 2001
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© Table 3.13
. Projected Traffic Noise Levels
, . | Ldn in dBA, 50 ft. from Roadway
Roadway Link : Centerling _ I .
\ : | Background | Background Increase
Pius Project ‘
Calveras { Abel 1o Main A 70.1- - 70.4 0.3
Capitol | AbeltoLusdy 67.4 683 0.9
Main - Calveras to Capitol 640 65.6. 1.6
Montague | Abel to Lundy b 704 07 03
-1 Abel Calveras to Capitol 65.0 | 666 1.6

Note: Projected noise le‘;eIs were modeled using the FHWA Noise Prediction Modcl, based on the a\}er'age daily traffic noise
levels obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for the project.

Source: EDAW, Inc., 2000.

* COMPATIBILITY OF PROPOSED LAND USE WITH THE NOISE ENVIRONMENT

As previously discussed, the City of Milpitas has identified a ‘normally acceptable’ noise compatibility

- goal of 65 dBA Ladn, or less, for multi-family residential land uses. Noise levels of 60 to 70 dBA Ldn are
considered ‘conditionally acceptable” and noise levels of 70 to 75 dBA Ldn are considered normally
unacceptable. As previously discussed, predicted traffic noise levels alpng major roadway segments in
the planning area would range from approximately 65.6 to 70.0 dBA Ldn for background plus project
conditions. Based on the traffic noise analysis prepared for the Specific Plan, predicted noise levels in the
vicinity of the proposed multi-family residential land uses would likely exceed the City’s “normally
-acoeptable’ land use compatibility noise standard of 65 dBA Ldn. '

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires the preparation of an acoustical analysis for multi-
family residences that demonstrates how interior noise levels will achieve a 45 dBA Ldn, where the
exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA. Ldn. This types of analysis is also required by the City of Milpitas
through General Plan Policy 6-1-5. A Title 24 analysis would be prepared as part of the final design of
any multi-family development proposed in the Specific Plan area. Noise control measures would be
designed according to the type of building construction and specified sound rating for each building
element. These measures could include, but are not limited to: construction of walls with resilient -
channels, staggered studs, or double-stud walls, and dual glazed windows with laminated glass and a 2%~
to 4-inch airspace. If the windows must remain closed to obtain the required noise reduction, then ‘
mechanical ventilation shall be installed in these units. Implementation of Title 24 of the California Code
of Regulations would ensure that the proposed residential uses in the Midtown planning area would not
be exposed to an incompatible noise environment. No mitigation is required for this less-than-significant
impact. ' :
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IR Window air conditiorier.

EXAMPLES - " DECIBELS (dB)*

Near jet engine

.. Thréshold of pain
Threshold of feeling hard rock band
Accelerating motorjcycl'eé_ few feet away

Noisy urbdih street.’heav’i' city' fraffic
Food blender

Garbage disposal

Continuous exposure abave here is likely

\L__ 1o degrade the hearing of most pecple

Living room music
Vacuum cleéne__r_ .

" Busy restaurant
Near freeway aulo traffic

-

AQerage, office
B R

5 Softradio 'mysic in apartment 50
Soft whisper at five feet T
Average residence without stereo playing

Rustiing leaves

20

10

Human breathing
Threshold of audibility

* 4B are aversge values as measured on the A-scale of z sound-level merer.

T A [

140

130

40 -

SUBJECTIVE EVALUATIONS

)

V‘eryr Ldud

. Moderately Loud

Quiet

- Faint

'.Very Faint

32

16

14

sl

2|

TIMES AS LOUD_

. Sources: Concepts in Architectardl Acoustics, M. David Egan, MeGraw Hill, 1972, The Noise Guidebook,

* ' US Departmeat of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Commusity Planwing and Development.

S’

Figure 3.1l-1  Common Sounds in Decibels
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CHAPTER 4. cUMu’i.ATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative 1mpacts refer to two or more individual effects that, when conmdered together, are. ... ‘
cons;derabie or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be -
changes resulting from. a single project or a number of separate projects.. The cumulatwe impact from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremiental impact of the preject
" when added to other closely related reasonably foreseeable projects. Cumulative 1mpacts can result from
individually minor but cellectively significant projects takmg place over a penod of tame {CEQA
,Gmdelmes Section 15355) : : : :

CA lxst of the anticlpated future projects that could prodnce cumulative. :mpacts when combined with the

‘ proposed project are summiarized in Table 4-1. To avoid double-counting of i Impacts, projects which have
béen assumed within the’ development projections for the Specific Plan havé riot been included in this
hstmg Though some of these projects are close to completion, or have recently been completed, they are
not fully oecupied (i€, Parc Metropohtan) For these reasons, their potential service and infrastriocture
demands have been added to the cumulative impact analyses containgd in this EIR to. appropnateiy
consider their demands when fully operational. The projects in this table include. thosé that that have
spec:ﬂc development proposils a§'of October 1, 2000. Minor projects (e:g:; . less than 5,000 square feet of
commercial development or replacement/redeve}opment of an existing use) have not been included in this

“analysis as they would nof c‘nange the ﬁndmgs contained in th;s chapter

Longer—term cumulat;ve condmons (2020) have aIso been analyzed in thJs EIR by conmdenng future
Currently, the Assocmnon of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) pro;ects the populaﬂonof Milpitas to be
+ 77,100 in 2020: As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5: Growth Indﬁcement approval of the Midtown
Specxﬁc ‘Plan would resulf in a correspondmg increase m the pro;ected 2020 popu!atlon to 83,500
persons.

The foilowmg sections prowde more detailed discussion of the cumu}atwe 1ssues for each of the
'enwronmental topics examined in this EIR Where apphcable these analyses mtegrate the above.
assumptlons about planned growth and indicate how cumulative conditions have been consxdered in this
'EIR for each of the envirommental topxcs ' e T

4 - AESTHETICS

In general the proposed Speclﬁc Pian is ant:cxpated to result ina beneficial aesthetzc affect to the Specific
‘Plan area as a result of streetscape improvements and private propetty revztahzémon' Whlch would be
encouraged by the Specific Plan. Though implementation of the Spec;ﬁc PIan could iicrease the
development intensity in the area, this additional development would not be expeeted to result in adverse
v:suai impacts because the area already has an urbamzed character, and.no Czty—des:gnated visual
Tesources occur in the Midtown piannmg area. Further there are no developments in the planning area .
that would contribute to a cumulative adverse visual impact.
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Table 4-1

Cumutative Projects

In Plan Axea?

