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SAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
CHUCK REED, CHAIR KEN YEAGER, MEMBER 
MILPITAS-OPEN SEAT JOHN GATTO, MEMBER 
KEVIN MOORE, MEMBER ED SHIKADA, MEMBER 
PATRICIA MAHAN, MEMBER  
MADISON NGUYEN, MEMBER 

NORA CAMPOS, MEMBER 
 

 
 AGENDA   
4:30 p.m. December 9, 2010 Room T-1047 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
2. MINUTES 
 

A. October 14, 2010 
B. November 19, 2010-Special TPAC meeting on Plant Master Plan 

 
3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 A. T&E Memorandum-Plant Master Plan Update-2010 
 
5. REPORTS 
 
 A. Open Purchase Orders Greater Than $100,000  
  The attached monthly Procurement and Contract Activity Report summarizes the  
  purchase and contracting of goods with an estimated value between $100,000 and  
  $1 million and of services between $100,000 and $250,000.  
 
6. AGREEMENTS 
 

A. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on December 14, 2010: 
 

1. Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute 
the Eighth Amendment to the construction service agreement with the City 
of Santa Clara for the South Bay Water Recycling Program, extending the 
term of the agreement to December 31, 2012, adding a new project to the 
list of recycled water pipeline projects, and increasing the maximum 
amount payable by the City of San José by $1,011,000 to a total maximum 
amount not to exceed $34,661,000. 
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2. Adopt the following Funding Sources Resolution amendments in the San 
José/Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital Fund for 2010-2011: 

a. Increase the appropriation for Revised South Bay Action Plan –
South Bay Water Recycling Extension by $1,011,000; 

b. Increase the estimate for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Grant by 
$511,000; and 

c. Decrease the Ending Fund Balance by $500,000. 
 

B. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on December 14, 2010: 
 

1. Direct staff to consider the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Reconstruction and Land 
Use Alternatives (Milpitas Guiding Principles), along with other tributary 
agency, stakeholder and public input, in the final development of the 
Preferred Alternative for the Plant Master Plan currently scheduled to be 
presented to Council in April 2011, and to present the Milpitas Guiding 
Principles, along with other tributary agency and partner input into the 
Land Use Alternatives Public Input Summary that will be presented to 
Council along with the recommended Preferred Alternative for the Plant 
Master Plan. 

 
C. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on December 14, 2010: 
 

1. Provide the Administration direction to negotiate an agreement with 
Harvest Power, Inc. for evaluation and demonstration of a biomass-to-
energy technology project at the San Jose Santa Clara Water Pollution 
Control Plant to begin February 1, 2011 consistent with the business terms 
specified herein.  

 
7. STATUS OF ITEMS PREVIOUSLY RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BY 
 TPAC 
 
 A. The following action items were approved by the San Jose City Council on  
  October 19, 2010: 
 

1. Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services to award the contract 
for the  McCarthy House Demolition Project to the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder in an amount not to exceed $126,200, and approve a 
construction contingency with a maximum value of $46,680.  

2. To decide any timely bid protest(s), to make the City’s final determination 
as to lowest responsive and responsible bidder, or to reject all bids and re-
bid the project. 
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3. Award of construction contract for the Waste Heat Recovery Silencer EG- 
  1 Replacement Project at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution  
  Control Plant to the low bidder, Environmental Systems Inc., in the  
  amount of $252,000 

4. Approve a 10%contingency in the amount of $25,200. 
5. Award the construction contract for the Handrail Phase 3 Project at the 
 San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant to the low bidder, 
 Bugler Construction, Inc., in the amount of $289,000. 
6. Approve a 15% contingency in the amount of $43,350 

  7. It is recommended that the City Council accept the report on the Request 
for Proposals for a Power Purchase and Site Lease Agreement for Fuel 
Cell System Power Production and adopt a resolution authorizing the 
Director of Finance to execute a Power Purchase Agreement, Site Lease 
and other necessary documents, with UTS SJ-1, LLC (UTS) (Encinitas, 
CA) to purchase fuel cell energy at the Plant for a 20 year term. 

8. MISCELLANEOUS 
 
A. The next TPAC meeting will be January 13, 2011, at 4:30 p.m. City Hall, 

Environmental Services, 10th Floor, Room 1047. 
 
9. OPEN FORUM 
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
NOTE:  If you have any changes or questions, please contact Monica Perras, Environmental 
Services, 408-975-2515. 
To request an accommodation or alternative format for City-sponsored meetings, events or 
printed materials, please call Monica Perras at (408) 975-2515 or (408) 294-9337 (TTY) as 
soon as possible, but at least three business days before the meeting/event.  
 
Availability of Public Records. All public records relating to an open session item on this 
agenda, which are not exempt from disclosure pursuant to the California Public Records Act, 
that are distributed to a majority of the legislative body will be available for public inspection 
at San Jose City Hall, 200 East Santa Clara Street, 10th Floor, Environmental Services at the 
same time that the public records are distributed or made available to the legislative body. 



DRAFT 
MINUTES OF THE  

SAN JOSÉ/SANTA CLARA 
TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
City Hall, Environmental Services, 10th Floor, Room 1047 

Thursday, October 14, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
Minutes of the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee convened this date at 4:30 p.m.  Roll call 
was then taken, with the following members in attendance: 
 
Committee members: Chuck Reed, Kevin Moore, Patricia Mahan, Madison Nguyen, John 
Gatto, Ed Shikada, Ken Yeager. 
 
Staff present: Monica Perras, Dale Ihrke, Bhavani Yerrapotu, John Stufflebean, Kristen 
Yasukawa, Mollie Dent, Matt Krupp. 

 
Others present: Alan Kurotori (City of Santa Clara), Sharona Rozario, (City of San Jose), Steve 
Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), Kathleen Phalen (City of Milpitas), David Wall (San 
José City Resident), Dean Stanford (Constituent), Jim Foley, Joe McCarthy, Joey McCarthy 
(McCarthy Ranch), Jerry Strangis (Strangis Properties), Robert Reid, (West Valley Sanitation). 
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

A. September 9, 2010. 
 
The minutes for September 9, 2010 were approved unanimously. 
 

3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 A. Milpitas City Council Resolution No. 8025 Defining Guiding Principles for the  
  San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Reconstruction  
  and Land Use Alternatives. 
 
 B. Letter date October 7, 2010 from Cupertino Sanitary District Board and   
  Resolution No. 1221, Proposing Goals and Workshops regarding the Plant Master 
  Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives 
 
  Items 4.A&B were accepted. 
  TPAC requested staff to set up a special Plant Master Plant study session in November. 
 
5. REPORTS 

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

 Item 5.A was accepted to note and file.  
 

6. AGREEMENTS 
 

A. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on October 19, 2010: 
 

1. Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services to award the contract for 
the McCarthy House Demolition Project to the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder in an amount not to exceed $126,200, and approve a 
construction contingency with a maximum value of $46,680.  

2. To decide any timely bid protest(s), to make the City’s final determination as 
to lowest responsive and responsible bidder, or to reject all bids and re-bid 
the project. 

 
 B. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on October 19, 2010: 
 

1.       Award of construction contract for the Waste Heat Recovery Silencer EG-1 
 Replacement Project at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control 
 Plant to the low bidder, Environmental Systems Inc., in the  amount of 
 $252,000 

2. Approve a 10%contingency in the amount of $25,200. 
   

 C. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on October 19, 2010: 
 

1.  Award the construction contract for the Handrail Phase 3 Project at the 
 San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant to the low bidder, 
 Bugler Construction, Inc., in the amount of $289,000. 

2. Approve a 15% contingency in the amount of $43,350 
 Items 6.A.1&2, 6.B.1&2, & C.1&2 were approved unanimously. 
 Committee Members Mahan and Moore leave this meeting. 
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 D. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on October 19, 2010 

  1. It is recommended that the City Council accept the report on the Request for 
Proposals for a Power Purchase and Site Lease Agreement for Fuel Cell 
System Power Production and adopt a resolution authorizing the Director of 
Finance to execute a Power Purchase Agreement, Site Lease and other 
necessary documents, with UTS SJ-1, LLC (UTS) (Encinitas, CA) to 
purchase fuel cell energy at the Plant for a 20 year term. 

 
Committee member Gatto motioned and Committee member Nguyen seconded to 
waive sunshine on Item 6.D.1. Committee member Gatto motioned and Committee 
member Nguyen seconded to approve Item 6.D.1. 
 

7. STATUS OF ITEMS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY TPAC 
  
The items that were approved by the San Jose City Council on September 14, 2010 and 
September 21, 2010 were accepted to note and file. 

 
8. MISCELLANEOUS 
 

A. The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee requested a special Study Session in 
November to discuss the Plant Master Plan.  

 
 PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
A. David Wall submitted a speaker card for safety issues. 
B. Dean Stanford submitted a speaker card for fuel cells, road safety, and a park on plant 
 lands. 
C. Joe McCarthy submitted a speaker card for odor issues study. 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 A. The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee adjourned at 5:01 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 Chuck Reed, Chair 

Treatment Plant Advisory Committee 



DRAFT 
MINUTES OF THE  

SAN JOSÉ/SANTA CLARA 
TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Special PMP TPAC Meeting 
City Hall, Environmental Services, 10th Floor, Room 1047 

Friday, November 19, 2010 1:00 pm – 4:00 pm. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
Minutes of the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee convened this date at 1:00 p.m.  Roll call 
was then taken, with the following members in attendance: 
 
Committee members: Chuck Reed, Kevin Moore, Madison Nguyen, John Gatto, Bob 
Livengood. 
 
Staff present: Monica Perras, Dale Ihrke, Bhavani Yerrapotu, John Stufflebean, Kristen 
Yasukawa, Mollie Dent, Matt Krupp, Kirsten Struve, Cheryl Wessling, Kerrie Romanow, 
Diane Ikegami, Hossein Rahnema Jennifer Easton, Kerry A. Harper (OCA/OED). 

 
Others present: Michael Powell (SOM-consultant for CSJ), Alan Lewis (Hargraves Assoc,-
Consultant for CSJ), Steve McDonald and Jamel Demir (Carollo – consultant for CSJ), Jeff 
Janssen(City of San Jose), Steve Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), Kathleen Phalen (City 
of Milpitas), David Wall (San José City Resident), Dean Stanford (Constituent), Jim Foley, 
Joey McCarthy (McCarthy Ranch), Jerry Strangis (Strangis Properties), Robert Reid, (West 
Valley Sanitation), , Mike Rodriguez, (SCVWD),Steve McDonald, Jamel Demir, (Carollo 
Engineers), Noel Eberhardt (SBSS), Larry Hottenstein (ERM), Pete McHugh, (Milpitas), 
Eileen McLaughlin, (Citizen Committee to Complete the Refuge). 
 

2. PRESENTATIONS 
 
A. Draft Recommended Operational and Land Use Alternative Presentation-Given by John 

Stufflebean, Michael Powell of SOM, Alan Lewis of Hargreaves Assoc. and Steve 
McDonald of Carollo 

B. Proposed Alternatives for Biosolids Dewatering and Drying for San Jose WPCP 
Presentation given by Joey McCarthy and Larry Hottenstein. 

 
2. COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 

 
A.  Revenue Generation Potential: Committee members discussed how to maximize revenue 

generation from the land: destination retail, renewable energy, economic analysis 
numbers seem conservative and low. 

B.  Sewer Rate impacts: Committee members suggested that the plan should show what 
elements will be paid for by sewer rates vs. other funding sources that would need to pay 
for trails, environmental restoration, parks, etc.  Committee members also discussed 
interest in bonding. 

C. Transportation: Committee members discussed the potential need and expense to 
upgrade the Zanker/Highway 237 interchange 
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D. Odors: committee members sought additional information about the odor impacts of the 
Plant, how they can be best resolved, and an understanding of these odors in relationship 
to other nearby odor sources. 

E. Sea Level Rise: committee members were concerned about ensuring protection from sea 
level rise 

F. Overall plan: committee members voiced support for the overall plan  
G. Follow up: Staff will provide an update on the progress in addressing odor issues at the 

January TPAC meeting 
  
4. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
A. David Wall submitted a speaker card for a variety of subjects. 
B. Dean Stanford spoke about a park on Plant lands. 
C.  Dennis Martin spoke on behalf of McCarthy regarding dewatering and odor issues. 
D. Noel Eberhardt spoke about open field space on the Plant lands. 

 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
 

A. The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee adjourned at 3:35 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 Chuck Reed, Chair 

Treatment Plant Advisory Committee 
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY
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Memorandum
TO: TRANSPORTATION &

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
FROM:

SUBJECT: PLANT MASTER PLAN
UPDATE - December 2010

approved~~~_..~_~

John Stufflebean

DATE: 11-17-10

RECOMMENDATION

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

OUTCOME

Acceptance of this report and feedback on the recommended draft alternative will allow staff to
continue on course with the planned Plant Master Plan activities, including presenting the draft
land use alternative at public workshops in Janual2¢ 2011.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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

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

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

A mix of economic development with a focus on clean tech; recreational uses including
trails and parks; and habitat restoration of uplands and marshlands.
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Public workshops at the end of January 2011 will provide opportunity for public review and
input on the draft recommended alternative. This input will then be included in the development
of the recommended Preferred Alternative, which is scheduled to be presented to the San Jos6
and Santa Clara city councils for approval to be .analyzed through the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) process in April 2011.

BACKGROUND

The Plant serves the homes of 1.4 million residents and about 17,000 main commercial/
industrial sewer connections across San Jos6, Santa Clara, Milpitas, Cupertino, Campbell, Los
Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. Using principles of sustainability, the Plant Master Plan
aims to chart a course to continue the Plant’s vital role in protecting public health and the
environment while supporting the region’s economy and creating a new vision for San Jos6’s
South Bay shoreline.

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

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

ANALYSIS

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

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

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

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

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

The following Plant Master Plan goals were developed based on the principles of sustainability:
¯ Operational: Result in a reliable, flexible Plant that can respond to changing conditions.
¯ Economical: Maximize economic benefits for customers through cost-effective options.
¯ Environmental: Improve habitat and minimize impacts to the local and global

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Drqft Recommended Technical Alternative:

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

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

While the 2007 Infrastructure Condition Assessment only identified "condition" as a driver for
capital projects, the Plant Master Plan includes five additional drivers for optimizing the Plant’s
operations to achieve the sustainability goals. The drivers for rebuilding the Plant or
implementing new technologies are as follows:

Condition (Rehabilitation/Replacement) -A condition trigger is assigned if the process or
facility has reached the end of its economic useful life. This trigger is established based’ on the
need to maintain that process or facility as operationally sufficient to meet mission critical
reliability and performance requirements.
Regulatory Requirement - A regulatory trigger is assigned when the need is driven by local,
state or national regulatory requirements.
Economic Benefit - An economic benefit trigger is assigned when a positive reduction in life-
cycle costs (considering capital and O&M) can be achieved.
Improved Performance Benefit - An improved performance benefit trigger is assigned when
there is a benefit in improved operations and maintenance performance related to overall
reliability and/or reduced operational and safety related risks.
Increased Flows/Loads - An increased flow and load trigger is assigned when the need is based
on an increase in capacity to accommodate increases in flows or loads into the Plant.
Policy Decision - The policy trigger is assigned when the reason is based on a management
and/or political decision from the policy-makers..

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

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

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

3. Secondary (biological) Treatment: Tank repair and rehabilitation; installation of fine
bubble diffusers to save energy; improved connections of the tanks to improve operational
flexibility; and possible future additional nutrient removal.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The largest investment needed is in the category of Biosolids Processing. The most significant
change in technology relates to biosolids dewatering and drying. The 30-year project costs for all
biosolids improvements as currently proposed in the draft recommended alternative are estimated
at $530 million, of which $250 million will be expended by 2025 for transitioning from the
current lagoon drying bed operation. Instead of using 770 acres of open air lagoons and drying
beds, the Plant Master Plan proposes a new mechanical process that will minimize odors, prepare
the Plant for future greenhouse gas regulations and landfill closure, allow for diversification of
disposal and reuse of the biosolids as a resource, and allow for new land uses. Due to the higher
energy inputs, these processes will result in higher operating costs.

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

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

3. Contract dewatering option: Use temporary contract dewatering facilities to eliminate
need for lagoons and drying beds 10 to 12 year sooner while constructing permanent
facilities. This option would increase expenditures by $200 million to 2025.

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

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

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

evolving if project is accelerated.

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

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

Draft Recommended Land Use Alternative:

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

¯ Determine the appropriate alignment for levees to protect this critical facility from future
sea level rise. City staff have been working with the Army Corps of Engineers and Santa
Clara Valley Water District’s South Bay Shoreline Study.

¯ Meet the Plant’s permit requirement to plan future uses for former saltpond A18,
purchased by the Plant as additional buffer land in 2005.

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

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

¯ Protect existing habitats and plan for environmental enhancement opportunities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The draft recommended alternative is adaptive to future market conditions and opportunities. It
includes the following features as part of a balanced land use plan that incorporates input received
throughout the proj ect:

Economic Development (total 300 acres plus renewable energy field)
¯ 20-35 acres of retail at the frontage of Highway 237 for maximum visibility.
¯ 220-235 acres of office and light industrial with a focus on Clean Tech both along the

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

an incubator and demonstration facility.
¯ 60 acres for a renewable energy field, in addition to solar installations near the Plant’s

operational area, on roof-tops, and the existing 35-acre Waste to Energy site.
¯ Road connections that would include a link to Dixon Landing Road and a connection from

Nortech to Zanker Road.

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

environment.
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Recreational Uses
¯ 40-acre park with sports fields and connection to restored Artesian Slough, as well as

access to retail areas.
° Bay Trail connection, for a total of 16 miles of trails.
° 50-acres flexible open space with connection to habitat areas.
¯ Access to the Plant’s freshwater wetlands for bird watching and hiking (60 acres).
¯ Opportunities to locate nature and education centers that complement the existing Don

Edwards Refuge Education Center.

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

At build-out, the positive fiscal impact is projected to be $1.1 million based on property and sales
tax revenue, with substantial additional benefit to Santa Clara County and local School Districts.
The annual projected ground lease revenue at build-out is projected to be $10.5 million. While the
timing of build out and the potential resulting lease revenue does not correlate with the
infrastructure needs of the Plant, it has the potential to offset future operating and maintenance
costs. The direct jobs created by this plan are projected at 15,200 with additional indirect jobs as
well as substantial construction jobs. Consequently, the plan creates substantial positive regional
economic benefit for the City and its partners.

Additional Public Outreach Activities
Throughout the Plant Master Plan project, public and stakeholder outreach has been an integral
part of the land use plan development as described above through workshops, the website, and
the Community Advisory Group. In addition, extensive outreach was conducted tv raise public
awareness of the Plant’s infrastructure needs, including highly successful Plant tours, the
website, and the "Rebuild the Plant" outreach campaign.

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

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

¯ CouneilAetion: Following the community workshops and additional outreach to partners and
stakeholders, the final recommended Preferred Alternative will be brought to the San Jose and
Santa Clara City Councils for action.
Environmental Review: The recommended Prefen’ed Alternative for the Plant Master Plan
will require a programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). A contract with Environmental
Science Associates was executed in September 2010 to provide the environmental review.
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EVALUATION AND FOLLOW UP

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

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

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

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

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

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

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

COORDINATION

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

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This item is consistent with Council approved Budget Strategy Memo General Principle #2, "We
must focus on protecting our vital core City services."
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Not a Project, File No. PP10-069 (a) Staff Reports

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

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

Attachments:
A. Plant Master Plan Schedule
B. PuNic Input Summary





~qnt Master Plan

Plant Master Plan Schedule
as of November 16, 2010

Attachment A

Month Key Milestones

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

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

Dec 2010 / ¯ Presentation and request for decision-maker feedback on recommended

Jan 2011 alternative that will be presented at public meetings in 2011:

o Dec 6- T&E

o Dec9-TPAC

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

o Jan 11 -San Jose City Council (tentative, if deferral from

December 14)

o Jan 11 - SC Council (tentative)

o Jan 13- TPAC (if needed)

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

¯ Public Workshops-last two weeks of January

o Jan 19-Alviso (George Mayne Elementary School)

o Jan 20-San Jose (Roosevelt Community Center)

o Jan 25-Santa Clara (SC Library)

o Jan 27-Cupertino (Cupertino Community Hall)

o Jan 29- Milpitas (Milpitas Senior Center)

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

¯ March 30: CAG meeting (date/topictbd)

Apr2011 ¯ Approval of preferred alternative for CEQA by SJ and SC councils

¯ Commendation to CAG
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Section 1 - Executive Summary

#,. OVERVIEW OF PLANT MASTER PLAN LAND USE ALTERNATIVES INPUT
1he three-year process for developing the Plant Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant (Plant) is based on the principles of sustainability to address how to best rebuild the aging
wastewater facility and use the Plant’s 2,600-acre site at the South Bay’s shoreline through 2040 and
beyond. Sustainability is often defined as a long-term, balanced view of the three Es: environment,
economy, and equity.

The project is unique for its adherence to principles of sustainability as it proceeds to:
Rebuild one of the nation’s best performing wastewater facilities with a goal of energy self-sufficiency,
and
Invite the community’s vision for new land uses on the Plant’s 2,600-acre shoreline site.

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

B. PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES
Public input on the three land use alternatives was collected in a variety of ways between May and
November 201 O:

Land Use Questionnaire - A multiple-choice questionnaire addressing land use topics was produced as
a hard-copy workbook and an online questionnaire on the project website. The questionnaire presented
the three land use alternatives, and solicited input through multiple-choice questions and free-response
sections aimed at collecting an individual’s preferences on the comparative aspects of the alternatives.
o Community workshops - Five community workshops were held in May 2010 at different venues in the

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

o Online questionnaire - 213 responses were collected from the online questionnaire between May and
June 2010 at rebuildtheplant.org.

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

Tributary partner comments - Comments from the Plant tributary agencies (City of Santa Clara, City of
Milpitas, Cupertino Sanitary District, West Valley Sanitation District, County Sanitation Districts 2-3, and
Burbank Sanitary District) have been noted during regular project meetings. Additionally, some of these
agencies have submitted written comments.
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Stakeholder meetings and letters - Project staff has and continues to regularly participate in
stakeholder meetings and has conducted special meetings to collect input on the alternatives. Some
stakeholder groups also submitted their input via letters.

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

Public opinion survey - An August 2008 baseline phone survey and July 2010 midpoint phone survey
were conducted to measure the community’s awareness of the Plan;t, collect public values on land issues
presented similarly to the Land Use Questionnaire, and to measure the impact of a summer 2010 Plant
awareness campaign. On questions regarding land use, survey respondents reflected values and input
similar to people who filled out the Land Use Questionnaire.

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

All input collected will be used to inform and develop the final recommended land use alt,ernative. An
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed plan. Opportunities for input on the scope
of the environmental review (ex: air quality, transportation, noise, etc.) are incorporated in the CEQA
process.

C. PROJECT TIMELINE AND INPUT PROCESS

Final
Broad Master

Alternative Plan Multi-Year
Implemenlation

Development Period

May Nov Jan
08 08 09

Exploratory Workshops
with experts and i)art[~ers

SeleCted
Al[ernatives Alternative

~:~i    Narrowed Developed
...... ~M~y ,~ ...... O~d~

2009                                         2010                                         2011
I I I

Communlly Workshops & Other Input Opportunities
with s~.akehelders and residents

Kick-off
The project kicked off in 2008 with a series of three exploratory workshops held with wastewater and land
use planning experts. The outcome was a broad project concept that was introduced at a community
workshop in May 2009 (see the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Reports).

Public Values Input - 2009
A survey was developed to capture input on public values on land uses. Almost 1,500 surveys were
collected from the CAG, public, and stakeholder groups at the May 2009 workshop, on Plant tours, and at
the project website. See the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Reports to view the input collected. The input was also included as an attachment to the
December 7, 2009 Transportation & Environment Committee memo.
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Land Use Alternatives Input - 2010
ProJect planners used input from the values survey to inform the development of the three land use
alternatives that were presented to the public in May 2010 (see Appendix A - Land Use Alternatives
Supplement). ProJect planners collected input at a series of community workshops, via the project website,
and from stakeholder and regulatory groups, which is summarized in this report. This input has helped
shape the draft recommended alternative plan.

Final Plan
Public input on the final recommended plan will be solicited in early 2011. The Treatment Plant Advisory
Committee and city councils of San Jos~ and Santa Clara will then review the final plan, which will be subject
to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Upon council approval, the final plan will direct capital
improvements at the Plant over the next 30 years and guide decisions for the Plant’s continued
improvement through 2040. It will also outline the land use plan for the Plant’s site.
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Section 2- Land Use Questionnaire

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

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

meetings in May 2010

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

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

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

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

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

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

Questionnaire input- Participants recorded their input in workbooks (see Appendix B - Land Use
Alternatives Workbook). CAG responses were tracked separately from the broader group, as their
input is considered a benchmark throughout the entire Plant Master Plan process.
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Project Website in May and June 2010 ~~
Plant AAaster plan

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

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

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

Key findings from the land use questionnaire data include:

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

Clean Tech Institute ranks highest among development options. The idea of a Clean Tech Institute
received very strong support at the workshops. Comments also supported land use development that
served to protect the natural environment and create jobs.

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

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

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

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

Support for addressing odors to allow for alternative land uses. MaJority of the respondents were
supportive of addressing odors and changes to odor causing oPerations (i.e. open air-drying of biosolids)
to allow for alternative land uses.
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Plant/~r Plan

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

A. OVERVIEW
The Community Advisory Group (CAG) has been providing ongoing feedback and a community perspective
on the Plant Master Plan process since 2008. Members represent the eight cities of the Plant service area and
were selected to reflect a range of backgrounds in education, environment, business, recreation, and
community activism. Details on how this group was formed, member biographies, and all CAG meeting
summaries can be found at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Community Advisory Group. CAG’s input
on the land use alternatives was captured in the April 28, 2010 meeting summary and through the Land Use
Questionnaire.

B. CAG INPUT ON LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

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

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

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

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

Environmental Land Use Altematives
City of San Jos6 Project Manager Kirsten Struve and land use consultant Peter Frankel presented
environmental land use alternatives, which include wetlands/salt marsh and mudflats, riparian habitat,
lakes/effluent pond, and upland/owl habitat. In response to a question about whether there were engineering
issues with the proposed levee alignments, Kirsten explained that the proposed alignments and the outboard
terraced habitats are designed to provide better protection from flooding than the current stair-step levees.
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She also reiterated that the environmental land use alternatives presented have not yet been
reviewed by regulatory agencies.

Plant iv~aster Plan

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Plant M~st~r Plan

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

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

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

Outcomes
CAG input from the meeting discussion and the land use alternatives workbook will be provided to
the Steering Committee.
Contact Project Planner Matt Krupp at matt.krupp@sanjoseca,gov or 408-945-5182 for more
information.

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

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

Why?

¯

Could only support this size of development.
Plenty of retail in area and more retail planned on 1 st Street.
Generate money.
A lot of retail within a small area.
Looks about right.
There is a good amount of retail in the area so anymore than 35 acres wouldn’t be supported bythe demand.
I like the idea of the sustainable revenue that leasing land would provide, but I really dislike the idea of"big
box" stores. It doesn’t fit with the site!
There is enough retail at McCarthy Ranch and target other opportunities.
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I

O

There is other retail nearby including big box stores and eating establishments. I don’t thinkthere ~ .....Plant Iv~-ter Plan
would be enough demand.
We should dedicate as much land to retail as the market will bear because of its economic benefits.
NO retail acreage. Retail on this site would compete with current/future Alviso retail development and with
McCarthy Ranch retail operations. Further, while the North San Jose area needs to add retail, this location
across 237 is not located appropriately to serve that community. On the flip side of including no retail is that
current/future Alviso retail operations stand to gain if an improved Plant lands attract greater visitation and its
sales tax revenues also benefit San Jose.

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

BackN° answerto tli-e Bay -215 ...........................................................acres -i..~-. i_6.‘
Necklace ofLa-kes -290 acres .................................. iI
R,parlan Corridor- 320 acres 1 i

Why?
¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

A new land east of Plant to be available.
Good balance.
See above.
Have vacant Numi Plant.
Visibility and Hwy 237 would be a good marketing trait of the property. The other uses would benefit from
being next to the creek.
I don’t like the idea of converting the lagoons and drying beds into light industrial. I would like to see that area
left as a buffer to the Coyote Creek corridor.
Nice how nicely balanced.
290 in terms of size, but the Riparian Corridor does a better job with preserving the corridor.
There are already some empty buildings out that way.
Light industry should not occur on the grasslands. Larger area dedicated to alternative energy alternatives.
NO light industry. There is no justification for business park development of any type (retail strip, light
industry or office/R&D). Any such development on this site would: I. Compete with existing business parks in
North San Jose and nearby Milpitas and Santa Clara, all currently with high vacancy rates. 2. Aggravate
transportation along Route 237, a highway that was a historical bottleneck in good economic times and for
which there is no relief in sight from public transit. Jobs on buffer lands would keep people in their cars in bad
traffic conditions, putting ever more carbon into the air. Subsidizing shuttles in lieu of public transportation, a
suggested solution, would be add-on costs that would not be a cost-burden for competing business parks. 3.
Put Plant into the speculative role of business park operator (or subject to financial woes of land-lease
business park operators), in an activity with no relationship to its core responsibilities and inevitably be a
financial drain during market downturns. 4. Require major investment upfront, particularly in the Riparian
Alternative which suggests building a bridge and road connection to Dixon Landing Road. 5. Lease revenues
cannot be counted upon as a source of revenue for the Plant as contribution will vary with economic cycles
and the discretionary decisions of the cities served.

Question 3: Which alternative would you prefer for office/research & development at this site7 (e.g., size,
location)

Baci~ to the Bay~ 50 acres ...................................
I ..........

6-]
Necklace of Lakes - 75 acres t 61
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Why?

¯

0

o

o

o

o

Plant

Effects of land south of 237.
Right amount for area.
Lots of R&D on 237 not rented.
Or less.
Same reasons as I gave for 2 above. My only comment would be to have the office be close to Hwy 237 for
visibility reasons.
Whichever has the least. If the office/research development is based on green tech, I would be more receptive
to the idea.
Smaller footprint looks appropriate.
If renewable energy or sustainable company would be a showcase for site.
Avoids owl habitat.
NO office/R&D development. There is no justification for any business park development (retail strip, light
industry or office/R&D). Any such development on this site would: 1. Compete with existing business parks in
North San Jose and nearby Milpitas and Santa Clara, all currently with high vacancy rates. 2. Aggravate
transportation along Route 237, a highway that was a historical bottleneck in good economic times and for
which there is no relief in sight from public transit. Jobs on this site would keep people in their cars in bad
traffic condiUons, putting ever more carbon into the air. Subsidizing shuttles in lieu of public transportation, a
suggested solution, would produce add-on costs, particularly costly during economic slumps. 3. Put Plant into
the speculative role of business park operator (or subject to financial woes of land-lease park operators), an
activity with no relationship to its core responsibilities and one that would be a financial drain during every
market downturn. 4. Require major investment upfront. 5. Lease revenues cannot be counted upon as a
source of revenue for the Plant as its contribution will vary with economic cycles and the discretionary
decisions of the cities served.