{® = yes) Project Name and Location Type of Use Size :
. Parc Metropolitan Residential 450 du,
South Side of Curtis, Fast of South Main Street (multi-family)
Piedmont Housing Residential 13 du
1156 Jacklin Road (single family) '
. The Crossings Residential 4ok do
North Side of Capitol Ave, East of UPRR -
Foothill Sguare Retail Commercial 16,000 s¢. 1.
251 & 481 Jacklin Road
Great Mall Remodel Commercial and
" | 447 Great Mall Drive Entertainment
McCarthy Ranch Bank and Retait Buildings Retail Commercial
Southedst corner of McCarthy Boulevard and Banok
Ranch Road. . . ‘
. Oral Care Dental Office Office {Dental)
) 27 South Main Street . .
24-Hour Fitness Fitness Club 36,571 an i
577 Bast Calaveras Boulevard
PeeryArrillaga R&D/Office 397,320 si. fu
MeCarthy, Tasman and Alder : ]
Barber Lane Associates R&D/Office 51,215 s0. 41
1590 Buckeve Drive _
Longmeadow Office R&D/Office 52,000-5¢. &
West side of California Circle, South of I~ 889
off-ramp
McCarthy Center - - R&D/Office 1,034,062 s¢. &
MeCarthy Boulevard & Ranch Road ' .
Cisco Systems R&D/Office 1,100,000 s, .
Barber, Tasman, and Alder N
Fleming Business Park Industrial Park - 879,000 s¢. AL
Northwest quad 1-680 and Montagiie '
Expressway
Veritas, McCarthy Ranch Industrial Park 999,000 =4, it
Hawthorne Suites Hotel 85 raoms
321 Cypress '
Renaissance Hotel . Hotel 400 rooms
Site bound by Tasman Drive, Alder Drive and ‘
Barber Lane, west of [-880.
. South Main Street Office Office 16,000 sq. fi.

du = dwelling units
sq. ft. = square feet

Souree: City of Milpitas Planning and Neighborhood Preservation Division, October 2000,

October 8, 2061
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The Parc Metropolitan, the Crossings, the South Main Street Office Building, and a dental care office-
project (which are the developments located within the Midtown planning area) are urban in nature and
would not, individually or cumulatively, substantially degrade the emstmg visual character or quality of
the plan area or other surronnding urbanized areas. Of these projects, two aré high density res:dentlal
developments. Their density and visual quality are consistent with the vision of the Specific Plan. In
general, implementation of the. Spec:ﬁc Plan would result in tore uriified, high-quality design by
requiring development to adhere to design guidelines which have been developed specifically for the
Midtown planning area. For these reasons, the proposed project would not have a negative adverse
impact on the visual or scenic character of the city, either individually or cumulatively.’ Rathet; the
Mzdtown Spec:f' ¢ Plan would enhance the image and the aesthctacs of Mzdtown Mﬂpxtas

42. GEOLOGY SOH.S AND SE!SMICIW

The ana1y31s of geology and seismic hazards takes into consideration cumulative impacts of project

development. Geology and soils issugs associated with the Specific Plan are site- and pro_ject-spemﬁo
No geologic or soils conditions exist around the project site that could, in combination with other
potent:al geologic and soils effects, result in a larger cumulative impact.

4. 3 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Thgre are no known substantlal hazardous matenais issues if close proxmnty 0 the Madtown plannmg
aréa that would compound existing hazardous materials isshies i the ‘area: Though existing and future
businesses are anticipated to continue to usehazardous substances in the Midtown and surfounding ‘area,
if appropriate regulatory requirements are followed, no unusual or significant impacts related to the
storage, handling and use of hazardous materials are anticipated. Development within the Specific Plan
area would be required to complete a Phase I or II environmental assessment, as: dcemed necessary by the
Milpitas Building Department, when building permits are pursued. These prowsxons would ensure that
the potential for rélease of hazardous materials into the environmental would be reduced to a less-than- -
significant Jevel when cons;dermg devoiopment within the Midtown planning area and in the City and

- region-asa, whole Thus no. 31gn1ﬁcant cumulat:ve hazardous matenais zmpacts are antlcxpated

4.4, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUAL!TY

Cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts are addressed in (_:hap_'c‘e;::3;4:_Hydfo_logy- and Water .-
Quality. In consideration of the city as a whole, substantial development is not anticipated in the flood
plains of the City or in the upper watersheds. Thus, the analysis contained in. Chapter 3.4 would not
change in consideration of cumulative dcvelopment Generation of typical urban area contaminantsin
runoff. Would beé addressed through the xmplementataon of existing regulatory tequirements that ensuie’
that water quality would not be. lmpazred. These are addressed.in more detail in Chapter 3.4. In addmon
street sweeping occuts on a regular basis in the Midtown planning area; which also addresses cumulatwe
water quality concerns. SR
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4.5.  UTILITIES

" The analysis of utilities contained in this EIR takes account of the potential effects of the proposed

. Specific Plan in combination with other growth in the City and the region (i.e., the service area of the

“applicable utility prowders) Specifically, the analysis of future water demand and wastewater discharge
capacity considers Iong-term consistent w:th the population pro;ect:ons referenced in the introduction fo
this chapter :

4.6. PUBLIC SERVICES

The analysis of public services contamed in this EIR takes into account of the potential effects of the
Specific Plan in combination with other growth in the City. Specifically, the demand and generation
ratios used in this EIR have been developed in consideration of an individual project’s contribution to
 cumulative impacts. In addition, the service providers within the City have been directly contacted as part

- of this environmental review, and they have assisted it providing an analysis of the progect s effects on
their systems in consxderatlon of other planned pro;ects

4.7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

- The analysis of biological resources issues takes into consideration cumulative impacts of project _ (
development, including the effect of the removal of habitat at the project site on the sustainability of

biological resources in the region. The mitigation measures suggested in the biological resources section

would ensure that cumulative impacts would not occur to sensitive or other biological resources in the

area.

4.8. CULTURAL RESOURCES

‘ Potennal site-specific cultaral resource impacts are identified in Section 3.8. Cultural resource issues
associated with the Specific Plan are site- and project-specific. No cultural resource conditions exist
around the project site that could, in combination with other cultural-effects, resultin a larger cumulative
impact. Further, none of the progects in the cumuiat:ve project listing provided in Table 4-1 involve
known cultural resources.

4.9. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

The traffic and circulation section of this EIR (Sect:on 3.9) mcludes a-cumulative future analysis to
consider long-term forecasted conditions that take- background growth, future anticipated development
and the proposed project into account. The traffic analysis contained in this EIR considers both baseline
plus project conditions, as well as cumulative plus projéct conditions (2015). The forecast year of 2015
has been established by the City of Milpitas as the cumulative horizon appropriate when considering
traffic impacts.

P
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Baseline conditions include those projects that have been approved as of January 1, 2000, consistent with
the Approved Trip Inventory that has been developed by Barton Aschman Associates and Hexagon
Transportation Consultants. This listing does not include several of the more recent projects listed in
Table 4-1. However, more than half of the anticipated approved square footage listed in Table 4-1 is
assumed in the baseline traffic analysis. In total, the Approved Trip Inventory adds the trip generation of
over 8 million square feet of office and commercial development onto the existing traffic count numbers.
These projects include projects in the City of Milpitas, in addition to several projects in the surrounding
community of San Jose.

Cumulative conditions were assessed within the context of future traffic conditions occurring to the year
2015. The cumulative analysis assesses the effects of the proposed Specific Plan in combination with
anticipated future traffic volumes. For this analysis, the City of Milpitas used the City’s travel demand
model to project traffic volumes for 2015 in consideration of the land use changes proposed as part of the
Midtown Specific Plan project.

Using these 'zhethodologif:s for cumulative impact assessment, the traffic analysis indicates several
significant traffic impacts. These are provided in Section 3.9. Several of these impacts are considered
significant and unavoidable.

4.10&_ AIR QUALITY

Thelair quality section of this EIR (Section 3.10) includes a cumulative future analysis to consider long-
ternt forecasted air guality conditions. As identified in Impact Air-3, project occupation would generate
cundtilative regional mobile source emissions associated with increased vehicle use and residential
emissions. Motor vehicle and residential emissions curmulatively produced by the proposed project would
exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds. This is a significant and unavoidable impact.

4.i1.  NOISE

The projection of future noise conditions in the planning area included in this EIR uses the traffic
projections to appropriately consider the cumulative traffic noise conditions in the planning area. To
predict the increase in noise associated with traffic on the analyzed roadways, traffic noise levels were
calculated using the Federal Highway Administration’s traffic noise prediction model for baseline plus
project conditions. Further, an analysis of the land use compatibility within the Specific Plan area was
conducted. As additional traffic is anticipated both within and in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area,
cumulative noise with continue to result in comulative land use compatibility impacts. However, as
identified in Section 3.11, continued implementation of existing City and State regulations would reduce
these potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. These include using sound-rated windows to

-achieve an acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA Ly, or less and constructing walls with resilient

channels, staggered studs, or double-studs. Thus, cumulative noise impacts of project-generated and
future anticipated traffic can be reduced to less-than-significant levels, No other cumulative noise
impacts are anticipated in the planning area.
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" CHAi’TER 5. GRdWTH _IN_ach‘M’"ENT

An EIR must dzscuss the ways in thch the proposcd ;pro;ect couid fostcr economic or populat;on growth :
or the construction of additional- housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)): Projects that would remove obstacles to population growth, such
as an expansion of a wastewater treatment plant, are also considered when discussing growth inducernent. -
Increases in population also may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new
facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.

The Milpitas Midtown Specific Plan proposes development of approximately 4, 860 housing units, 61,000
square feet of retail, 720,000 square. feet of office, and 300,000 square feet of highway-oriented retail in
the planning area. Improved infrastructure to serve the projected development is included as part of the
Specific Plan. This growth would oceur over the long-term, on a parcel-by-parcel basis as individual
development projects were proposed. There is no set time schedule for the implementation of the
Specific Plan, nor is there an established sequence for the phasing of new development within the plan
area. The timing and phasing of projects pursuant to the plan would depend primarily on market demand,
financial feasibility and the availability of construction financing.

The proposed project has been developed by the City of Milpitas to address the 1999-2006 Regional
Housing Needs (RHNF) 1999-2006 Allocation (ABAG 2000). In total, ABAG has determined that the
City of Milpitas “share” of the regional housing need is 4,348 housing units. Accordingly, the average
yeatly fair share housing need for the City of Milpitas is 580 housing units. The regional housing need is
specified by the California State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).

The Specific Plan would directly induce growth in the planning area through the construction of 4,860
new multiple family housing units, which when added to the already approved or completed 1,224
multiple family units, results in a total of 6,084 units in the planning area. The Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) projected the 2020 population of Milpitas to be approximately 77,100 based on
current land use regulations and future Jand availability data developed by the City. In ABAG's
projections, the land availability data envisioned approximately 3,705 multiple family units for the
Specific Plan planning area. The total housing proposed for the planning area would exceed this
projection by approximately 2,379 units or 6,400 persons assuming 2.69 people/umt Assuming that

. other projected residential growth in the City would occur as envisioned in Projections 2000, the City’s -
projected 2020 population would increase to 83,500.

Though growth inducement would be expected from the proposed project in the local area {i.e., Midtown
and, perhaps, the City of Milpitas as a whole), the proposed project is not anticipated to result in an
overall increase in growth in the region. The Midtown Specific Plan has been designed to encourage the

~ development of housing around transit stations, which will soon be developed in the Midtown area. The
encouragement of more densely populated transit-oriented development is intended to encourage regional

VIt is important to note that ABAG anticipates a stight decrease in household size, which would also be anticipated in the Midtown areaas a
result of 2 higher percentage of multiple family units being incorporated into the housing stock, This reduction in household size could reduce
this population projection.
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growth around transit, rather than in the outlying suburban areas, thereby reducing urban “sprawl”. In
comparison, the environmental impacts associated with the Specific Plan’s proposed housing is expected
to be less than the irreversible changes and impacts that ¢can occur when developing previously
undeveloped lands on the edge of urban areas. As an example, the increased use of transit encouraged by
the Specific Plan could reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled by the residents, when compared to a
development in a more suburban location. Additionally, the proposed urbanized development would not
convert undeveloped open space lands or affect agricultural resources, as can occur with more suburban
development.
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CHAP}'ER 6. OTHER CEQAfREQUIRED DISCUSSIONS

As reqmred by CEQA th1s chapter provxdes dxscusszon of the followsng CEQA-mandated chscussxons
unavoidable significant effects, and significant jrreversible environmental changes that would be involved

in the proposed pmject shouid 1t be lmplemented

6.1 UNAVOIDABLE S!GNIFICANT EFFECT S

As requlred by the CEQA Guadehnes (Section 15126. 2(b)}, an E}R muist descnbe any s:gmﬁcant imipacts
that cannoi be avoided, mciudmg those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of mmgmﬁcanee

" Chapter 3 of this EIR: prowdes a description of the potentlal environmental xmpacts of the proposed

project and recommends various mitigation measures to reduce. impacts; to the extent feasible, After
1mpiementation of the recommended mitigation measures, most of the lmpacts assoc;ated w1th the

~ proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The following significant effects may not be able to be mitigated to a 1ess—than~szgmﬁcant Ievei and

_ therefore could be consxdered unavmdable These unavoidable adverse ;mpacts would requlre a Statement

of Overriding Cons1deratxons if the project were to be approved by the Clty

6.1 l - IMPACT TRAFFIC»! UNACCEPTABLE INTERSECTION OPERA'HONS (BASELINE+PRO}ECT)

Implementation of the proposed Madtown Milpitas Specific Plan would result in sxgmﬁcant tfafﬁc

" impacts‘at fourteeti (14) interséctions in and sirrounding the Midtown planning area.. “Of these

intersections, nine (9); intersections would be si ignificantly affected by project traffic in the AM peak hour,
and eleven (11) intersections would be s:gmﬁcantiy impacted in the PM peak hour. A summary of these
impacts is provided ini Table 6-1 (which is a reproduction of Table 3 9 13, contamed m the Trafﬁc and

; 'C;rculatwn chapter of this Draft EIR).