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

NOa~we~’~ .... , ....... ~ ...........~ ............. ............. .... I~ 2

Yes, about 45 acres (as seen in Riparian Corridor} 11
~es,morethan45ac-res " ........................ I " I I

Why?
¯

¯

¯

¯

0

Is this enough land? Define, why?
Provide a model for energy sustainability.
Research institute support environmental practices and places generally.
If an institute can promote industry in the region it would be worth the investment. 45 ac is a good start and if
it is successful than the acreage can be increased.
I like the idea of bringing in research opportunities in green tech.
Silicon Valley has always been a leader; this institute idea confirms our heritage as tech leaders.
I think it would be a much more valuable community asset as opposed to the retail component.
Could tie in with SJSU, SCU or even Stanford.
If possible.
Need more information. This concept is of recent vintage in PMP planning and needs further discussion.
Public workshop descriptions of the concept suggested a think-tank focused on sustainable technology
research. Though an attractive concept, it has no legs unless there is a substantial business-academic coalition
that puts its support behind it.
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Question 5: Which alternative would you prefer for wetlands creation?

Why?

I

I

Would use the least amount of land.
Like layout.
More wetlands.
Like use of wetlands near burrowing owl territory, would prefer move to riparian area.
Utilizing the creek and keeping its environmental condition protected. Environmental uses are further away
from Hwy 237.
The more the better, although there may be more considerations for riparian and upland habitat if the South
Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project moves forward.
Provides largest contiguous burrowing owl habitat.
Provides a good mix of all features except lake feature.
I don’t believe wetlands are as threatened as the other habitats.
At least 1,010 acres of wetlands i.e. all of Pond A-18 (860 acres) +150 acres polishing wetlands. There is
opportunity to give back to the Bay and to Alvisans shoreline which levees took away. That includes, in an era
of sea-level-rise, providing improved flood protection to the Plant and to all of Alviso. Just as the South Bay
Salt Pond Project worked with Alviso to use Pond A-8 as Guadalupe River flood relief valve, Plant lands should
be evaluated for potential to provide an improved Coyote Creek relief valve, expanding the SCVWD easement.
That easement and the Coyote Creek levee system were designed before sea level rise and before more
frequent extreme storms from climate change were design factors. It appears that pulling the levee inward on
Plant lands along the border nearest that easement would add much improved high water capacity. The Plant
should evaluate this option with Santa Clara Valley Water District and, possibly the USACE. As for the
challenge of managing wetlands, excellent resources are available. The scientific and technical review
capabilities exist through the Don Edward National Wildlife Refuge and the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration
Project. To meet wetland management needs, the Plant can investigate an agreement with the Refuge akin to
agreements it has for lands owned by CA Department of Fish & Game and the City of Palo Alto. Local Refuge
management already has the authority it needs for such agreements as A-18 lies within its Congressionally-
approved expansion boundary.

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

i lNgans_w~,r..-i~i .~ i .i.’iiiii ""i. i~_ "~." "~ _. i_ii...i :i i.i._i.’ii. ..... i_i.i_.’~
I Back to the Bay - 0 acres 1 -I

!R.ip,r!an~ir!do-ri:!7~acie;i: ..... i: iiii-: i_ i:..iiii, i iiiiii:i .... iiiii ’i

Why?
¯

¯

¯

If Back to the Bay had some riparian, it would be good.
Maximize for habitat and sea level rise flood control.
Don’t understand how there’s no riparian habitat in the plan. Lots of open space near Coyote Creek and the
Bay. I don’t understand parameters for this type of use to comment anymore on it.

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 14 of 69



¯ I like the idea of restoring the original riparian corridors that went through Plant lands.
¯ Good transitional land and would be good for trails and could tie in with existing flood control.
¯ This alternative appears to provide the greatest amount of riparian habitat.

Plant ~o-t~r Plan

No preferred Alternative although I strongly recommend the protection and creation of riparian habitat. The
riparian, lower Coyote Creek is a habitat rarity locally and the bufferlands provide the opportunity to enhance
it. Reactivating historic creek beds on the bufferlands, using plant effluent, is an action that could be used to
develop other riparian locations as would incorporation of riparian habitat design for the effluent pond and
polishing wetland. It is appropriate to mention the flood control coordination needed, which is why I have
(see question _5, wetlands) suggesting the contribution of some bufferlands to expand the existing SCVWD
easement. Doing so would expand a floodplain and with it create an improved transitional habitat zone.

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

Necklace of Lakes - Oacres

Why?
¯ Like layout.

Effluent ponds complement riparian area.
No preference.
I like the use of the drying bed/lagoon areas for wetland and effluent pond. I think the aesthetics of the lake in
front would help blend any commercial/retail uses. Although I fear it will look artificial and be high
maintenance.
Would like to limit the size of these for odor and appearance.
None of the above. Each of these options has a net loss in tidal and transition habitat and of wildlife refuge
needed due to sea level rise. When the sludge beds/drying ponds are no longer needed, there will be plenty
of land to put to pond/wetland use within the current levee boundary.
Althouc3h the effluent pond is an operations requirement, factors affecting its location were not discussed
substantively at CAG meetings, an omission given the large acreage involved. Also, in addition to fulfilling a
regulatory requirement, will the major secondary use be habitat or recreation? Those two uses conflict. It has
been suggested that such ponds could substitute for loss of the habitat of the sludge beds/drying ponds but if
there is paddleboat (or similar) usage, the ponds will be far less attractive to wildlife. There is a need to fully
define the public purpose of these proposed water bodies. In general, I see these ponds as having the
potential of forming the heart of a great regional park. It is very disappointing that the regional park,
incorporating the pond/wetland was not presented to the public. On several occasions I heard it mentioned
that effluent pond design might include a new outfall to the Bay. NO NEW OUTFALL SHOULD BE CREATED.
Doing so will introduce fresh water into yet another salt water/brackish environment, creating the same
environment impact as occurred on Artesian Slough. As that outfall’s impact already produced regulatory
action, it would be foolhardy to consider doing it again.

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

I .................................................................. .................................................
Backto the Bay- 240 acres upland, 90 owl

I NecklaceofLakes’ 295 acres Upland, 155 owl ....... ....... [ " 6 t
-Ri-~-~i~i~i~~C0r-~i�l~-r ~-~2-~o-a-~~.e~-~i~nd~ii~-gwi- ................. :-~ .....................................4--
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Why?
Plant Master Plan

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

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

Why?

¯

¯

¯

¯

Better location.
Nice buffer by 237 a pleasant transition between building and habitat.
Easy to get to.
Not many parks in area.
Traffic areas from North Ist Street.
I like the additional acreage for the park land and the configuration. Ball fields would fit on this layout much
better. The park fits better away from 237 and industrial areas.
I like this option because it brings people deeper into the Plant lands and may encourage more interaction
with other environmental features.
Buffers plant lands. Why are the parks in one large block? Could they be integrated throughout the
development?
Strikes me as best.
There is a need for more parkland, especially bythe bay.
The park land should be divided into multiple parks.
It was disappointing and an omission, in my view, that there was not an alternative that presented the
regional park concept mentioned in the May 2009 public workshop. As the social use discussions and maps
did not include the effluent pond/polishing wetland which form a significant aspect of social amenities, this
question cannot be adequately evaluated. That is more a pity as San Jose generally and, North San Jose
locally, has park deficits that this site could substantially fulfill. All three alternatives include features to
comprise a regional park. Back to the Bay presents the land use that best unifies that concept by positioning of
the effluent pond/polishing wetland adjoining the dedicated park, by placing the nature center at the ponds
and by putting both along Coyote Creek trail access. One concern I have is that any public preference for
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playing fields might lead to inadequate assessment of what playing field use would or would not be ~-~Plant Master Plan
suited. Any playing field proposal must be evaluated to determine the number and needs of people most
likely to use the fields (age group, sport, home/work location, frequency). Time-of-day and day-of-week
limitations related to heavy traffic hours will certainly affect the likely pool of users and the type and number
of fields. Additionally, any field lighting must be subject to park location with the need to avoid it wherever it
might impact wildlife. A final concern is about lawns and pest wildlife, especially geese. Groomed lawns plus
plenty of water will attract geese to a park or playing field in large numbers and create an unattractive place
for human visitors. Additionally, although the Plant will have an unlimited water supply, lawn maintenance
has been shown to be very costly in carbon terms. It is best to avoid lawns. In fact, despite the plentiful water,
there should be an emphasis on native vegetation which, once established, requires far less water and lower
maintenance.

Question lO: Which alternative would you prefer for trails?

~a-~-~:0-t~ ~ y ............................
Necklace of La~e~ .........................

~ Riparian corridor .................................

Why?
o

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

0

Truck traffic on Zanker.
Like the layout.
Hard to choose! Don’t think Refuge will argue to connection or any alternative down.
More is better!
10 miles is too much trail on the piece of projects with all the surrounding trails.The parallel trails to the Bay
Trail and the east side of Coyote Creek is redundant and a waste.
I like them all. The important thing is that there is connectivity to surrounding trails and brings the public in
contact with the bay.
All good, important parks are trails along riparian corridors.
More trails -- better
More trails would provide great recreational opportunities.
The more trails the better.
I strongly encourage trails but feel their locations will be determined once there is a land use layout of all large
acreage purposes, around which trails can be placed internal to the site, along the perimeter and connecting
to external trail systems. It is important that the trail plan include substantial provision for ADA access and
baby strollers. Note: Every alternative assumes that the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge will permit a
trail crossing Artesian Slough. Any agreement to such connections will be decided solely by Refuge
management on the wildlife-first basis of its mission. The Refuge is required to perform a wildlife compatibility
determination for any trail connection proposed and to base its decision on it.

Question 11: Which alternative wouldyou prefer for development of an education center/nature museum?
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Why?
P~ar~ M~.~r Plan

I don’t think you would like to see the back of Zanker landfill.
Don’t want Ed center.
Seems better-to locate further from the Don Edwards Center and with better area from Zanker, so people
approach from different directions.
None. I don’t think this is a useful allocation of reliable lands. The Don Edwards Education Center is sufficient
for the area.
Any of them, 1 love the idea!
Close to Don Edwards.
With proximity to Don Edwards, I’m just not sold on this option.
This would provide best location because it is in closer proximity to recreation area.
Closer to employment lands.
The Back to the Bay Alternative presents a more cohesive park-like layout (effluent pond + wetland +
dedicated park + trail connectivity), making the Nature Center there visible and accessible to more people. I
would move it further south in this rendition, possibly to the intersect of pond and wetland (so both areas are
visible from the Center and usable for its programs). I like also a location in reasonable walking distance to the
proposed Water Recycling Information Center where there may be additional public displays or tours.
Complementary, reasonably close locations can be a way to reinforce Nature Center exhibits and programs
with the themes of sustainability and methodology used at the Plant.

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

Back to the Bay l 6

Why?

¯

¯

What would happen to Zanker Road and Los Esteros?
Park layout the best.
Minimize salt pond.
I thinkthe economic uses should be structured near 237 and existing infrastructure and retail land areas
should be near Coyote Creek and the bay.
I think this is one of the largest tracks of open space we have left in San Jose, I would like to see as much of it
set aside for open space and habitat restoration as is possible, even though I understand the economic
pressures to develop the land.
Nice balance, natural flow, natural h2o treatments.
That configuration meets our needs best.
Combination of Back to Bay and Necklace of Lakes.
None of the above. All of the Alternatives would hide the existence of a special new place behind a wall of
development along Highway 237, the border with the greatest exposure to the public and the site’s best
promotional vantage point. Instead of an inviting, come-hither, frontage, the Alternatives give 237
commuters the view of just one more landscaped business park. The PMP needs to develop an aesthetics plan
for its boundaries and access points approaching from either Zanker or Los Esteros Roads. Greenways and
small lakes aren’t enough. The public is used to them as common attributes of many business parks and
hotels. Times they are a’changin and the aesthetics need to shout that change. By the 1950’s people no longer
vacationed at Drawbridge, as increasing flows of untreated sewage fouled the surrounding water and air.
Even when the sewage plant improved the water, the air stayed fouled and there was a need to "hide" the
Plant. In the decades ahead, proposed Plant odor upgrades can lift that veil and bring people back to the Bay.
The Plant should celebrate those changes, starting at its 237 frontage. The City has hired a public artist-

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 18 of 69



consultant to be part ofthe planning team. Aside from actual works of art, can that person help the ~.3~ ’
Plant/~d~er P~an

team develop a 237-frontage concept that inspires passersby to visit the Plant lands and its shoreline?
Similarly, none of the Alternatives address aesthetics along Zanker/Los Esteros Road where there is
opportunity to appropriately disguise some operations, dress up others and inspire the curiosity of passersby.
While it is surely desirable to apply aesthetics wherever there will be public presence within the site, it is
equally important to encourage visitation.

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

~ 60 aci~es seems about ri~ght .............................. 6
60 acres seems like too much for this location ¯ 1 ....

1

I More than 60 acres should be ~onsidered ............ t - 4

Why?

¯

¯

Better to have more instead of buying back in future.
For expansion in future.
Only works in day light. Already have energy source in biosolids digestion.
But this question varies greatly with technology methods.
Acreage should be dependant upon financial analysis of the renewable.
I like the idea. I’m unsure what size of land use would be appropriate.
Whatever is needed to take care of the Plant’s energy needs.
It would be nice for the Plant to be self sufficient with energy.
San Jose should use this property to stimulate this industry.
No need to set aside acreage. The PMP has substantial plans to increase the energy output through upgraded,
improved and expanded operations. The 60-acre concept presented in the Alternatives was evaluated on
providing 100% of Plant energy needs while o,ther plans make it clear that Plant operations themselves will be
major sources of sustainable energy. As the types and efficiencies of renewable technologies are rapidly
evolving, land requirements should significantly decrease and quite possibly prove completely unnecessary.
The Plant’s services, current and proposed, provide the cheapest and most sustainable resources through
methane-to-power production. Optimization of methane capture and conversion within Plant operations
should be its highest renewable energy priority. Multiple actions fall within this priority: repair and upgrade
digesters for biosolids processing, build enclosed biosolids drying operations that also capture methane,
upgrade existing excess digesters to provide FOG processing services, and seek the latest technology to
incinerate endpoint biosolids. These operations will have the best return-on-the-dollar over time due to their
direct integration with Plant functions and goals. Closely related priorities are continuation of current energy
conservation, use of LEED’s energy standards in any new building design and the installation of supplemental
renewable forms of energy (such as solar panels) directly on the operations site and its facilities, not on
bufferlands.

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

i No answer
l " G0od iclea 15 ~

Need more information ................... 0
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Why?

@

¯

The right thing to do!
We need it, reduce waste to landfill.
Generate income.
Absolutely fits the operation in a "green" world.
If it is efficient and economical it should be done.
This treats waste as a resource! Great!
Best use of the resource.
Good to make better use of the waste for zero waste goal.
Absolutely.
In nature, everything gets recycled. The same can be true for all forms of human organic waste. Fortunately
technologies are being developed to do it and the Plant has capacity to provide it. It should seek to capture
methane wherever it can be efficiently collected and from any waste form its facilities can handle. It should
use its excess capacity, a unique resource, to expand to FOG processing. Doing so may also bring the Plant a
new flow of fee revenue as a service to cities outside the Plant’s sewageshed.

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

" N(~ answei~ ....... " ............. " ....... ............................. 0
-~-~-~ close the drying beds as soon as possible 7
f Begin d~veloping new biosolids management options .... I 6 l

Why?

¯

¯

¯

Regulations are changing, do now, not later.
A must for our future.
One step at a time.
It would be good to transition towards the reduction of odors.
No matter what timeframe is ahead at the Newby Island Landfill or in regulatory changes, it will take years to
phase out the sludge ponds and drying beds. If the lands are to be put to new uses, if the location of
replacement levees is to be identified, if odors are to be controlled, immediate planning of a new biosolids
management process is required. We know changes are coming and there is no reason to delay.

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

Yes, maximize odor control measures as soon as possible
I~---B-e-g-i~-~S~ing°nl~/-~:~st cost-eff~-~~-i~-~~-~i~-i~’’ i~--~-~

Why?

¯

¯

¯

One of area’s biggest problems.
Cut down the smell.
The community will be more supportive as the odor environment makes visits more attractive.
Step by step - don’t need to rush dealing with odor control and capturing more methane is a top priority.
In order to maximize use of the land, odor reduction is imperative.
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As already recognized by the Plant, odor is the leading limitation on use of the lands and its most ~ntM~P~n
frequent complaint. People will choose to not work or play at a site when sewage odor is a frequent or
repeating condition. I remember feeling assaulted by that odor on a day I got out of my car in front of the
Plant Lab building. For the same reason that realtors put fresh baked cookies out during an open house, odor
(or lack of it) is a human behavior factor that affects the usability value of the lands.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o Policy recommendations
The guiding principles stated that after the Plant Master Plan is complete, agreements with the
tributary agencies should be renegotiated. Also, revenues from new land uses should go back into
the Plant to offset operational costs and rate increases and the City of San Jos~ public art
requirements should not be incorporated into the costs shared by the tributary agencies.
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The project team continues to meet with the tributary partners regularly. All tributary partner
recommendations will be considered and incorporated into the Plan where appropriate.

Plant/~r Plan
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Section 5 - Stakeholder Meetings and Letters

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

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

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

Milpitas, Town of Los Gatos

Stakeholder letters were received from:
¯ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge
¯ City of San Jos~ Parks Commission
¯ Environmental non-profit organizations - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, Committee for Green

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

¯ Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
¯ Association of Bay Area Governments Bay Trail Program
¯ Supervisor Cortese suppo~’t letter for the Zero Emissions Electric Motorbike Park

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

While most of the letters and meetings focused on specific issues or preferences (noted in the list below),
the letter from the environmental non-profit groups was unique in that it requested the evaluation of an
additional alternative that emphasized environment, ecology, and water elements only. However, the Plant
Master Plan has a goal to create a balanced set of land uses,

The recommendations provided by these stakeholders and agencies will be evaluated for regulatory and
cost feasibility, and considered and incorporated into the Plan where appropriate.
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Specific land use comments from stakeholders include: Plant/v~r Plan

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

Need protection from sea level rise

Environmental
¯ Includea large contiguous burrowing owl habitat
¯ Clearly define the function of the nature museum so it does not overlap with the neighboring Don

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

Creek corridor
¯ Support for terraced habitat at the Bay and connection to creek habitat
¯ Appreciation of the many environmental features included in the alternatives
., Support for creation of freshwater marshes, a rare habitat in this area

Support for land allocation for recycled water facilities

Social

¯

¯

¯

Include recreation close to highway access, retail, and parking
Shape social uses in a rectangle
Incorporate soccer fields
Support a night lighting location (away from habitat)
Include regional trail connections and well marked trail heads (that do not disturb habitats) and close
the gap in the Bay Trail
Incorporate a flexible open space area for a variety of programs including large events
Investigate opportunities for trail heads to the Bay Area Water Trail
Minimize traffic through Alviso neighborhood
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Section 6 - Website Comments

A. OVERVIEW
Throughout the Plant Master Plan process, input and comments are accepted through the inquiry form at
rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Submit Inquiry/Comments. About 80 comments were received
between May and November 2010. The project team responded to each inquiry via email. See Appendix F -
Website Comments to view the complete website comments.

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

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

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

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

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

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

A. OVERVIEW

Plant/v%aster Plan

As part of Plant Master Plan outreach activities, two public opinion surveys were conducted -- one as a
baseline (in August 2008) and one as a comparative survey (in July 2010). Both surveys were conducted as
random telephone surveys of adult residents living in the Plant service area. Results were tracked as
aggregate for the service area and as city-specific findings for the cities of San Jos(~, Santa Clara, Milpitas,
Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga.

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

At the time of this writing, the survey consultant and ESD staff are preparing a report of the comparative
findings. As in 2008, a separate memorandum will provide the highlights of the midpoint survey and
comparative findings. This memorandum and the detailed survey findings will be posted to the project
website, www.rebuildtheplant.org under the Resources tab. It is anticipated that this information will be
available by end of 2010o The 2008 baseline survey and related memorandum are available on the website.
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Section 8- Land Use Proposals Plant Mas~er Plan

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

The proposals include:

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

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

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

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

Golf course (recreational)
This proposal suggests developing the Plant lands into a public golf course and conference facility,
including recycled water features and education.

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

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

Windsurfing and kitesurfing are not compatible with future uses of Pond A-18 as terraced wetlands.
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The other recreation proposals will not be specifically discussed as land use options; however, they
will also not be excluded from future land use opportunities. These specific recreational uses will be
.evaluated once the future recreational uses are established by the City of San Jos~ Parks, Recreation, and
Neighborhood Services Department in conjunction with the Plant and its partners.

Environmental proposal
The wildlife rehabilitation center has the opportunity to be evaluated as the environmental lands become
available in the implementation of the land use plan.
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Appendix A - Land Use Alternatives Supplement Ptar~t ~r P~an

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

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

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

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

I- L~S.~han,Ss.acie~. . .~ ’...~.~.~. . ............................ -. ......... ..........I 188 ........ 5~_%_ ~
About 35 acres                                        . 98 ~ 30% !

~ More than 35 acres " ~ 22 ~ 7%

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

NoAnswer 33 10% ~
~ Back.to ~_he.Ba~T 215 acres ........... ~ .................. ~    191 ~ 58%~

Necklace of Lakes - 290 acres 59 ~ 1 8%
~ RiParian Corridor- 320 acres ................................. 4~ ...... 14 ~

Question 3: Which alternative would you prefer for office/research & development at this site? (e.g., size,
location)

Back to the Bay - 50 acres ~ 185 56% ~
~ Neckiaceof La~es ’ 75 ac~es~ .......... i ................55i .... 1~0/~ ~
~ Riparian �~ri~or_ ~o~ac~s ...................... ~ ...................~ ...... 4~ .......15o7~- ~

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

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

i No Answer ...........................................................32 i0%

Back to the Bay - 750 acres i 196 i 59%
i~ ~-i~i-a~-~~-~~ --~ ~ i~--~-~ r es .............................................................T- ......................................................s~- ..............~i~>~

i -~ i~~-;i~;~ ~ or ;i~i;;:-~-~-~;~; ............... .........~ ........~ i-~~ .......:--~-~~ ............ ........ ...........

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 32 of 69



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

No Answer 36 11%
................................................... I ...... 96 .........29°~"Back to the Bay - 0 ac!~es ...........................

Necklace.of Lakes - 120 acres I 91 28%
Riparian corridor - 175 acres ~ 107 32%

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

Plant Ma~b~r Plan

Back to the Bay - 40 acres

~_N_e.c_k!.a=ce of. L~.kes_ -_~ 0 _a.c r_es
Riparian Corridor - 0 acres

159 i 48%

52 16%

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

No Answer 44 13%
Back to ~h~ Bay-~ ~40-a~res-t~pland, 90owi ................... 110 33O/o

i Riparian Corridor - 270 acres u_p!and_,. 105 owl ...... 42 13%

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

Back to the Bay I 176 53%

t RiParian Corridor ...... 49 !5%

Question 10: Which alternative would you prefer for trails?

i Backtothe Bay .................. 130 I 39%
! Necklace of Lakes .............. 101 31%
i~i-i~-r-i~-n-~:0~;icio.~ ................................................................................. i~i==~-;i--ii ......

~ ~-~,~-~

Question 11: Which alternative would you prefer for development of an education center/nature museum?

Back to the Bay I 144 44% ~
Neckla-ce-0f Lakes ........................... i ........66 20%
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Question 12: Which alternative would you think represents the best overall look and feel for the site?
Plant M~ster Plan

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

i .oA.s e I
60 Acres seems about right 161

! 60 Acres seems hke too much for th~s locatmn 26 t 8%

i More than 60 acres should be considered 93

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

Good ~dea .................................... i ~s~
~Need more information 74 22%

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

~ NoAnswer .............................................. i " -37 .... i1%

~; Yes,closet.hedryin~bedsasso0nasp0ssible~ .................... ~30 } .....

~ Begin developing new biosolids management options I
116 ~ 35% ]

~. No, renovate the existing drying beds ~ 47

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

No Answer 37 11%

~ Yes, maximize odor control measures as soon as possible ~ 139 42%
B~gi. p.~Sui.~ 0~-t~emost ~ost-~ff.ct~ve op~.S ..... ~ .... .. i!4~ No’let regulations dictatethe timeframe ..........

40 12%
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Appendix D - Tributary Partner Comments Plant/’,~4t~r Plan

;The comments submitted by the tributary partner agencies are available at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Project Information.
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Appendix E - Stakeholder Letters P~nt~P~n

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

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

General project comments
¯ Questions: A. What is the current energy intensity of the wastewater treated? (kwh/million gallon water

treated? B. With the 2/3 clean energy source from the digester and nearby landfill, what is the current carbon
load for million gallon water treated? C. What is the anticipated carbon load for each of the master
alternatives? Comments: Great to see sea level rise being considered in the planning process. USGS
researchers found that the area within the current 100-year flood plain is roughly equivalent to the average
monthly high tide in 2050. Simply put, today’s extreme flood event is about the same as a mid-century high
tide, i.e. the probability of flooding within the current 100-ye.ar flood plain will increase from l-percent per
year now to I00 percent by 2050. Adequate protection from sea level rise is very important for the future.

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

¯ Development of Plant Master Plan projects clean transportation projects suggestion. The SJ-SC-Water
Pollution Control Plant’s 2,600 acre project is located in the heart of Silicon Valley and Major San Jose-Silicon
Valley based companies are working on clean transportation projects and kindly request to consider Calstart
Projects for your proJects. We would like to develop pilot projects based on Calstart Guidelines at San Jose-CA.
Potential participating organizations: San Jose State University-Research Foundation, Mineta Transportation
Institute-San Jose-CA, San Jose City Hall
I just returned from the community meeting and needed to tell you that while I wholly support the plan, I was
appalled at the meeting! One, get a move on! Two, get rid of the breakout sessions, and three, I am not a
three-year-old, and do not like being treated like one!

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

Economic comments
¯ I would like to see a Whole Foods grocery store, Walmart, and a number of restaurants. The restaurants I

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

¯ It is extremely rare for the City to have such a big chunk of land for future development. Therefore, before
breaking it up for various projects, we should step back and look at the big picture of the future San Jose. How
about moving Mineta International Airport over to free up the invisible top cover which has capped building
heights of this 10th largest city. Needless to say, the 2,600 acres is way bigger than current SJC, allowing the
new site to be made truly international and able to compete effectively against SFO.

Environmental comments
¯ Hi, I live in Alviso and really love the open space around the water plant, and I love seeing the sheep and goats

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

¯ I support restoring the ponds adjacent to the water treatment to marshland.
¯ I could not open the link to the survey, so I will just make some general comments which I hope will be

included in your compilation of responses. With the "freeing up" of so much land, it is easy to see how the City
of San Jose would want to capitalize on that and look at the potential of revenue producing properties.
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However, we all know from the current economic situation that retail, light industrial, and
Plant iv~d~r ~lan

office/research & development are all experiencing high vacancy and absorption rates. Taking the long view
that they’re not making more land, I would hope that San Jose would focus on holding excess land as open
space for enjoyment of future generations. It seems to me that it is impossible to predict when any of the
above money making schemes would actually make money and not lose it. I support bringing the Water
Quality Plant up-to-date and focusing on energy recovery within the Plant. I thinkthe burrowing owl habitat
should be left alone or augmented. I like the idea of wetlands creation, using all of Pond A18 and at least 150
acres of polishing wetlands. The City of Palo Alto has an Operating Agreement with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service and San Jose might do well to explore a similar wetlands management model. Please recognize the
opportunity to improve the Plant and its energy efficiency, and hold in reserve all lands which can be reverted
to wetlands or developed as open space parklands with appropriate trails connecting to regional trails and
connecting various local points of interest.
Under separate cover I am forwarding to you maps and figures relating to previous projects adjacent to Water
Pollution Control Plant lands that designate some constraints to your alternative land use considerations.

1. South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study shows the 100-year flood plain extending south of 237 along
Coyote Creek, to area where Coyote Creek overbanked its levee to inundate Alviso in 1978. Flood
control measures to protect water pollution control plant buildings must consider riverine flooding as
well as bay high water events so land use alternatives still must provide sufficient land buffer acreage
to facilitate this. Old maps make this low marsh region appear as delta between Guadalupe River and
Coyote Creek, with network of feeder streams that empty into South Bay sloughs such as Gray Goose.
This marsh ecotone habitat demands regulatory wetlands delineation review, including vernal pools
and seasonal wetlands. Congdon’s Tarplant may be present here in western quadrant where Arzino
Ranch used to be located.

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

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

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

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

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

7. Coyote Creek Reach 2 re-vegetation sites and shade planting for COE/SCVWD flood control project
floodway is constrained by eastern edge of settling ponds and as ponds are removed creek corridor
should return to having a full lS0-foot buffer of riparian vegetation. This is location of Coyote Creek
bird monitoring station for data on migratory and resident bird populations of south bay and wildlife
refuge. One last concern is that alteration of the tidal regimen of Pond A-18 should not confuse
anadromous salmon and steelhead from accessing appropriate river systems of origin, either
Guadalupe River or Coyote Creek, by creating attraction flows that divert them into pond when
entering or exiting their spawning grounds. Like vernal pools, anadromous fish runs illustrate the
unique ecosystems still able to be found in the South Bay. Thank you for conducting the extensive
workshops on the land use alternatives that you are considering for San Jose’s Water Pollution Control
Plant lands. I would however continue to caution planning staffthat due to subsidence, upstream
urban density and the present vagaries of storm systems they should produce the most conservative
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~.land use options feasible to protect the plant from upstream inundation. Also, to comply with ,~a~M~rP~n
an expected state mandate for 50 percent use of recycled water, the recycled water settling/aeration
ponds need be more extensive and located inboard of plant to diminish saltwater intrusion.

Operational comments
My company has a’patented odor control system, which eliminates sulfide-type odors and other odor
molecules as well. This system will decompose the odor causing molecule, and NOT simply maskthe odor.
Also, this system reduces water content in the sludge from the belt press or centrifuge. The less water you
send to the drying beds, the shorter the drying time required.
Hello, I have a question for your chemists. I’m writing to ask if you accept the glycerin byproduct created from
the biodiesel manufacturing for use in your anaerobic digesters. I understand that some wastewater
treatment plants accept this material to aid in the digestion process. Would you please direct me to the
correct person who can answer this? Thanks.
I understand that City of San Jose is working on the Plant Master Plan of wastewater treatment for the San
Jose area. I would like to introduce my patented, most advanced wastewater treatment technology in the
world to you for your consideration. I can clean up the environment and produce energy at the same time. My
system takes out all suspend organic and inorganic materials directly from the wastewater. The sludge can be
incinerated to produce electricity. There will be thousands of barrels of oil saved each day by using my
cleaning technology nation wide. My patented wastewater treatment mixture and system can clean up all
municipal wastewater 20 times faster, cost less to build and run, easier to operate, use 50% less energy than
most same size treatment plants currently operating in the world. The sludge can be used to generate
electricity too. I achieved wastewater TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL FRIENDLY CLEAN UP. You will save your city
governments, citizens a lot of money and problems but also do great benefit to the environment by using my
system. If you like to know more how my system works, please contact me at anytime. I can stop by your area
to give you more information and do a fast demonstration. You do not have to wait for years, spend millions
of dollars before you know whetherthe system you choose will work as what they promised or not, I can show
you within 10 minutes that the quality of the clean water out put of my treatment plant will be as good or
better than what you see before you commit anything. My system is operation mature, there are many
wastewater treatment plants operating in China using my treatment technology now.
I’d like to submit this Waste Water Energy Recovery System for consideration by the City of San Jose. Thank
you for all your hard work.
Please consider Fuel Cell Power Projects for Wastewater Treatment Plant-Modernization. Fuel Cell Power
Technology from Fuel Cell Power Projects Grants. Details available on request from Fuel Cell Energy inc.