Wn‘h 1mp1ementatlon of the Spemﬁc Plan the Clty shall implement the 1mprovements sunmla;;zed in

" Table'3. 9-13, ¢onsistent with Policy 4.8 of the Draﬁ M1dtown Milpitas Specxﬁc Plan.. Hlstoﬁcaliy, the
~ City has required development to pay its prowrata share of 1mprovement cosis on a pro_}ect by pro_]ect
 basis. The City shall continue to use this approach or identify altematlve funding mechamsms such as

RDA funds or General Fund pnor to development in Midtown. Improvements may be phased according
to acmal deve]opment and the demonsi:aied need for the improvements:

- With the implementation of the traffic improvements specified in Table 6-1, six (6) of the mterseetlcm

zmpacts would be mitigated to a iess-ﬂlan-sxgmficant Jevel. However, 1mpacts at eight (8) of, the

" intersections would still be considered significant. Feasible mitigdtion measures are not available The.

analysis contained in Chapter 3.9 prov1des information on an intersection by intersectiori baszs as to why
feasible improvementsior mitigation measures are not available. Thus, these remammg 1mpacts are
considered significant and unavoidable. - '
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Table 6-1
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation Measures, with Resulting Leve! of Significance
Unrmitigated Mitigated Specific.
Plan
Impact
Ref. Peak ‘ Fuliy
Number | Intersection Reguired Mitigation Hour Delay | LOS | Delav | LOS | Mitipated?
Milpitas Bivd./ Re-configure east-west AM 483 E 45.7 E © Yes
1 Jacklin Rd.-Abel approaches to permit east-
St. (AM) west phasing.
Calaveras Blvd. None feasible. AM 79.2 F 79.2 F No
2 (SR 237)/ Abbott
St. (AM} -
Calaveras Blvd.- Add a2™ EB lefi-turn lane PM | 1052 | F 393 | D- Yes
-3 {SR 237YAbel 8t and separate NB right-turn ‘ N
{FM). lane with overlap,
Calaveras Bivd, None feasible, PM 92.7 F 92.7 F - No
4 {SR 237)/Milpitas ' :
BL (PM)
5 S. Main 8t./ Signalization (if warranted), PM 76.1 F 26.5 b+ Yes
Corning Ave. (PM) : _ ) -
Tasmen Dr./ Alder | Restripe NB shared PM 4524 F 263.3 F ~ Yes
6 br. (PM) - | through/right-turn lane as a :
‘ ‘ separate right-turs lane and
provide overlap phase.
Tasman Dr./1-880 | None feasible. AM 73.4 F 73.4 F Neo
7 SB Ramps PM 103.3 F 103.3 F No
(AM/PM) ‘
Great Mall Pkwy./ | None feasible. AM 129.8 F 129.8 I3 No
8 1-880 NB Ramps : PM 2123 F 2123 F No
(AM/PM)
9 : Great Mali Plwy./ | Additional NB left-turn lane, AM 180.6 F 105.4 F No
Abel St. {AM) _—
" Montague Expy./ 8. | None feasibie. AM 119.1 F ot 1193 F No
10 Main St.-Oakland PM 1361 | F 136.1 I3 No
Rd. (AM/PM) ‘ :
Montague Expy./ Add third EB mixed-flow PM 1101 E | 687 ¥ No
McCandless Dr.- Tane on Montague ‘
It Trade Zone Blvd, Expressway (part of future
ey widening project). No
additional feasible measures. .
Montague Expy./ None feasible, . AM 86.4 F 86.4 F No
12 Great Mall Plewy. : PM | 3842 F 3842 F No
(AM/EM) ‘ ,
Montague Expy./ Extend WB merge lane on AM 684 | F 264 C Yes
13 Milpitas Blvd:~ Montague Expy. And create- - | - PM- - [-72.4 Foo3821 D Yes
(AM/PM) “free” SB right-tumn lane. . ]
14 S. Main St/ Signalization, AM 438 E 12.0 B Yes
Carlo St. PM 47.6 E 10.2 B Yes

Notes: NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound; WB = Westbound, EB = Eastbound.
Source: Fehr & Peers Assoc. Inc., 2001,
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6.1.2. IMPACT TRAFFIC-2: UNACCEPTABLE FREEWAY OPERATIONS (BASELINE +PROJECT)

The addition of traffic from the proposed Midtown Specific Plan under Baseline’ Conditions would
exacerbate already unacceptable traffic operations at impacts on one (1) of the ten (10) study freeway
segments infersections during the AM peak hour and all ten (IO) segments (one or both darecnens) during’
the PM peak hour. These changes are considered a signifi cant impact.

Accordmg to VTA Pehcy dn’ect:on, mm gatxon measure for reglonaI freeway unpacts is partrc;patmn in
the Countyw:de Deﬁcmncy Plan (CDP) prepared by the VTA, Whlch Wouhi requare add;tlenal impact fees
to prov;de for regional roadway iimprovements, mcludmg freeways However, the CDP has not reeewed
final approval, Thus, the mitigation of regional impacts to freeway operatmns cannot bé guaranteed, as
the City of Milpitas does not have legal authority to mitigate freeway. impacts. For this reason, the
contribution of development under the Milpitas Specific Plan to unacceptable freeway operations is ..
considered a s;gmﬁeant and unavoidable lmpaet - :

6.1.3. IMPACT TRAFF!C-B FUTURE CONB!TIONS UNACCEPTABLE ROADWAY SEGMENT
OPERAT!ONS

The addmon of trafﬁc from the proposed detewn Speelﬁc Plaa under Cumulatlve Conchtzons Wouid
significantly ‘exacerbate AM peak hout operations on 10 roadway.segments that are projected to.gperate.
at unacceptable fevels under the current General Plan. The project would also cause two segments 0
degrade frorn LOS D or better (inder the current General Plan) to LOS E of F. During the PM peak hour,
developmient within the Midtown area is.expected to significantly: exacerbate operatlons on-10 of the 35
study roadway segments and canse two additional segments to operate unaceeptabiy Tables detallmg
these impacts are prevxded in Appendlx E of the Draft EER These changes are conszdered a. sxgmﬁcant
1mpact : ; : R

The Clty of Mzipltas has taken on. the admmistration and construcnon of w1denmg Montague Expressway
between Great Mall Parkway~Cap:t01 Avenue and I-680. This widening includes the addition of a fourth
through lane if ‘each direction, one of which will be a dedicated HOV. lang during the AM and PM peak-
commute petiods:” Although this 1rnprovement 'will not reduce the pmJeeted impacts to & 1ess—than— :
significant level; it will rediice overall congestlon and improve trafﬁe flow ini. the M:dtown Area

The VTA, Santa Clara County Roads and A:rports Department, Clty of Santa CEara Cny of San Jose and
the City of Milpitas recently completed.a plan line study and operatlons analysis to assess the right-of- .
way, demgn, and cost issues to' widén the remaining section of Montague Expr s ',ay ﬁ:om I—Ilghway 101
in San Jose to Great Mall Parkway-Capitol Avenue in Mﬂpitas At this fime} funding for this project has
not been. obtamed however, the - agencies hsted abeve are preparmg a ﬁnancmg plan to pay for the
1mprovements : :

No nntlgatlon measures are considered feasible for any - ‘of the other roadway segments All of those
segments proj jected to operate at unaeceptable levels under the current Generai Plan will do'so "because no
feasible mlugataon measuré can be implemented to increase “vehicle capacity. All of these roadways are’
already ‘built out and cannot be widened withis the existing nght—of way. The secondary impacts of
widening these roadways, which include’ nght—0f~way acquisition and demolition of existing buﬂdmgs, is

Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan October 8, 2001
Draft EIR 6-2 Other CEQA-Required Discussions



-
Qx,,««u .