¯ We offer a line of Bio-Organic Catalysts that will accelerate the biological reactions used in sewage and
wastewater treatment. We have an environmentally friendly solution that will help to eliminate the odor
issues associated with the wastewater plant, the sludge lagoons and all of the landfills currently operating in
Santa Clara Valley. We are confident that our product will reduce the amount of sludge out put by the
wastewater plant allowing for a more rapid advancement of the master plan. Further, we can design a system
to eliminate the odor issues associated with the wastewater plant and landfill without the requirement for
additional building of covers, or new buildings for storage and disposal. We can help the City of San Jose and
the all cities in the county of Santa Clara to reduce the cost associated with the various wastewater treatment
facilities, improve the productivity of the facilities, improve the methane production capabilities and reduce
the need for capacity production in all existing processes. This product is FDA and EPA approved for
wastewater output levels and has been extensively tested by governmental and independent labs. The
products are currently being used by various PUCs in the USA and around the world with great success. We
would like the opportunity to present our complete solution to the city and show how nature’s own system
can improve our human processes with our advanced green solutions.

¯ Hi, amid our financial problems for the City of San Jose, the layoffs and cuts in services to the community, it
seems wise to use this land in away to generate income for the city to prevent closing pools, libraries, and
community centers. Now is a perfect opportunity for the city to change its charter and allow for the
generation of electrical power. We have a free renewable energy source to power gas turbine generators from
digesters located in the water pollution control plant that could easily be piped over. We could use
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development money to increase gas production and purchase two gas turbine generators. As the ~.~ ....plant/v~3ster Plan
power produced is sold to the west coast grid, the money generated would be a reliable permanent income
for the City of San Jose. Then we buy two more!
My company supplies Epoxy solutions for rehabilitating storage tanks. Please see our website at neopoxy.us for
more information. Contact me if you have a need for our service. Thankyou.

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

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

¯ I would like to talk to someone about Bio-organic Catalyst Inc.’s new technology that has shown tremendous
results in resent trials at several municipal sewage treatment plants in this country including New York City.
These results include 20 to 50% reduction in aeration energy, I_5 to 40 % reduction in sludge volume, up to
88% increase in biogas production and 99% odor removal. This probably sounds far fetched, but I can send
you all the information and case studies and put you in personal contact with extremely happy plant
managers in New York, New Jersey, and southern California. Please check us out on the web at bio-
organic.com and pass this on to the correct person. Thank you for taking a moment to consider what we have
to offer in cost savings to the tax payers of the greater San Jose area.

¯ I would like to recommend a Waste Water Treatment plant that actually generates energy from biosolids. It’s a
micron level, centrifugal force, water filtration system with a combined 4 stage bio solid anaerobic digestion
process which generates as much energy as a coal plant or the Hoover Dam per year, an excess of 7,725 kWh. I
am hoping to come in for a tour two weeks from now.

¯ Use of 2,600 Acres: Build and operate a City owned or P-P Partnership thin film solar PV power plant- revenue
or credits to the City. 300 acres should accommodate a 40MW plant yielding 6S-70mil kWh/yr. Scale this up
based on available land. Use SJ/SV companies and local jobs. Enhance SJC revenue. Applied Materials and
First Solar can carpet that area as you know. Why not?

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

affords the local bay area and incredible opportunity to create a new water sports site while at the same time
protecting the local environment. 1 hope you will seriously consider creating a new water sports and water
access site and we would love to help. Please also do not remove the levee as it would greatly damage the
site; Thanks again.

Surfing-related sports comments
¯ Please create a sailing park for kitesurfing and wind surfing. Thanks.
¯ Open Pond A-18 to kitesurfers and windsurfers!
Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 40 of 69



I believe that it would best serve the local community to use part of that pond as a small sailing pond Plant iv’~_e~r l~lan

and park. We already have entirely too much bird reserves. We have literally millions of residences within 30
minutes of this pond yet not one place to access the South Bay to enjoy boating, kayaking, sailing,
windsurfing and kiteboarding without having to go through a narrow slough. The location of this pond
creates one of the best wind supported sailing areas around. I would urge you to consider returning the use to
the people. Every "water trail" in the South Bay is only a jogging trail to look out from rather than actually
getting into the water. I know that if there was a shallow pond for kiteboarding/wind surfing and sailing, the
park would be packed with participants and spectators alike. I would be more than happy to go into detail if
the interest is there. You can also talk to Jim McGrath who works for the BCDC and is an advocate for water
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access.
I would like to support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER
PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO
THE 880 FREEWAY). Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite
popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for
windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and
retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing
access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more
crucial to the area population. Please do: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to
prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of
the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow
normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the
pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you.
Please open up your largest pond for windsurfing. It is non-polluting, environmentally friendly, and the
favorite past-time for thousands of Bay Area residents. Your pond would be an excellent location for
windsurfing and could become the best teaching/learning spot in the Bay Area. The Bay Area is one of the top
3 windsurfing/kitesurfing locations in the United States and thousands of tourists come here every year. Also
make sure you don’t remove the levee, as this would silt in the pond, turning it into a mud flat in a few years.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2’ to 4~ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
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in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area Plant tryster l~]an
population. Please do: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thankyou for your time.

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

THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-I 8.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal)depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thankyou for your time.

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

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

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

¯ PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
lain an avid windsurfer who can personally attest to the physical and mental health benefits ofwindsurfing, a
non-polluting, wind-powered sport. Windsurfing access is quite limited in the area especially access to windy
areas with flat water. Flat-water windsurfing is ideal for beginners as well as more advanced sailors looking to
improve their technique. The shallow depth of the pond would also make this a safe place for sailors of all
abilities to enjoy our sport. I would like to respectfully request the following: (I) open up your largest pond to
windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not
remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but
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this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep)     p~0o~,,p~n
pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the
silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your
time.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS CONCERNING THE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT
MASTER PLAN. As a San Jose resident and avid windsurfer I would like to support the idea of providing public
windsurfing access to the largest of the ponds at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near
Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a completely renewable, non-polluting sport enjoyed by enthusiasts of all
ages throughout the Bay Area. San Francisco Bay is world-famous for its manywindsurfing venues. But in
g~neral it is weak in one area - most of the existing locations require a more experienced sailor to be safe on
the open Bay. The proposed new sailing location is perfectly designed to fill this niche, as well as provide
exciting sailing opportunities for more experienced sailors. The protected nature and shallow waters of the
pond, combined with its large size could provide a unique sailing environment, unmatched anywhere in the
Bay Area. The changes needed to accommodate windsurfing would be minimal. Ideally they would include
parking close to the pond, a grassy area to rig sails, and a ramp into the water. Thank you for considering this
idea.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to see the above pond
being opened for windsurfing and kitesurfing use. Those sports are environmentally friendly sports, enjoyed
by people that are aware and support there natural surroundings. Offering access to this site would show how
this "barren" area can be used by residents for outdoor activities. Also, the South Bay doesn’t have too many
access points for water sports and this access point would be welcomed. To enable access to the pond the
levees should not be removed.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18°)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond (A-18) to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the
pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond.
Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal
tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-
usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth
of the pond, making it un-usable. Thankyou for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, ~and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond (A-18) to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the
pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond.
Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal
tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-
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usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usableo Thank you for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution ControlPlant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not removethe levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area - which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among
other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area - which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon tl~e (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would
quickly render the pond un~usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non motorized sport and provides safe non-
polluting recreation. Please support more recreation on the bay by allowing access.

Plant Master Ptan
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¯ I (and many friends with similar interests) would like to know more about having water access around Plant Master Plan

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

¯ PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I support the opening of access to the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I love windsurfing. It is my favorite
pastime. The Bay Area is a great windsurfing area and a spot closer to home would make it even better. Fewer
miles driven are better for all of us. So, please: open the pond to windsurfing access and please do not remove
the levees at the bay side of the pond.
I am writing to request that major pond under your control be opened to windsurfing access as part of your
redevelopment plans. Please do not completely remove the levees. This will quickly result in the silting up of
the useful area of the pond. If you contact the Don Edwards Reserve just next door you will find that they
control the level of one of their ponds by restrictive flow of water from the main Coyote (?) River which is tidal
near the pond. The restriction allows for a small tidal action in the pond, which I suspect is beneficial, but the
range in only about 1 foot. Consider that you could even use the flow to generate tidal power electricity. The
pond, if kept at the 2 to 4 feet depth would be great for windsurfing. The fewer obstacles in the way of the
prevailing NW wind flow the better for sailing. I hope you can see your way to opening this pond to us. It
would be an asset to the sports community. Thank you. P.S. I was the person responsible for encouraging
other windsurfers to attend your meetings and respond to your request for comments.

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

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

San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I migrated here from Minnesota
16 years ago mainly for the strong wind and the potential access to windsurfing recreation in the Bay area,
and since then have contributed to the tax revenue of California with continuous employment and growth.
The limited access has been always an on-going issue with the Bay. This largest pond can be a huge potential
for recreational access for clean, non-polluting sport such as windsurfing, kayaking, and kiteboarding. Please
open up this large pond to recreational access. Thank you.

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

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

¯ I think the idea of making the pond accessible to windsurfing and kiting would be an absolutely fantastic use
of this natural resource. Thank you for your consideration.

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

¯ IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880
FREEWAY). I would like to voice my support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting
(green!) sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Currently there are limited launches in the
Bay, particularly in the southern tip of the Bay, mostly due to the silt/mud accumulations that hinder
launching and windsurfing, especially at low tide. Windsurfing is a recreational outlet that area students,
professionals, and retirees greatly enjoy. Please: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access as soon
as possible, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the
levees to the bay side of the pond. Thank you for your time.
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PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING     Pl0nt~P~n
ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my
strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among
other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound likea good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would
quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
I, too, would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting,
wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to
geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of
recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most
bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area --which only makes
potential access here at the pond that muchmore crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your
largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable,
please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good
idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’
deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically,
the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for
your time.
COMMENT with regard to THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS (San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant): PLEASE CONSIDER REPURPOSING THE LARGEST POND TO ALLOW FOR WATER SPORTS ACTIVITIES, IN
PARTICULAR WlNDSURFING. I would love to see windsurfing access to be provided to the pond close to 1-880.
There is only one windsurfing location (near Palo Alto airport) in the entire South Bay. And that spot is heavily
tide dependent (needs more than 4 ft. of water level), and ther.efore is rarely usable. Windsurfing is an
extremely environment-friendly activity that can be exercised in the ocean or in the upper SF Bay Area
locations. But for the many windsurfers living in the South Bay, it means a lot of driving to get to those spots
(70 to 100 miles round trip). Access to the largest pond would allow South Bay residing windsurfers to be even
more environment friendly by cutting the currently long drive down to a few miles. Though I am not a
beginner, the pond would be ideal for them to be introduced to this sport. Almost all other spots in the Bay
Area are hostile’to beginners due to prevailing strong tides. To make this pond usable to windsurfers and
other water sports, it is important not to remove the levees to ensure the pond will not be tried up by lower
tides. Thanks for allowing me to provide my input.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among
other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would
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quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly "~-~Plant/~er Plan
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
I would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I live in the SF Bay Area to windsurf.
Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the
type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Unfortunately, there are
not a lot of places to windsurf, especially for beginners who are intimidated by sailing in the SF Bay. Please (1)
open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming
un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound
like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently
2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting.
Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable.
Thanks.

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

¯ PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting,.wind-powered sport that is
quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for
windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and
retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing
access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more
crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to
prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of
the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow
normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the
pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WlNDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). To whom it concerns, I’d really like to
encourage consideration of providing public access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas for the purpose ofwindsurfing. Windsurfing is a green sport
that combines aspects of sailing and surfing, requiring both good wind and water conditions. The SF Bay Area
is generally fantastic (world class, even) in terms of providing a large percentage of sufficiently windy days in
any given year, however the limiting factor for most of the windsurfing public is one of access to a location
where the wind and water combination is ideal. (Since most of the bay-front is owned by private property
interests, there is a limitation in access points to the bay today). What we have here an opportunity here to
provide an additional public access point to a body of water (the pond) that is absolutely ideal (a very rare and
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unique combination) for windsurfing. The aspects of this pond that make it so ideal include: (a) Plant N~ter Plan

Relatively constant water depth (i.e. independent of the bay tides). This would allow one to go windsurfing
anytime it is windy, as opposed to having to find a particular ideal combination of tides, currents and wind
strength, a situation SF bay windsurfers currently face that does limit our activity time. (b) Shallow water. This
makes it ideal for beginner/intermediate folks to improve their skills, as it’s so easy to position the gear and
restart quickly after taking a dunk without wasting lots of energy as is the case in deeper water. With shallow
water, once can simply stand on the bottom, and quickly and easily reposition the gear for a restart using that
additional leverage. For many, knowing that the water is shallow enough to be walkable is also a significant
mental barrier to progression overcome. (c) Flat water. This again makes it ideal for beginner/intermediate
folks to improve their skills and learn new techniques, as they can focus on their handwork/footwork skills,
without having to be concerned with a windsurf board bouncing across excessive chop/swell/waves as is
often currently the case in the bay at large. If you have ever snow skied, an analogy might be a smooth
groomed slope (the pond), compared a field of large moguls (the open waters of the bay). (d) Location,
Location, Location. This pond is naturally located at a point where the bay winds converge and are nice and
steady/non-gusty, again another major contributor to improving windsurfing skills. Steady/smooth winds
greatly facilitate windsurfing. The general lack of the above combinations, all at the same time, in the greater
Bay Area severely limits windsurfers in spite of the otherwise world class wind conditions, and this project is a
rare and unique opportunity to provide access to a truly ideal windsurfing venue. In light of the above, I
request that you: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) keep the water levels relatively
constant and flat, i.e. please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removal of these bay-side
levees would unfortunately allow normal tidal action which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable
for windsurfing due to silting. Silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it
un-usable. Further, opening up the bond to bay/tide action would eliminate the much sought-after flat water
conditions that currently preside in the pond, limiting the pond (while still usable/un-silted) to advanced
windsurfers only and forcing beginners/intermediates elsewhere. Thank you for your time.
Hello, I am writing in response to the master plan being developed for the rebuilding of the water treatment
plant. I highly recommend that you workwith S.F. Board Sailing Association to put in a windsurfing launch on
the pond. Since the water will be shallow and warm, this is an excellent location for beginning windsurfers.
Not only that, it is a safe location. I can envision a revenue stream by allowing a concession with windsurfing
rental gear, as well as lessons.
RE: WlNDSURFING IN THE LARGEST POND (CLOSEST TO 880). I would like to voice my strong support for
providing for public windsurfing access to the largest pond. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered,
and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions,
San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that
area professionals and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other
factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond
that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (I) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access,
and (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the
bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2’ to 4’ deep) pond, which in turn would
quickly render the pond un-usable for Windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
1 understand there is a decent sized pond near the plant. I’d like to suggest windsurfing access be provided as
one of the amenities. Thank you for your consideration.
I’m writing to suggest that the pond area be made available for windsurfing and kayaking. In an ideal situation
there would be the following accommodations adjacent to the pond at a cross-shore wind location (where
the wind blows parallel with the shoreline): parking area, lawn area for rigging, and a rinse off area. Thanks for
your consideration!
Hello, I heard that you plan to rebuild the plant, cannot make it to tomorrow’s public meeting but I still
wanted to add my support to a suggestion for access to the large pond next to the plant. It would be great if
you consider giving access to the pond for sailing/kiting activities.
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This has to do with the water treatment plant rebuild. I would like to suggest planning for a Plant Ma~mr
windsurfing venue at one of the ponds. This could be a world class windsurfing venue if it is designed
properly. As you probably know the winds are very consistent at the plant. Ifa pond were designed to take
advantage of this wind there is a possibility of having professional windsurfing events at the site. With the flat
water, 1 can envision many Freestyle, Supercross, and Slalom events. If you erect a set of grandstands on the
leeward side of a large enough pond the pro-circuit would definitely be interested. You can’t pass up this
chance to make San Jose the Windsurfing Capital of the Bay!

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

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

¯ Build the off-road facilities for electric bike.
¯ I would like to voice my support for an all electric motor sports park to be included for the buffer lands

surrounding water pollution control plant. There are few areas for OHV enthusiasts, and adding another park,
albeit all electric, would be a welcome alternative to driving long distances.
I heard about a possible off-road park plan for the land near the treatment plant in Alviso. I think this is a great
idea, and I would love a recreational area for my family and friends especially electric vehicles. I believe this
park would receive much attention and use as this sport is extremely popular. Please take this into
consideration as a reality. Thank you.
I heard about the treatment plant land becoming available and the idea for an off road park near the bay. I
would like to have a park close to home. I enjoy going to the parks but they are too far away to visit o~en. My
friends and I would love to have a park nearby to bring the kids to.
The idea of having an all electric motor park by the water treatment and power plant along the 237 corridor
sounds very interesting. I would love to take the kids there for some fun, and for them to learn about
renewable energy and clean tech!

¯ Hi there, l]ust heard about the idea of including an electric motorsports park as part of the water plant
redevelopment. What an absolutely fantastic idea to do such a thing right in the heart of Silicon Valley. It really
fits in with our culture of innovation and it would be]ust a ton of fun too. I hope this can be part of the plan.

¯ I support an all-electric motor-sports park being included in the plan for the buffer lands surrounding the
Water Pollution Control Plant.
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Appendix G- Land Use Proposals Plant Master Plan

i-he land use proposals submitted by members of the public are available at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-ProJect Information.
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Appendix H - Media Coverage

The Plant Master Plan workshops in May 2010 were covered in local print, online, and television media
outlets as a result of a series of editorial board meetings held by project staff prior to the community
workshops. View all media coverage at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Media Coverage.

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

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

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

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

tCI-VU and KICU’s Bay Area People - May 2010
Master Water Plans - Rosy Chu and City of San Jos~ Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean
discussed the Plant Master Plan

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

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

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

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

The Chamber Advocate - April 2010
Wastewater Plant Improvements Draw Local Interest, National Attention
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Appendix I - Publicity

Community workshop and Land Use Questionnaire publicity was distributed through multiple
communication channels, including print and email advertisements, flyers, emails, websites, newsletter
articles, television bulletins, and a direct mail postcard.

Advertisements
Print advertisements ran in the following publications:

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

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

¯ April 27-Santa Clara
¯ April 30- Milpitas, SanJos~
¯ May3-Santa Clara
¯ May 6- San Jos~, Alviso
¯ May 10-Alviso, Cupertino
¯ May 17-Cupertino
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Plant Master Plan

MeKc~piNews,~:om

treatmea~ fadli~y center~4 belwee~ the Bay aad Highway
237 Aswe de.lop a mas~er plan to sustainably rebuild
our aging Plant, we ~aa consider a range of new land uses,.
jobs bas~ development, r~tail, a dean tech ~enteb w~ter
~ecreatbn, a IM~g museum, trails, haMtat: areas, and mo~e,

Together we can create a special destination to benefit        .
our r~ion and our econo~ for decades to come.
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Flyers ~ ~ ....P~ant Master Plan

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

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

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

Wildlife Refuge
¯ Eastridge Shopping Mall
¯ Evergreen Valley College
¯ Food Bowl 99
¯ Great Mall
¯ Happy Hallow
¯ JDS UniphaseEarth Day event
¯ Martin Luther King library
¯ Plantjobfair
¯ Quinlan Community Center (Cupertino)
¯ San Jos~ City College
¯ San Jos~ City Hall lobby
¯ San Jos~ Council District5
¯ San Jos~ Council District9

¯ SanJos~EnvironmentaIServices
Department

¯ San Jos~ Giants Stadium
¯ San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution

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

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

Jose, CA
¯ Vallco Shopping Mall
¯ Whole Foods- 20955 Stevens Creek

Boulevard, Cupertino, CA

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 55 of 69



Come s~ three diIerent I~nd u~ m~p~ t~t pro~e how
to Uest u~e the 2,GOO-~Qre ~ite of the S~n Jo~elS~nt~ CI~r~
~ater Pollution Control PI~nt ~ ~ w~ste~ter treatment
facility centered between the Bay and Highway 237. As
we develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our aging
Plant, we can consider a range of new land uses,

Milpitas City Hall ¯ 455 East Calaveras Ilvd~ Milpitas

Santa Clara Library, 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

Roosevelt Community Center, 9oI E. Santa Clara St., San Jos4

AIvIso Library ¯ sos0 North 1st St., San Jos4

~ :~I    -" 6:00- 8:00 p.m.
Ctlpertil]o Community Hall. 10350TorreAve,, Cupertino

To requ est an a c~ommodatlon under the Amezica ns wlth DisabIllt]~ Act, ~I140B-5:35-3~00. Spanlsh, ~Aetnam~e, and
ChInes~4 anguage se~vl{es ale avaIla hie upon le-qu~t, City of’San Jo~£--commitleI to opan and honest g~¢ernl~n ent.

Plant Master Plan
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Emails
Workshop and online land use questionnaire information was emailed to stakeholder groups through
various list serves:

Alviso Collaborative
Alviso Rotary
Alviso Task Force
Baykeeper
Bayside R/C Club
Building Owners and Managers
Association (BOMA) Silicon Valley eblast
and newsletter
Clean Water Action
Guadalupe Gardens
Koi Club
Milpitas Chamber of Commerce
Milpitas city employees
Milpitas homeowners and neighborhood
associations

Plant ~aster ~lan

Milpitas Recreation public mailing
Neighborhood Development
Center/Stron~ Neighborhoods Initiative list
serves
Plant Master Plan stakeholders
Plant tour participants
San Jos~ Employee News list serve
San Jos~ Environmental Services
Department employees
San J0s~ General Plan/Envision 2040
San Jos~ Green Vision list serve
Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management
Initiative list serve
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May Workshops for Plant Master Plan Plant h4as~r Plan

What would you do with 2,600 acres
along the southern San Francisco Bay?

Shape the fc~t[~re of our So[[th Bay shoreline
~me see tllree different land use maps that propose hc~w to best use the 2,600-acre site of~e
San Jose/Santa Clam Water Pollution ConLrol Plant-- a wastewater Lrea~e~t tacility centred
be~,,,’een the Bay and Higl~w~ay 237_ As we develop a master plan to sustainably [ebu~ld our aging
Plant, we c~q co~sider a ran#e o~ r~ew land uses.

Attelid a wor~’.~,~ hop;

.Saturday, May t -9:30-t1:30
Milpi[as City H~IL 455 East Cal~veras Blvd., Milpitas

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

Saturday, May 8 - 2:30-4:30
Roosevelt Community Center, 901 E. Santa Clara St.,, Sa~ Jos~

Wednesday, May 12 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
AJviso Liibrary, 5050 N. 1s~ St., San

Wednesday, May 19- 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Cupertino Community Ha~l, 10350 Torte Ave., Cupe~no

hnagh+e wfta~’s possible
Water recreabbn,

a clean tecl] center..
a living museum,

jobs-based development°
traits, habitat areas..

retail, and

Toge[l;er we cat) creaZe a
special destination

to benefit our region for
~~ecades to con]e.

Learn more at rebuildthe#lant.org, or call 408-945-5t82,
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NEIGHB ORHOOD DEVELOPMENT CENTER

E-BLAST
April Mid-Month 2010

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

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

Plant Master Plan

San Jose/Santa Clara Water Poflution Control Plant

What would you do with 2,600 acres
along the southern San Francisco Bay?

Shape the futm’e of ore’ Sonth Bay shoreline
Come see tlu’ee, difI~’m~t lmad l~se maps tlmt propose how to best use die 2,600-acre site of the
San ,Iose/Sm~ta Clm’a Water Pollmion Control Plant -- a wastewater treatment facility centered
between the Bay m~d HigDa, ay 237..As we develop a maste~’ plan to sust~_nably ~:build our aging
Plant, we eml consider a range of new 1mid uses.

Attend a workshop

Satm’day, May 1 - 9:30-11:30 a.m.
Ivlilpitas City Hall, 455 East Calaveu’as Blvd., Milpitas

Tuesday, May 4 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Santa Cl,’u’a Libra,7, 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clm’a

Saturday, May 8 - 2:30-4:30 p.m.
Roosevelt Conumufity Center, 901 E. Santa Clm’a St., Smx Jos~

Wednesday, May 12 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
AMso Libmt35, 5050 N. 1=t St., Sm~ Jos~

\¥ednesday, May 19 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Cupedhlo Connntmity Hall, 10350 Ton’e Ave., Cuperthm

Imagine What~s possible
Igater recreation,

a clean teeh eento;
a living musetmt,

jobs-based dm~elopmen~
h’ails, habitat areas,

retail, and more,

Together" we eait create a
sl;ecial destination

to benefit our r~gion fin"
decades to come.

Learn more at rebuildth~ or call 408-945-5182.

S,’,N Jos~!
SAN FA CtA|:tA

WATI? R PO!.LUTION
CON[ROL PLANT

S~mh~g the cith;s of ,S’an Jos4 Santa
M@itas, Otpertino, Campbell, Los Gatos,

Monte S~reno, and Saratoga
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Websites                                                                                                           R~,t~

Workshop and online land use questionnaire information and/or visual web-button were posted to various
websites:

¯ City of SanJos~
¯ City of Santa Clara
¯ San Jos~ Councilmember Judy Chirco’s District 9 site
¯ San Jos~ Councilmember Kansen Chu’s District 4 site
¯ Plant Master Plan project site
¯ San Jos~ Environmental Services Department
¯ Watershed Watch website
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SAN JOSE

City Home City SeP,~ces Abo{R San Jos~ Visitors Feedback

Environmental Services     -             "
Environmental Services
Home

S eRtice Areas

Pollution Preventio~
Recycling & Garbage

Energy

G~en Building
Drinking Water

Recycled Water

Stormwate[
Was{ewater

Water Consort, alien

DepaAment Links

AbotR Us

Contact Us

~ ploymen~
Events Calendar

Publications

RFPs & Bids

Welcome to Environmental Services

Mission: Work with our community to conserve
resources and safeguard the environment for future
generations.

Sustainability
san Jos6 strives to become an environmentally and economically
sustainable city - designed, constructed and operated io minimize
waste and efliciently use its natural resources.
.Altern~five Funls. Think Outside the Bottle, Green Bdildino. ~
Business, Green Vision, Environmental Manaqement System (EMSI,
Environmentally Preferable Purchasinq, ,Enerqy Resources, Urba~
Environmental Accords, Green Vision ’~qnual Report & 200g Work
Plan

Recycling & Garbage
In 2006, sa~, Jos6 dived.ed 60% errs total waste stream from
landfills, surpassing the State requirement to reduce disposal by half.
As a result, San Jos6 is ti~e nation’s recycling leader among cities of
its size.
~, ~, Public .Area Recvclina. Construction &
Demolition, School Rec¥cllnq. Waste Prevention., Gad)ac~e Rates,
Zero Waste:, Orqanics Diversion, Reusable Baqs

What’s New

May 20t0 Attend a May_
Workshop & Shape the Future of ’;
Our South Ba~’ Shoreline
Share your thoughts on land use
ideas for Ihe 2,600-acre site of the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Pt~t - a
was{ewater treatment fac[l~      .;
centered beN#een the Bay and
H{ghway 237. As we develop a
master paan to susL~inabl~ rebuild
our Rant. which is now ~ yearn
o{d, we can consider a range of
new, public land uses.

04-22-10 First Countywide
Ener.qv Map Launches for Earth

On the 40th anniversaPx’ or Earth
Day, the Silicon Valley Energy
Watch (SVEW) program ts
launching an interactive online map
that visually plots energy use, so~ar
installa~on, and green buildin~
data for Santa Clara Counb/.

Environmental Sewices News

Water Conservation
water is a precious resource and the amount available for human
needs and for the environment is limited, in dE/or wet years. Besides
precipitation, there are many factors that affect how much water is
available for drinking and other uses, and how mucl~ wastewater can
~e treated. As a result, we need to continue and increase water
conservation efforts in order to support the population and economic
growth in our community, and to protect and preser,’e the
environment.
Importance of Water Conservation, Top Actions for Residents, Top
Actions for Businesses, Water E~cient Technoloqies 0NET}

Wa stewater
The City orSan Jose is the lead agency for implementing
pretreatment programs on bel~alf of the 8 tributary jurisdictions wl]ose
sanitary sewer systems discl]arge to the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
3ollution Control Rant.
Wastewater Discharqer Forms, Poll~on Prevention for Residents,
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control PlanL 3tent Master
Plan_, Treatment Plant AdvisoP/Committee, Water E~clent
Technoloqles, Dental Amalqam Proqram, Prevent Sewer Backups &
~, AI]PU~! Son,tap., Sewer Service and Use Charoes. ~

Mercury Fever

Plant MaCmr Plan
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Newsletter articles
An informational workshop article was placed in local community publications:

¯ GreenScene, BurbankSanitary District
¯ Guadalupe RiverPark Conservancy newsletter
¯ Inside San Jose and Employee News, San Jos~
¯ Los Gatos Vista, Los Gatos
¯ Pipeline, San Jos~ Public Works Department
¯ PlantMaster Plan Update- February and June 2010
¯ San Jos~ councilmember newsletters for districts 1, 2, 9, and 10
¯ Tributary Tribune

Plant Master Plan

"[he Plant Master Plan is ~ three-year effort to develop a master plan for the
San Jose/Sanfa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant. Your input is needed to
guide the future of t’he 2,600-acre Plant shoreline site,

Get involved[ Visit the Plant Master Plan Web site 1’o:
’ Locate the next cornmunitf workshop
¯ Sign up to take a Plont !our
¯ View the project video and submit your feedback

www.s~n|oseca.govlesdiplantm~sterplan
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Plant ?v~st~r Plan

~.-.--< , Wastewat_,l fl-om eiqht South Bay cities flows into tile southel-n
Bag Q but first it,s cleaned by the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant. This critical fscilitg protects our Bag,

public health, and our economy. Havhlg worked Iqollstop shlce £9~6, the Plant needs to be
rebuilt.

The Plant Master Plan acldresses how to. best rebuild the Plant, including how it can become
energy self-sufficient as well as a producer of clean energy. The rel)uilding enables us to

c:onsider new uses for regional benefit on tile PlantE, s 2,600-acre shoreline site. This spring,
come and give input on scenarios for new land uses, such as jobs-based development, a
clean tech center, expanded habitat protection areas, and community amenities such as trails
and water recreation.

Get involved!
Visit www.sa ~![oseca.X!9Ag{o...9~d:._ __.!.j~a ~tmasterpla na to:

Locate the next community "workshop
Sign up to take a fl-ee Plaint tour
Learn how this project will enhance our recjion~s sustainability
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Inside San Jos@ ~
Plant f~.ster Nan

PVhat’s the connection between taking a shower and flushing a
toilet and your South Bay shoreline?

Wastewvter from San. Jos6 and
seven other South Bay cities flows
into the southern Bay, - but first

[}: }~’~ "{~?~{ it’s cleaned       by dae San Jos~/San-

~:~ . ta Clara Water Po~ufion Control~~ Plant. This critical ficiliW pro-
~ ~~’~~7~~ tects our Ba~ pubic healfla, and

our econom}q H~,ing worked
nonstop since 1956, the Plant needs to be rebuilt.

The Plant Master Pkm addresses how to best rebuild the
Plant, including how it can become energy self-sttt}}cient
as well as a producer of clean energ}: The rebuilding

enables us to consider new uses for regional benefit on the
Plant’s 2,600-acre shoreline site. This spring, come and
give input on scenarios for new land uses, such as jobs-
based development, a clean tech center, expanded habitat
p~otection areas, and community amenities such as trails
and water recreation.