' expected to result in a greater negative impact on the environment than"accomddating the additional
_congestion. ' '

6.1.4. IMPACT AIR-2: LONG-TERM REGIONAL AIR EMISSIONS FROM DEVELOPMENT OF THE
MIDTOWN MILPITAS SPECIFIC PLAN

Based on the modeling conducted, the Specific Plan would generate approximately 127 tons per year of
ROG, 159 tons per year of NOx, and 63 tons per year of PM10. The estimated increases in regional
emissions would exceed the BAAQMD’s annual significance threshold of 15 tons per year for each of the
regional criteria pollutants. This is a significant impact

The Specific Plan contains policies directed at reducing vehicle miles traveled. The Specific Plan
encourages a compatible mixture of land uses, provides for a land-use mix that support:s major transit
facilities, locates higher density development around hubs and commercial centers, provides for the
continuation of pedestrian-oriented retail development, and provides peciestnan connecmons between the
transit stations and important destmatlons

Though these policies would help to reduce emissions, they would not reduce them to a level of -

~ insignificance. Due to thé intensity of the development proposed, the proposed Specific Plan could not be

feasibly developed without an increase in air emissions above the significance thresholds of 15 tons per p
year for ROG, NOx, and PM10. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. (

6.1.5. IMPACT AIR-3: CUMULATIVE LONG-TERM REGIONAL IMPACTS

. Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would generate cumulative regional mobile source
emissions associated with increased vehicle use and residential emissions. Direct and indirect emissions
produced by the proposed project would cunmlatively contribute to existing and projected exceedances of
~ the State and federal air quality standards in the air basin. This is 2 significant impact. - '

Due to the intensity of the development proposed, the Specific Plan could not be feasibly developed
without causing an increase in regional emissions, and all feasible mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the Specific Plan as policies (e.g., policies directed at encouraging non-automotive
transportation). This impaet is considered significant and unavoidable. . ‘

6.2.  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE CAUSED
BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT ' '

“S;gmﬂcant irreversible environmental changes” include the use of nonrenewabie natural resources.... ..

during the initial and continued phases of the project, should this use result in the unavailability of these

resources in the future. Primary impacts and, particularly, seconidary impacts (such as highway '
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future

generations to similar vses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated

with projects. Irretrievable commitments of these resources are required to be evaluated in an EIR to ‘
assure that such current consumption is justified (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)). , (

October 8, 2001 ‘ ‘ - Midtewn Milpitas Specific Plan
Other CEQA-Required Discussions ‘ 6-4 - Draft EIR



Natural resources include minerals, energy, land, water, forestry, and biota. ‘N.onrane_wab_le_,résourqes are
those resources that cannot be replenished by natural means, inclnding oil, natural gas, and iron ore.

" Renewablé natural resources are those resources that can be replenished by natural means, including
water, jumber, and soil.

Although the project would use minor amounts of both renewable and nonrenewable natural resources for
project construction, this use would not increase the overall rate of use of any natural resource, or result in
the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource.

The Midtown Specific Plan is not proposing the development of a previously inaccessible area.
Incremental development would be anticipated in the plan area with or without the proposed plan. Thus,
the project would not commit future generations to the significant irreversible change.

Lastly, the Midtown Specific Plan is not anticipated to result in irreversible damage from environmental
accidents, such as an accidental spill or explosion of a hazardous material. During the construction of
individual projects under the Specific Plan, equipment would be using various types of fuel. In the State
of California, the storage and use of hazardous substances are strictly regulated and enforced by various
Jocal and regional agencies. The enforcement of these existing regulations would preclude credible
significant project impacts related to environmental accidents.

i

ks

Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan . October 8, 2001
Graft £1R 6-5 Other CEQA-Required Discussions



This page is intentionally left blank.

October 8, 2004
Other‘CEQ.A-Required Discussions

Midtown Milpitas Specific Pian
' Draft EIR

A mrramian



.CHAPTER 7. ALTERNATIVES TO THE SPECIFIC PLAN

The Midtown Milpitas Spemﬁc Plan, ag proposed by the Cﬁy of Mllpltas, has been descnbed and
analyzed in the previous chapters with an emphasis on potentially significant impacts and recommended
mmgatxon measures to avoid these impacts. The State CEQA. Guidelines also require the descnpuon and
comparative analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives., : :

'ohc and declsxonumakers ef some of the pro;ect

The foilowmg d:seussmn 1s mtended to 1nf01_m the

chapter also meludes an analysxs ef the No Pro_}ect A]temanve, as reqmred by CEQA

The CEQA Gu;dehnes direct lead agene:es that the“range of potential alternatives to the proposed pmjeet
- shall include those that ceuld fea51b1y accomphsh most of the.basic objeenves of the project and could
av01d or substantlaily lessen one or more of the szgmﬁcant effects” (Section 15126. 6(0)) Eased on the
authonty ‘of the above-cifed Gu:dehnes thas EIR evaluates alternatwes that would lessen or avmd '
szgmﬁcant :mp_‘cts'that have been 1dent1ﬁed 1n Chapter 3 L

The proposed Specific Plan would result in significant impacts in the following resource areas: hazardous
matenals wasteWater, baologzca.l resources, cuitural Tesources, ‘traffic and exrculatzon, and ¢ alr quahty Of
these Impaets, those to wastewater trafﬁe and cxreulatlon and air quallty, could either be reduced or ..
avoided tb:o‘ugh the altematwes presented in tlns chapter Other potentlal 1mpacts ldentxﬁed m th1s Draft
EIR (hazardous matenals blologleal resources and culmral resources) have the potennal to oeeur w:th
any development seenarlo in the Speelf ¢ PIan area, and weuld not be substantlally changed (i.e, reduced
or mcreased) by a dlfferent lahd use scenauo For these 1ssue areas, the most appr()pnate and feasxbie
mltlgatlon is the 1mp1ementa1;10n of the measures reeommended in thls Draft EIR. For these reasons
these issue areas are not addressed further in the altematwes eva]uatlon presented in this chapter o

The three altematwes’ that are compared in this chapter are the following:

1. No Project Alternative - Existing General Plan Land Use Designations
2 ngher Residential Development Altematwe |
o 3 Lower Dens:ty Alternatwe “ ‘
In the foﬂowmg sections, eacb altematwe is first described, and is then analyzed in eons1deratxon of
proposed Specxﬁc Plan, accordjng to whether it Would have a nnnganng or adverse effect Seetlon 7 4

summarizes these findings and presents coneluswns about thh altematave is the envuonmentally
superior alternative. :

Midtown. Milpitas Specific Plan ) Octobér 8, 2004
Draft §IR 7-1 Alternatives to the Specific Plah |



71.  NO PROJECT ALTERNAT!VE

711 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

As directed by the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6 (8)(3)(A)), when a project is the revision to an
existing land use or regulatory plan, the “no project’ alternative will be the continuation of the existing
plan. Development would continue to occur in the Midtown area according to the existing General Plan
land use and zoning regulations. The assumed development with the existing General Plan designations
is summarized in Table 7-1. These estimated development yields have been derived by applying land
uses and densities allowed by the existing General Plan to key vacant sites in Midtown, The land use
designations for this development scenario are illustrated in Figure 7-1, which is provided at the end of
this chapter (for a delineation of planning areas, please refer to Figure 2-6) |

When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, the No Project Alternative has a much greater emphasis
on light industrial and general commercial uses rather than the housing and office uses proposed by the
Specific Plan. In addition, the No Project Alternative does not provide for a mixture of uses along the

Main Street Corridor - the existing General Commercial land use designation would continue to apply.