Get im~olved!
visit w~w,v:sanjoseca.gov/esd/pianm~asterplan to:
¯ Locate the next community workshop
¯ Sign up to take a flee Plant tour
¯ Learn how this project wiI! enhance our region’s
sustainabilit3,

Employee News
Shape the future of our South Bay shoreline
ADril 22, 20:LO

Come see three different land use
maps that propose how to best use
the 2,600-acre site of the San
_lose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant -- the wastewater
treatrnent facility centered between
the Bay and Highway 237.
As the City develops a master plan

to sustainably rebuild our acjin~] plant, we can consider a rancje
of new land uses, includincj Water recreation, a clean tech
center, a livin9 mtllSek~iTt, jobs-based development, trails, habitat
areas, retail, and more. Tocjether we can create a special
destination to benefit OLaF region for decades to come.
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To ~earn more, attend a workshop:

Satt~r(lay~ May 1 - 9:30-11:30 a.m.
Milpitas City Ha~l, 455 East Calaveras Blvd, Nilpitas
Tuesd!ay~ May 4 - 6:00-8:00
Santa Clara Libra[l~, 2635 Homes[earl Rd., Santa Clara
Satt~r(lay~ May 8 - 2:30-4:30
Roosevelt Community ~CenLer, 90& ~. Santa Clara St., San
3os~
Wed~esday~ ~Ma,y 1~ - 6:00-8:00
Alviso Ubra~h,, 5050 N. Sst St., San
Wed~iesday, May i9 - 6:00-8:00
Cupertino Community Halt, $0350 Tone Ave., Cupertino

Operated by the Environmental Services Department, the Plant
was originally constructed in 1956 and now serves 1.4 million
people and 7,000 main business connections across eight cities.
:it w~rks nonstop, cleaning an average ~10 million gat[ons of
wastewater per day that flows in fl-om sinks, showers, toilets,
washing machines, and other indoor water uses. :It also
produces about 10 million gallons of recycle~ water per day for
use in irrigation, industrial processes, and toilet plumbing of

large buildin#s.

Learn more at rel)uiidtheplant.orq or call 408-945-5182.

Plant/v~a~er Plan

]:f you have information that your department would like to share
with other City employees, ple.ase contact us at
~m~l~,,eeComm u nications(~_~ Bjoseca. qov
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Plant/V~r Plan

Vot. 8, Issue 1 A Quarterly Employee Publication Mar¢ll 20 t0

What would you do with 2~6oo acres?

He!~p buitd}he vision for the San Jos6/Santa Clara Water
Pohution Control-PE~mt and its 2,600-ac, e site ~ong
the southern San Francisco Bay. This May, at[end a
commm~b workshop to provide your input, on the l~d
use alternative scenarios for thiglarge s~Se. As we rebuild
our aging Plant, we hm,e the opportunit~ to create a new
destination with economic, m~vironmental, and social l~d
uses that benefit our region.

Get involved! Visit rebuildtheplanLorg to:
. ,_L, ocate the next eommunitr workshop.
, Sign up to take a free Plar~t tour.
, Submit your land use ideas to the project team.

Shape Ore, Shoreline Commm~ily Workshops
Wedues.day, hLay 12, 2010
6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p,m.
:~x~so Libraw, 5050 North 1st Street., San Jos4
It’s time to rebuild the, San Jos6"S,~mta Claa Water ?olMion Control Plrmt ~d cm~si~ new
lm~ds ttses on iN 2f!00-acre shoreline site. Attend a conm-ttmity workshop fo learn about the
N,’mt Master PI,~ m-~-~ shoe. ideas on how we cm~ na~e mu $o~v:h Bay shoreline a special
destination_ For more i~ffcc,~mtion, call 408- 975-2606 or vMt va~av.rebuik~theN~t.o~
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Dear Community Member: r Plan

(,ouncd~nemb~,r Kalra would like to invite you to join us in the following upcoming events near you:

Plant Master Plan Workshop
Date: Saturday, May 8, 2010
Time: 2:30 pm- 4:30 pm
Place: Roosevelt Community Center - 901 E. Santa Clara Street, San Jos6

-Or-

Date:Wednesday, May 12, 2010
Time: 6:(:)0 pm - 8:00 pm
Place: Alviso Library - 505 N. ist Street, Sail Jos~

Come see three different land use maps that propose how tO best use the 2,600-acre site of the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Contro~ Plant - a wastewater treatment facility centered between
the Bay and Highway 237. As we develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our aging Plant, we
can consider a range of new land uses. For more information, please visit ~w_~W~_r_ebui!dth__e_[)lant.~r£ or
call (408) 945-5182.

-What would you do with 2,600 acres along the southern San
Francisco Bay?
Come see three different land use maps that propose how to best use the
2,600 acre site of the San Jose/Santa Clara VVater Po, ution Control
Plant--a wastewater treatment facility centered be@een the Bay and
Highway 237. As we develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our
aging Plant, we can consider a range of new band uses.

Atlend a workshop:

T~esday, May 4th; 6:00 :pro to 8:00 pm
Santa Clara Library, 2635 Homestead Road, Santa Clara

SatL[rday, May 8th; 2:30 pm to 4:30 pm
Roosevelt Community Center, 901 E. Santa Clara Street, San Jose

Wednesday, May 12th; 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Alviso Library, 5050 N. "1 st Street, San Jose

Wednesday, May li9th; 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Cupertino Community Hall, 10350 Torte Avenue, Cupertino

Learn more at vcww.rebuildtheglant.orq or call 408-945-5182.
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Television bulletins
A workshop information slide was developed to air on select channels.

¯ City of Milpitas cable access channel
¯ City of San Jos6 facility screens and cable access channel
¯ City of Santa Clara cable access channel

Plant Ma~:er Plan
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Direct mail
A postcard announcing the community workshops was sent to residents in Alviso, North San Jos~, and
:Milpitas.

Plant Master Plan

sh@÷ the future of our South Bay Shoreline
Come see three different land use maps that propose how to best use the
2,600-acre site ofthe San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant--
a wastewater treatment facility centered between the Bay and Highway 237.
As we develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our aging Plant, we can
cons der a range of mew and uses

~;~I~ "d~y, ~aV ,I--~ 30 - ~:~o ~.m.
M ptasCtyHa .455EastCaaverasBvd M pt

Santa C[ara Libra~ ¯ 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

S~hu~%~, lV~ay ~--.-2:30-4:30 p.m.
]. :]L[.~ :’r[ Roosevelt Community Center. 9oi East Santa Clara St.. SaoJos6

[~:.~ ~{~(~:% ~l~y :[~ 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Alviso LibraH ¯ 5050 NoAh I st St., sanJos6

We[!~c-z;d~y, May ~9~- 6:00- a:oo p,m.
Cupertino Community Hall, 1 o3so Torre Ave., Cupe~ino

Learn more at reSu~{dtheplant.orSorca{~ (408) 945.5~82

San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control P ant ~
Serving the cities of San Jos~, Santa Clara, MIIpltas,
Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and ~aratoga

$o request an accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities AI:I, call 408 535-]500. Spanish,
Vietnamese, and Chinese-language servkes are available upon request. City of San Jos~--commltted
to open and hones~ government.

SNx! JOSE
Et~t#rotmwttt41

200 E. Santa Clara St., I 0th Floor
San Jos6, ~ 95113-I 905

Presorted
Standard

U.S. Postage
PAID

San Jos~, CA
Permit No. 502
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City Manager's Contract Approval Summary
For Procurement and Contract Activity between $100,000 and $1 Million for Goods and $100,000 and $250,000 for Services

File: OCT-NOV 2010/10-11

Description of Contract Activity 1
Fiscal 
Year

Req#/ 
RFP# PO# Vendor/Consultant

Original $ 
Amount

Start 
Date

End 
Date

Additional 
$ Amount

Total $ 
Amount

CYLINDER HEADS RE-BUILD                         FY10-11 12873 00000 CAMERON                       $130,000
TAPPET ASSEMBLY, PARTS                          FY10-11 12876 00000 CAMERON                       $146,200
CAMSHAFT ASSEMBLY,  HVA 
ENTERPRISE, 1A-7800      FY10-11 12877 00000 CAMERON                       $120,000
PISTON RECONDITIONING                          FY10-11 12885 00000 CAMERON                       $100,000
ABB LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH 
TELEPHONE SUPPORT (SERVICEGRID 
PROGRAM) FY10-11 13237 OP45484 ABB INC $148,674
MISCELLANEOUS SAND BLASTING AND 
PAINTING FY10-11 13229 OP45438 JEFFCO PAINTING & COATING, INC $200,000 11/1/10 10/31/10

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

October-November 2010



CITY OF ~

SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

COUNCIL AGENDA: 12-14-10
ITEM:

Memorandum
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR

AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM: John Stufflebean

Jennifer A. Maguire

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW DATE: 11-22-10

SUBJECT: EIGHTH AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY OF SANTA
CLARA FOR CONSTRUCTION SERVICES FOR SOUTH BAY WATER
RECYCLING PROGRAM             :

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute the Eighth
Amendment to the construction service agreement with the City of Santa Clara for the
South Bay Water Recycling Program, extending the term of the agreement to December
31, 2012, adding a new project to the list of recycled water pipeline projects, and
increasing the maximum amount payable by the City of San Jos6 by $1,011,000 to a total
maximum amount not to exceed $34,661,000.

° Adopt the following Appropriation Ordinance and Funding Sources Resolution
amendments in the San Jos6/Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital Fund for 2010-2011:

a. Increase the estimate for Earned Revenue by $511,000;

b. Increase the appropriation for Revised South Bay Action Plan-South Bay Water
Recycling Extension by $1,011,000; and,

c. Decrease the Ending Fund Balance by $500,000.

OUTCOME

Approval of the Eighth Amendment to the construction services agreement with City of Santa
Clara will allow the City of Santa Clara to build the Santa Clara Industrial 3B-Package 1 project,
increasing the use of recycled water in their service area by up to 250 acre-feet per year (AFY),
and increasing South Bay Water Recycling (SBWR) revenues (beginning in 2013) by nearly
$50,000 at current rates per year.



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
11-22-10
Subject: Eighth Amendment To The Agreement With The City Of Santa Clara
Page 2

BACKGROUND

In September 1993, as administering agency of the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant (Plant), the San Jos~ City Council authorized design and construction of a project to divert
up to 15 million gallons per day (mgd) of treated effluent from the south Bay during the summer
by providing nonpotable recycled water to customers in Milpitas, Santa Clara and San Jos~.
Between 1993 and 1999 the City built SBWR Phase 1A facilities at a cost of approximately $140
million including four pump stations, a reservoir, and over sixty miles of pipeline.

In June 2000, the Council approved an additional $100 million for the Phase 1B "Revised South
Bay Action Plan," including $82.5 million in the 2001-2005 Capital Budget to expand the
SBWR system and increase its reliability. Between 2000 and 2009 the City built SBWR Phase
1B facilities at a cost of approximately $83 million, including two reservoirs and more than 40
miles of recycled water pipeline, as well as various reliability improvements.

In April 2010, the Council approved construction of the $14.8 million Phase 1C facilities,
including an additional nine miles of pipeline. This project received $6.4 million in grants from
the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA) (a federal reimbursement of 44%) of which $3.4 million was awarded in lieu of
additional reimbursement for the Phase 1A projects.

On May 24, 1995, the City of San Jos~ entered into an agreement with the City of Santa Clara in
the amount of $12,600,000 for design and construction services to extend the recycled water
system within the boundaries of Santa Clara. The City of San Jos~ and Santa Clara subsequently
executed seven amendments to the original agreement increasing the total compensation to $33.7
million expanding the re(ycled water pipeline extensions to be constructed by Santa Clara, and
providing funding for administration of a grant program to convert customers from existing
potable water connections to the recycled water system. The proposed Eighth Amendment to the
agreement increases the funds available to the City of Santa Clara by $1,011,000 to $34.7 million
and adds construction of the project designated as Industrial 3B-Package 1. This project consists
of approximately 2,250 linear feet of 12-inch diameter pipe and will deliver up to 250AFY of
recycled water for irrigation and to data centers in north Santa Clara~

Established an agreement between the City of
San Jos~ and City of Santa Clara for
engineering, construction, and construction

5/24/1995 5/24/1995 9.g 65890 $12.60 services for the South Bay Water Recycling
Program. The maximum amount of
compensation established by this agreement
was $12,600,000.
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Modified the original agreement to utilize
cost savings for provision of retrofit

1 5/6/1997 3/4/1997 6.e.(2) 67178 $0 engineering, construction services, and grant
administration by Santa Clara. This
amendment did not affect the maximum
amount of compensation.
Authorized additional services by Santa
Clara, including construction of transmission

2 3/24/1998 3/24/1998 9.a 69422 $3.40 pipelines and service connections. This
amendment increased the ma~ximum amount
of compensation to $16,000,000.
Authorized Santa Clara to implement a
private property retrofit bid program to
augment the grant program previously
authorized. This amendment also authorized

3 2/29/2000 2/24/2000 9.c.(1) N/A $8.90 Santa Clara to design and construct two infill
pipe segments, SC-1 and SC-3, and added
three segments, SC-2, SC-4, and SC-5,
subject to future appropriation of funds. This
amendment increased the maximum amount
of compensation to $24,900,000.
Substituted a previously approved project,
SC-3, with a new pipeline, SC-6. This
amendment authorized the construction of a

4 10/21/2003 10/21/2003 7.1 N/A $2.70 reliability connector, SC-5, and added an
additional project, Juliette Lane, to serve
irrigation customers. This amendment
increased the maximum amount of
compensation to $27,600,000.
Extended the contract period to June 30,

5 3/18/2008 3/18/2008 2.4 N/A $0 2010 and eliminated the Juliette Lane project.
This amendment did not affect the maximum
amount of compensation.
Revised the approved project list and
outlined appropriations for the construction
of three SBWR American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 projects as well as

6 11/17/2009 11/17/2009 7.1 75176 $3.00 funding for design of a fourth project that had
not yet been certified as compliant with
CEQA. This amendment increased the
maximum amount of compensation to
$30,600,000.
Revised the approved project list to add
construction of the Santa Clara Industrial 3A

7 4/20/2010 4/20/2010 7.1 75349 $3.05 extension project to be built in Santa Clara.
This amendment increased the maximum
amount of compensation to $33,650,000.

Total $33.65
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ANALYSIS

As described in the ARRA grant application submitted to the USBR in April 2009, the Santa
Clara Industrial 3B project was designed by the City of Santa Clara to include 8,300 linear feet
of 12-inch diameter pipe to serve a number of industrial sites in Santa Clara. This project was
deleted from the final Phase 1C construction program in order to maximize the federal
contribution to the SBWR program, but City Council allocated an additional $250,000 for the
design of Industrial 3B in the 6th Amendment in November 2009. The present project (Industrial
3B--Package 1) will include the construction of approximately 2,250 linear feet of 12-inch
diameter pipe along Space Park Drive and Raymond Street. The remaining construction of Santa
Clara Industrial 3B will be subject to cost savings or future appropriations. Facilities adjacent to
the Industrial 3B--Package 1 pipeline segment include a number of commercial and industrial
cooling towers. The City of Santa Clara certified the project as compliant with CEQA
regulations in November 2010 and the City of San Jose Public Project exemption application is
scheduled to be complete by December 2010. The project is scheduled to be certified as

¯ compliant with the National Environmental Policy Act in December 2010.

Industrial 3B--Package 1 construction is estimated to cost $1.3 million which will be funded by
the recommended appropriation action and cost savings from existing projects. USBR awarded
the City $1.0 million for reimbursement of Phase 1B projects in a grant agreement executed on
September 30, 2010. Of this $1.0 million grant, $500,000 was recognized as part of the 2010-
2011 Adopted Capital Budget and allocated as part of Ending Fund Balance. This memorandum
recommends increasing the estimate for Earned Revenue for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Grant by $511,000 and decrease the Ending Fund Balance ($500,000) to fully allocate U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation grant revenues to the Industrial 3B--Package 1 project.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

Upon City Council adoption of the proposed resolutions, the City Manager will negotiate and
execute an amendment to the Agreement with the City of Santa Clara to increase funding by
$1,011,000 and add the Industrial 3B-Package i project to the specified recycled water system
improvements. As these facilities are completed, City of San Jos6 staff will certify compliance of
all customer connections with local and state regulations. The increased demand for recycled
water will be noted in SBWR performance reports, in updates to the City’s Green Vision Plan
and reflected in annual revenues.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTE~ST

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

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
h~ealth, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. 0~equired: E-
mail and Website Posting)
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Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or
a Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

During the summer and fall of 2000, the cities of San Jos6, Santa Clara, and Milpitas held public
meetings on the local use of recycled water. Also, representatives of various stakeholder groups
(e.g. Sierra Club, League of Women Voters, Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce) met
regularly in 1998 and 1999 to create the present plans for extension of the recycled water
systems. In addition, staff members from the cities of San Jos6 (San Jos6 Municipal Water),
Santa Clara and Milpitas, and San Jos6 Water Company currently attend monthly meetings to
review South Bay Water Recycling planning and operations.