The most substantial difference in the types of uses allowed when comparing the Specific Plan with
existing land use designations is that the existing land use designations fail to allow the development of
needed regional housing. The existing land use designations in the Midtown area would only
accommodate an additional 664 residential units above and beyond those units already within the
Midtown plamning area. This allocation is more than 4,000 units less than the proposed project. Thus,
the No Project Alternative would accommodate a much smaller permanent population in the Midtown
area. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has estimated that Milpitas’ share of the
regional housing need is a total of 4,348 housing units for the period of January 1999 to June 2006

(ABAG 2000). This alternative would not provide a substantial portion of this housing stock.

7.1.2. IMPACT DISCUSSION

Wastewater

When compared to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would have less wastewater discharge
when considering the vacant parcels in the Midtown area. Comparatively, the No Project Alternative
would discharge approximately 58 percent of the wastewater when compared to the proposed Specific

" Plan (0.57 versus 0.98 million gallons per day, average dry weather peak week flow). Although this
reduction in wastewater outflows would not avoid the potential cumulative wastewater discharge impact
identified in this Draft EIR, it would reduce the severity of the impact.

. October 8, 2004 . Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
Atternatives to the Specific Plan 7 7-2 Draft EIR
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Transportation and Circulation

Impacts to the transportation system cansed by each alternative were assessed based on 4 comparison of
: vehicle tnp generation. Table 7-2 presents the detalled trip generataon estzmates for the alternatlves

As shown ir: Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative is estlmated to generate & total of 70 664 net new daily
trips, 2,167 net new AM peak hour trips, and 6,715 net new PM peak hour trips. Although the AM peak
hour trip generation is less compared to the proposed Specific Plan, the No Project Alternative is expected
to result in greater negative impacts based on the increased number of daily and PM peak hour trips. The
increased impacts would result from further exacerbation of unacceptable of operations at some locations
‘and would likely cause significant impacts at additional intersections. Also, higher traffic volumes on the
adjacent freeway segments would result in mcreased significant impacts as compared to the proposed
Specific Plan.

Air Q uality

" Several significant air quality impacts were identified for the proposed Specific Plan, as detailed in.

© Chapter 3.10. Of the impacts identified, the major concern is the increase of regional emissions
associated with the proposed project, which is specifically linked to the increase in vehicle miles traveled
that are associated with the project. Housing units are one of the principle reasons for the addition of
vehicle miles traveled; however, these units have been included in the Specific Plan to address regional
‘housing needs. Though the proposed project encourages the use of alternative forms of transportation,

. additional housing of the magnitude envisioned by the Spec;ﬁc Plan would contimue to result in an
increase in regional emissions.

Because the daily vehicle trips associated with the No Project Alternative would be greater than for the
proposed Specific Plan, the regional air quality impacts directly attributable to the No Project Alternative
would be more than the proposed project. It should also be noted that this analysis only considers what
~ contribution development in the Midtown area would have to regional emissions. It is highly likely that if
~ housing is not developed in an area such as Milpitas (i.e., close to transit and regional employment
centers), housing development would be in greater demand in outlying suburban areas. Housing
development in such areas would comparably result in a greater contribution to regional emissions
because the benefits of transit could not be utilized, and because trips would likely be longer as people
would generally travel greater distances to employment centers. '

October 8, 2001 - : . ) Midtown Miipitas Specific Plan
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‘ Table 7-3 _
Higher Residential Development Alternative *
(in gross square feet, unless otherwise noted)

Residential Retail/ | Ofice | General Park and
Avea® - {units) Dining Commercial Open Space
_ ‘ (acres)
-Ca'laveras l ' 200 - - | - -
Upper Main Street 300 19,000 20,000 | . 4
Elmwood Center : 300 ; . 200,000 10
Railyards o 850 | - . B
South Main / Abel | 1,680 32,000 - e 3
McCandless Park - . - - . -
Montague / Capitol ©2000| 10,000 | - ‘ - 5
| ‘Creek Trails ) - ; - ‘ - ‘ 23
TOTAL Midtown 5360 | 61,000 | 20,000 200,000 48

a  These estimated development yields havg been derived by applying the densifies allowed by the land use designations (as
shown in Figure 7-2) to key vacant sites in Midtown.

b The boundaries of these areas are provided in Figure 2-6, which is provided in Chapter 2: Projeét Description.

Source: EDAW, Inc., 2001
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Table 7-1

No Pro}ect Alternative - - Existing General Plan Land Use Des:gnatmns

(m gross square feet, unless otherwzse noted)

Residential |  General Cofice | " Highway Park and R&D ¢

Area® {units) Commercial © Service Open Space

: s e {acres)

Calaveras " - 80,000 . ‘ R .
U};pchamlStreet ; . 174 ‘1-2,4,45‘0_ . . . -
rElimwood Center ... * -+ 80 e . 200,000 | S L1 3 -
Railyards 150 A L -1 700,000
South Main / Abel - 145,000 129,000 - | -
MeCandless Park - - . - -
Mantague/ Capztol 260 | T 363,000 | - - -
Creck'rmns I . an| -
TOT\ALMIdtown a 654 Je i 712'450 329,099 331 - TH, ’000

R

b The boundanes of these aress are prov:ded in Figure 2—6 wh:ch is provaded in Chapter 2 Project . Desc:npn(m

¢ 'I”he cxastmg General Cammerc;al General Plan land use deStgna‘non is sumlar fo the Retall/Dmmo land use des:gnatmn

proposed by the Specxﬁc Plan

d - The R&D Iand use destgnation is sxmﬁar to the Manufactunnv and Warehouse land use deswnanon propused by the.

. Specific Plan.

Source, EDAW, Tnc, 2001 "+ -

‘Midtows Milpitas Specific Pldn
"Diaft EIR

7-3

Odtober 8, 100}

Alternatives to the Specific Plan




2. Densities of new residential development is assumed at a maxinmum of 40 units per acre around
" the transit stations, rather than 60 units per acre as allowed by the Specific Plan. This alternative
. would yield 2,950 new dwelling units, rather than the 4,860 units envisioned by the Specific Plan.
This reduction in units is due to two factors: (1) lower deveiopment densxtles and (2) fewer acres
of Iand. being redeveloped for housing :

3. Thls alternative assumes that infill development on Main Street will be primarily small-scale
offices (such as medical offices, real estate, ete.) which results in less residential development and
more retail and office development than envisioned by the preposed Specific Plan.

4. A combination of highway oriented retail uses and residential uses are assumed on th-e} Elmwood
surplus land, rather than all general commercial uses proposed by the Specific Plan,

5. Fewer sites are assumed to be developed with residential uses in the southern portion of the
planning area, althongh new residential development would be anticipated around the future
transit stations at Capitol/Montague and Main Street, :

The development that would likely occur under the Lower Density Alternative is presented in Table 7-4.
The land use designations forthis development scenario are iflustrated in Flgure 7-3, which is provided at
the end of this chaptes.

TN

This aitemative‘ is considered in this analysis because the Lower Density Alternative would generate less
. water demand and associated wastewater outflow. The capacity of existing contractual agreements in the
long-term for these resources has been identified as a potential environmental impact in this Draft EIR.

7.3.2. IMPACT DISCUSSION

Wastewater

When compared to the proposed project, the Lower Density Alternative would have less wastewater
discharge. The Lower Density Alternative would discharge approximately 64 perqeﬁt of the wastewater
when compared to the proposed Specific Plan (0.62 versus 0.98 mgd average dry weather peak week
flow). Though this reduction in wastewater outflows would not avoid the potential wastewater discharge
impact identified in this Draft EIR, it would reduce the severity of the impact.

Transportation and Circulation

" The Lowér Density Alternative is estimated to generate a total of 38,570 net new daily trips, 2,461 net
- new AM peak hour trips, and 3,949 net new PM peak hour trips as shown in Table 7-2. This alternative
~is estimate to generate approximately 70 percent of traffic volumes estimated for the proposed Specific
- Plan. Similar to the Higher Residential Development Altemative, some of the intersection impacts are
-expected to less with this alternative based on reduced intersection delays and possible improvements in
levels of service with reduced traffic volumes. However, most of the significant impacts, including
freeway segment impacts, would still occur with this alternative, albeit at a reduced level. Overall,
significant impacts would be reduced but could not be avoided with the Lower Density Alternative,

N

. October &, 2001 . - Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
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Table 7-2 .
. Project Alternatives — Estimated Net New Trip Generation

"D"z"i‘ilj_" . ”A’M‘Peak_Hq:I‘g::' Vehzcle .'I‘;"ip's " | MM Peak Hour Vehicle Trips
o Vehicle -
Development Scénario Trips In ~Out Total In Out Total
Proposed Specific Plan sso40|  ne27|  2ms| . 3745|  2813| 2937|5750
No Project Altemative - | - 70,664 1316 | 852} 2,167 2,094 3721 6715
Existing General Plan ‘ :
{ Land Use Designations
Higher Residential - 45,482 6ot 2119 2,720 2,605 1,788 | 4,393
{ Development Altermnative | o o Cq
| Lower Density Alternative | 38,570 1,125 1336 | 2461 | 1,888 2061 | 3,949

75.  HIGHER RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

Til | ALTERNATEVE DESCRIPTION
This alternative is generally reflective of the Jand use designations proposed by the Specific Plan, with the
following exceptions: '

1. The Serra Center site would be designated as Multi-Family / High-Density Residential under this
alternative, rather than General Commercial, as proposed by the Specific Plan.

3. The northern potion of the Elmwood Surplus site would be designated as Multi-Family / High- .
Density Residential under this alternative, rather than General Commercial, as proposed by the
Specific Plan, '

The redasignétion of these two sites would yield additional residential units, which are much needed in
the region. This adjustment would also decrease potential environmental impacts related to iraffic.

This alternative is addressed in this chapter because the above changes in land use would result in a slight
decrease in vehicle trips, which would reduce traffic and air quality impacts, though not to a less-than-
significant level. The CEQA Guidelines direct that alternatives be examined which can mitigate
environmental impacts.

The development that would be anticipated under the Higher Residential Development Alternative is
presented in Table 7-3. The land use designations for this development scenario are illustrated in Figure
7-2, which is provided at the end of this chapter.

“-Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan ‘Oétober 8, 2001
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 Air Quality .

Because the Lower Density Alternative would result in fewer daily vehicle trips, the associated vehicle
miles traveled would be less: Thus, the regional air quality impacts directly attributable to the Lower
Density Alternative would be less than the proposed project. However, it sholild be noted that this
alternative would provide for less development of housing units around transit centers. It is highly likely
that if housing is not developed in an area such as Miipitas (i.e., close to transit and regional employment
_ centers), housing development would be in greater demand in outlying suburban areas. Housing
development in such areas would comparably result in a greater contribution to regional emissions
because the benefits of transit could not be utilized, and because trips would Jikely be Ionger as people
would generally travel greater distances to employment centers.

74.  SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND'COMPARAT‘IVE IMPACTS

This section provides a summary of the Specific Plan altematives considered in this evaluation and 112
comparative benefits and drawbacks of each of the alternatives. Table 7-5 summarizes the develop::snt
anticipated under each development scenario. The relative environmental consequences of each of tiie
alternatives, when compared to the Specific Plan, are presented in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7.

" Because the No Project Alternative and the Lower Density Alternative allow for the development of
fewer housing units, wastewater outflows are decreased. Thus, the potential cumulative impacts relatesi

~to this resource would be reduced. For these reasons, the No Project and Lower Density alternatives ate
considered better than the proposed Specific Plan from a utilities perspective. However, these alternstives
Wouid rcduce the potential for the City to meet the:r regional housing needs, as specified by ABAG.

As‘ summanzed in Table 7-7, with regards to traffic and circulation (and the re,lated impacts of air quaiiry}
the Higher Residential Development Alternative and the Lower Density Alternative reduce the number of
vehicle trips attributable to projected growth in the Midtown area. The Lower Density Alternative
. provides for more of a reduction because this alternative is less intense than either the proposed Specific
Plan or the Higher Residential Development Alternative. '

In summary, as reflected by Table 7-7, the Lower Density Alternative is the environmentally superior

alternative. This is because it reduces wastewater outflows and slightly reduces the vehicle trips
attributable to the Specific Plan area. In general, the selection of this alternative as the environmentaity
superior alternative is due in large part to the lower.intensity of development envisioned. However, ﬁziw
alternative would continue to result in significant and unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts. Furthe
this alternative would not provide as much housing as the proposed Specific Plan, for which there is 2
substantial demand in the region. It is highly likely that if housing is not developed in an area such as
Milpitas (i.e., close to transit and regional employment centers), housing development would be in greater
demand in outlying suburban areas. Housing development in such areas would comparably result in a
greater contribution to traffic and regional emissions because the benefits of transit could not be utilized,
and because trips would likely be longer as people would generally travel greater distances to
employment centers.

October 8, 2001 - ‘ - : Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
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7.2.2.. IMPACT DISCUSSION -

Wéétgwétei: B

When compared to the proposed project, the Higher Residential Development Alternative would have
more wastewater discharge. ‘The Higher Residential Development Alternative would discharge
approximately 105 percent of thé wastewater as wotild the proposed Specific Plan (1.03 versus 0.98 mgd
average dry weather peak week flow). Thus, this alternative would be worse than the proposed Specific
Plan when considéring cumulative ‘wastewater discharge demands; however, this difference is fiot
cogsidered substantial. .. ’

Transportation afd Circulition

As shown in Table 7-2, the Higher Residential Development Alternative is éstimated to generate'a total of
45,482 niet new dailyrips, 2,720 net new AM peak hour trips, and 4,393 net new PM peak hour trips. All
of these trip totals are less than those estimated for the proposed Specific Plan. With reduced traffic
volumes, some of the intersection impacts are expected to less with this alternative based on reduced
intersection delays and possibls improvements in levels of service; however, most of the significant -
impacts would still occur with this alternative given the projected congestion undet baseline conditions.
This alternative would still result in most, if not all, of the freeway impacts identified for the proposed
Specific Plan. Overall, significant impacts would be reduced but could not be avoided with the Higher
Residential Development Alternative. . . o o T

Ai Quality

Because the Higher Residential Development Alternative would result in fewer daily vehicle trips, the - -
associated vehicle miles traveled would be less. Thus, the regional air quality impacts directly ‘
attributable to the Higher Residential Development Alternative would be less than the proposed project. -
In addition, this alternative would provide for the greater development of housing, units around transit
centers, which could further decrease the vehicle miles traveled in the region, conceivably farther

reducing regional air. quality emissions. , . .. .. . -

73. LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE

7.3.l.  ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

This lternative carries ot current developsment frends in he ares, and sesuis in development densities |
that are somewhat lower than those permitted in the proposed Specific Plan. Key differences when
compared fo the proposed Specific Plan are summarized below:. L0 T T 0

'I: Tn the Calaveras arca, redeveldpierit of retail dévelopmerit with office development is proposed

" at a lower density (FAR ‘of 0.7) than the Specific Plan (FAR 1.5). Thé rednced density would

yield up'to 400,000 square feet of new office development rather than up t6'700,000 squaré feet
‘asproposed in the Spéeific Pla. SR BT &

“Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan October 8,2001
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Table 7-7
Summary of the Environmental Consequences of Specific Plan Alternatives

. ‘ . No Project | Higher | Lower Density

Potential Impact : ' Alternative Residential Alternative
Alternative

WASTEWATER } Redaced, but not | Increased Reduced, but not
Impact Util-1: Effluent Treatment Capacity avoided avoided )
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION Increased Reduced, but not | Reduced, but not
Impacts Traffic-1, Traffic-2, and Trafﬁc~3:‘Substandard' avoided avoided
Operatmg Conditions
AIR QUALiTY . ' Increased Reduced, but not Reduced, but not
Irmpacts Air-2 and Air-3: Long-term Regional avmded‘ avoided
Emissions associated with Specific Plan Development

‘a This analysis only considers what contribution development in the Midtown arez would have to regional emissions, Itis
- highly likely that if housing is not developed in an area such as Milpitas (i.e., close to transit and regional employment - ‘
centers), housing development would be in greater demand in outlying suburban areas, Housing development in such areas /
would comparably result in 2 greater contribution to region'a! emissions because the benefits of transit could not be utilized,
and because trips would likely be longer as people would generally ttavel greater distances to employment centers.

Source: EDAW, Inc., 2001,

Although the Lower Density Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative, CEQA

does not require the Lead Agency to adopt this alternative. In short, CEQA requires that the Lead Agency’

- adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible. The concept of feasibility encompasses the
‘question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of the project to

- the extent that these are based on a.reasonable balancing of the relevant econmmc environmental, social,

‘and technological factors.

7. 5. OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES

Per Sect:on 15126.6(£)(2) of the CEQA. Guxdehncs the key question to ask when cons:dermg whether
alternative locations should be analyzed in an EIR is whether any of the significant effects of the project _
' would be avoided or substantlaiiy lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for
inclusion in the EIR.

October 8, 260} " - Midtown Milpitas Specific Plan
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Table 7-4

Lower Density / Alternative
(m gross square feet, unless otherw:se noted) _

"_-,RBSIdEﬂtlal Retallf Qﬂiqe ‘General ' , .I’az:k"anq_ y ; Mgﬁuf.&

Area ®: , (unim}. -] - -Dining - Commercial .| Open Space |- Warehouse

TS : I . facres). | e
Calaveras’ - N 400,000 Saraeef et -
Upper Mam Strcct | V 210 h .8,9_00' . 70,000 - 4 -
Elmwood Ccntzr 300 - - © 200,000 | S0 -
Railyards 300 - - - i 4 -
South Main / Abel “aso| 32000 | - "-‘ 31 0000
McCan’(iless Patk - - - - ¥ “ -
Montauue/Cap;ml 1650 | 10,000 | - 5 .
Crcek'i‘ralis e . _ = o gy e 23 -
TOTAL’ Midtown | 2,950 50.000| 470, 000 | 200,000 48| 50,000

- Thee est:mated development ylelds have bcea derxved by. applymg the densities a]lowed by the Eand use designatlons {as
. shofwn in Figure 7-3) 10 key vacant sites in Midtown.~ ‘ : : : e

b Theboundanes of ﬂ:ese areas are pmwded in Fxgure 2.6, which i§ provnded in Chapter 2 Progect Descnptlon

Source: EDAW Inc., 2001
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. Single FamilyfLow Denairy (SF-L}

EEE Single Family/Moderate Density (SF-M)

BE Mulg-Family/Medium Density (MF-M)

Multi-Famify/High Density (MF-H)

Parks/Recreation {FR}

B Correctional Facility (CF)

A 7% General Commercial {GC}

' ' Retail - Sub Center (R) :

EE Highway Service (HS}

Manuf. & Warehouse (MW)
5

Source: EDAW, Inc.

Figure 7-1 No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan Land Use Categories)
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Nate: Parks would be provided similas to the propased Midiown

Milpitas Spacific Plan, but are not #iustrated here for simptlification.

8 Correctional Facifity (CF)
W Retai! - Sub Center (R)
fd  Manaf, & Warehouse (MW)
Bl General Commercial (GC)
Mixed Use. (MXD)
Multi-Family/ Very High- Density
(MFR)
Industrial Park (4P}

$ 68D 1000 2.060" 4000 -

Source: EDAW, ine.

‘Figure 7-3 Lower Development Alternative

M[DTOWN MILPITAS SPECIFIC PLAN
Environmental Impact Report



Alternative Jocations would not avoid the unpacts discussed in the precedmg sectxons Wastewater i
unpacts are related to the intensity of a developmem: Shifting the location of this development would not’
reduce these impacts or demands. Further, alternative 1ocatzcns wouid hkeiy increase circulation impaets --
(and assoczated air quality nnpacts) becaiise alternative sites would not beneﬁt from the new transit
stations located at Great Mall Parkway and Montague, along the Tasman East nght Rail line. Thus,
snmiar development scenarios in other locations of the City would i mcrease veh' ‘Ie trip generation. Trip

. reductions that are afforded by the Mldtown area are on the order of 15 percent. e

In addmon construct:onnrelated nnpacts (e.g., potential no:se, air quahty, and water qualaty) would exist .. -
at other areas of the city of Milpitas or the region, These types of constm ion-related impacts are most -
appropriately mxtlgated to less-than-significant levels with the 1mplementatmn of eonstrucnon—related

measures and best management practices, as outlined in this Draft EIR, and hould not 'dnve the
consideration of alternanve locations. ‘ '
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Note: Patks would be provided similar to the propased Midtowm
Milpitas Specific Plan, but ate not lilustrated hare for simplification.
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Figure 7-2 Higher Residential Development Alternative
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