COORDINATION

This memo has been coordinated with the City’s Attorney’s office, Risk Management, and the
City of Santa Clara. This memo is scheduled to be heard at the December 9, 2010, Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) meeting.

COST IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION:

Project Delivery
Construction

Total Current Year Costs

Prior Year Expenditures

Total

$1,011,000

$31,000
$980,O00

$1,011,000
$33,65O,O00

$34,661,000

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

3. OPERATING COST:

Delivery of an additional 250 acre-feet of recycled water per year amounts will amount to a
negligible increase in operating costs (primarily for operating additional pumping capacity), and
return approximately $50,000 per year in revenues starting in 2013. Since new pressure-tested
pipelines do not normally require much maintenance, and construction of the proposed Santa
Clara extensions will increase the total length of the pipeline network by less than 1% the project
is not expected to noticeably increase South Bay Water Recycling’s annual operating costs.

In accordance with the Mayor’s prescribed budget strategy, the tasks under this agreement will
focus on the protection of a vital core service, emphasizing expenditures that improve reliability
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of the South Bay Water Recycling system and increasing the "recycling and beneficial reuse of
wastewater."

BUDGET REFERENCE

The table below identifies the funds and appropriations proposed to fund the contract
recommended as part of this memo and remaining project costs, including project delivery,
construction, and contingency costs.

Fund Appn. Appn. RC # Total Amt. For 2010- Last Budget
Name Appn. Contract 2011 Action

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

Total Amendment $1,011,000

Current Funding Available
Revised
SBAP- 10/19/2010,

512 6589 SBWR 062873 $8,717,000" $511,000 V-174 Ord. No.

Extension 28829

Ending 10/19)2010,
512 8999 Fund $500,000* $500,000 V-156 Ord. No.

Balance 28829
Total Current Funding Available $1,011,000

* An additional $511,000 is recommended to be received from the United States Bureau of Reclamation Grant and
appropriated to the Revised South Bay Action Plan -South Bay Water Recycling Extension appropriation. In
addition, $500,000 of grant revenues were and allocated to Ending Fund Balance as part of the 2010-2011 Adopted
Capital Budget. A decrease to Ending Fund Balance from $17,485,730 to $16,985,730 is recommended to fully
allocate grant revenues and fund the Agreement amendment recommended in this memorandum.
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CEQA done by City of San Jose for City of San Jose Actions (8th Amendment to Agreement and
Funding Sources Resolution amendments):

Addendum to an EIR Resolution 64667, File No. PP10-184

CEQAdone by City of Santa Clara for City of Santa Clara Actions:
Santa Clara Industrial 3B: CEQ2010-01113

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

A. MAGUIRE
Budget Director

I hereby certify that there will be available for hppropriation in the San Jose/Santa Clara
Treatment Plant Capital Fund in the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 moneys in excess of those heretofore
appropriated there fi’om, said excess being at least $511,000.

Budget Director

For questions please contact Mansour Nasser, Deputy Director, at (408) 277-2558.



CITY OF ~

SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

COUNCIL AGENDA: 12-14-10
ITEM:

Memorandum
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR

AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM: John Stuffiebean

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW DATE: 11-22-10

Approved                       _                      Date

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF THE MILPITAS GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR SAN
JOSE/SANTA CLARA WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT MASTER
PLAN RECONSTRUCTION AND LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

RECOMMENDATION

Direct staff to consider the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant Master Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives (Milpitas Guiding
Principles), along with other tributary agency, stakeholder and public input, in the final
development of the Preferred Alternative for the Plant Master Plan currently scheduled to be
presented to Council in April 2011, and to present the Milpitas Guiding Principles, along with
other tributary agency and partner input into the Land Use Alternatives Public Input Summary
that will be presented to Council along with the recommended Preferred Alternative for the Plant
Master Plan.

OUTCOME

The recommended action will allow Council to consider the Milpitas Guiding Principles at the
same time that it considers other tributary agency, stakeholder and public input into the Land Use
Alternatives Public Input Summary.

BACKGROUND

On November 20, 2007, the Council awarded an agreement to Carollo Engineers to develop a
Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (Plant) for the next 30
years. The Plant Master Plan will address both the technical wastewater operations of the Plant
and the land uses of the 2,600 acres of Plant lands. Development of the Plan has included a major
outreach component to identify and incorporate the community and stakeholder comments.

The triple-bottom line of sustainability and maintaining safe, compliant, and reliable wastewater
treatment will form the foundation of the Plan. The development of the technical and land use
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alternatives has been based on the concept that the benefits to the local economy, the local and
global environment, and the community through social equity all can be achieved through an
integrated approach to the Plant and its land.

The Plant Master Plan process began with development of goals that were approved by the Plant
Master Plan Steering Committee consisting of tributary agency representatives who meet
consistently throughout the planning process. Theses goals were then presented to the Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) and Council in March 2009. Work on the Plant Master Plan
is now nearing completion, with the current schedule calling for Council selection of a Preferred
Alternative for CEQA analysis in April 2011. The City of Milpitas requested consideration of
the Milpitas Guiding Principles at the October 20, 2010 Rules Committee meeting. The Rule
Committee agendized the Milpitas Guiding Principles for review at the December 14, 2010
Council Meeting and requested a staff analysis.

ANALYSIS

The Plant is owned by the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara and serves the tributary agencies of
Milpitas, Cupertino Sanitary District, West Valley Sanitation District, County Sanitation
Districts 2-3, and Burbank Sanitary District. The Plant Master Plan process has actively involved
staff from the City of Santa Clara as co-owner, and the tributary agencies including the City of
Milpitas. City of Milpitas staff were involved in the Plant Master Plan process in the following
ways:

Staff from the all tributary agencies, including City of Milpitas was invited to and
attended brainstorming, technical and land use workshops that occurred during the
development of the technical and land use alternatives.
City staff met separately with City of Milpitas Plannifig, Economic Development, and
Public Works staff to discuss their concerns and ideas for land uses on the Plant lands,
since they are the Plant’s immediate neighbor. A separate meeting with Public Works
and outreach staff of Milpitas was held to obtain input into the preferred outreach
vehicles for Milpitas early in the project.
Staff presented a report 9n the progress of the Plant Master Plan to the Milpitas City
Council in March 2009.
Santa Clara and tributary agency staff are part of monthly Steering Committee meetings,
discussing technical and land use aspects of the project and are also members of the
Public Outreach Working Group, coordinating outreach and seeking input from residents
in the tributary area.
Tributary agency parks staff (including Milpitas) attended a special meeting on potential
parks development.

In terms of input from the Milpitas community, the Community Advisory Group includes
representatives from all areas that discharge to the Plant, including two Milpitas representatives,
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and two at-large representatives from Milpitas. The first of the five public workshops in May
2010 was held in Milpitas.

The Plant Master Plan Goals developed by the Plant Master Plan Steering Committee and
presented to the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee and Council are:

Operational: Result in a reliable, flexible Plant that can respond to changing conditions.
Economical: Maximize economic benefits for customers through cost-effective options.
Environmental: Improve habitat and minimize impacts to the local and global
environment.
Social: Maximize community benefits through improved aesthetics and recreational uses.

The Milpitas Guiding Principles, with some exceptions, are consistent with the goals of the Plant
Master Plan. Following is the staff analysis of the Milpitas Guiding Principles:

Milpitas Principle 1: Decisions regarding Plant improvements, land use, environmental
requirements, economic opportunities, and new Plant business opportunities shall always
be based upon the premise that wastewater treatment is the primary business of the Plant
and all other activities are secondary.

This principle is already part of the planning process through the Plant Master Plan operational
goal.

Milpitas Principle 2: Decisions regarding Plant improvements, land use, environmental
requirements, economic opportunities, and new Plant business opportunities shall always
be based upon the philosophy of serving and benefiting the sewer customers throughout
the Plant tributary area.

This principle is already part of the planning process through the Plant Master Plan economical
goal. Three draft objectives developed for the economical goal and discussed with the Steering
Committee further include the premise behind this principle:

¯ Maximize alternative energy use
¯ Increase area-wide economic benefits
¯ Increase economic benefits to the Plant and tributary agencies

Milpitas Principle 3: Upon completion of the Plant Master Plan, new agreements with the
Plant tributary agencies will be needed to track the new realities and revenue centers
conceived by the Plant Master Plan, including financing and financial benefits to the
tributary agencies.

This is not a guiding principle for the development of the Master Plan, but instead relates to
implementation of some aspects of the Master Plan. The current tributary agreements are valid
until 2031 and allocate revenues from the Plant lands according to the agencies’ participation in
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the cost of the land. All tributary partners and Santa Clara have been involved in technical and
land use recommendations related to the Plant Master Plan throughout the process and have
expressed an interest in renegotiating the agreements sooner than 2031.

Milpitas Principle 4: The outdated infrastructure and open air drying systems for the
biosolids are public nuisances inappropriate to an urban area. These outdated systems
should be replaced or retrofitted to incorporate the most currently available
technologies, to significantly reduce or eliminate environmental impacts such as odor,
visual, and energy consumption within the first phases of the Master Plan.

The draft recommended alternative for the Master Plan calls for significant change to the current
biosolids processing facilities, which will be complete in the next 15 years. The draft technical
alternative replaces the current solar drying operations with a state-of-the-art biosolids handling,
treatment, and disposition facility that will provide for additional opportunities for biosolids
reuse. This includes a smaller footprint with covered operations that will reduce odors, and
minimize impacts to neighbors. However, this conversion will be more costly than the current
operation. For this reason, the draft recommended alternative for the Master Plan proposes that
the first phases (5-years) of the improvements to the biosolids facilities include optimizing the
existing digesters, and piloting to find the best performing and most cost-effective methods for
the biosolids operation within a reasonable timeframe by 2025. Before the Preferred Alternative
is finalized, acceleration of this schedule will continue to be evaluated from both technical and
cost perspectives.

The 30-year project costs for all biosolids improvements as currently proposed in the draft
recommended alternative are estimated at $530 million of which $250 million will be expended
by 2025 for transferring from the current lagoon drying bed operation. Staff is also analyzing
whether this schedule could be compressed by four years. To change the biosolids processing
significantly sooner would require contract dewatering (for a 12 year period) until the permanent
facilities are constructed. This would increase the annual operating costs by approximately $15
million per year, which is an increase of 20 percent over the current annual operating costs of the
entire Plant.

New odor control improvements to the liquids treatment processes are being incorporated into
scheduled rehabilitation and replacement projects. The planning-level construction costs for
improved odor control to the liquids treatment processes is approximately $90 million, and is
projected to be accomplished in stages through the year 2022.

Milpitas Principle 5: The Financial Plan for the Plant Master Plan should include the
following:

a. Revenue from economic land uses should be reinvested into fulfilling and expediting
the goal of the Master Plan and minimizing/eliminating debt financing for Plant
improvements



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
11-22-10
Subject: Milpitas Guiding Principles
Page 5

b. Ongoing revenues from energy production should be used to help offset ongoing
maintenance and operations costs, thereby reducing rate increases to all tributary
agencies.

With respect to (a) above, the revenue sharing formula of the current agreements allows the
councils and boards of the various agencies to decide how their share of any revenues from the
Plant lands are used.

With respect to (b), revenue actually received from energy production would be treated similarly
to revenue from other sources under the current agreements. To the extent that energy
production is dedicated to Plant uses, it may offset ongoing maintenance and operating costs,
thereby reducing the operating budget that all agencies share. The impact of increased use of
Plant generated power may not significantly reduce rate increases needed, depending on the
agency;-but it may have positive environmental benefits.

Milpitas Principle 6: Economic land uses should be clustered along the north side of Hwy
237 to maximize revenue for the Plant.

The draft recommended Land Use Alternative has been developed with ongoing expert and
community input and will only be finalized for Council consideration after receiving additional
input. While economic land uses benefit from visibility along the highway, it is premature for
Council to actually select the Preferred Alternative at this point. The draft recommended Land
Use Alternative does include significant economic development on the north side of Highway
237 and all three preliminary alternatives included economic development along the Highway
237 corridor.

Milpitas Principle 7: Social land uses should be clustered along the western side of
Coyote Creek to improve performance of the bufferlands and to maximize environmental
and recreational benefits.

The draft recommended Land Use Alternative has been developed with ongoing expert and
community input and will only b~ finalized for Council consideration after receiving additional
input. It would be premature for Council to actually select the Preferred Alternative at this point,
without receiving greater community and stakeholder input. All three preliminary alternatives
already include some environmental and social uses along the Coyote Creek riparian corridor.

Milpitas Principle 8: Secondary access from the northeast of the project area should not
be precluded.

The draft recommended Land Use Alternative has been developed with ongoing expert and
community input and will only be finalized for Council consideration after receiving additional
input. Secondary access from the northeast may be beneficial and may be part of the final
recommended Preferred Land Use Alternative after additional coordination with the City of
Milpitas and other community and stakeholder input.
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Milpitas Principle 9: City of San Jose social policies including, but not limited to, public
art, should not be incorporated into the costs of the Master Plan improvements shared by
the Tributary Agencies.

The "costs" for the Master Plan improvement are very preliminary estimates at this time. Many
of the costs will not be incurred for years to come. With respect to whether public art should be ’
included in capital budgets for Plant projects, the City’s Public Art Ordinance (San Jose
Municipal Code Chapter 22.04) was adopted by the City Council on August 19, 2008, after
TPAC recommended approval of the ordinance on August 14, 2008. The ordinance does
exclude certain capital costs from the requirement that 1% of the budget be set aside for public
art, including non construction related costs such as studies, reports, leases and easements, costs
of environmental review and capital projects that are designated as "maintenance" in the capital
budget and "retrofits." The ordinance also allows public art money to be spent in public places
owned or leased by agencies other than San Jose. Under the adopted ordinance some, but not all
Master Plan project construction costs will be subject to the 1% requirement. Also, it is
anticipated that some Master Plan project construction costs may not be funded with ratepayer or
tributary agency revenue. However, since the Plant has become a destination with thousands of
residents touring, some public art will be important in helping to communicate the important
function the Plant performs.

Staff will continue to work with Plant partners in the development of the final technical and land
use alternatives. The principles presented by Milpitas are largely included in the Plant Master
Plan goals and objectives.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

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

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

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

Public outreach has been a critical element of the Plant Master Plan process.
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COORDINATION

This memorandum has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office and the Office of
Cultural Affairs/Office of Economic Development. The Plant’s Treatment Plant Advisory
Committee heard this item on December 9, 2010.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The Plant Master Plan has and will continue to provide quarterly verbal updates to the Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee and Transportation and Environment Committee until the Plant
Master Plan is completed and approved by the San Jose and Santa Clara Councils.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

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

Not a Project, File No. PP 10-069 (a) Staff Reports.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Bhavani Yerrapotu, Division Manager, Environmental Services
at (408) 945-5321.
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SUBJECT: BUSINESS TERMS FOR BIOMASS TO ENERGY TECHNOLOGY
¯ PROJECT WITH HARVEST POWER, INC.

RECOMMENDATION

Provide the Administration direction to negotiate an agreement with Harvest Power, Inc. for
evaluation and demonstration of a biomass-to-energy technology project at the San Jose
Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant to begin February 1,2011 consistent with the
business terms specified herein.

OUTCOME

Approval of this recommendation would enable the Administration to proceed with negotiating a
grant agreement with the California Energy Commission. This project offers the City an
opportunity to leverage private sector resources and grant funding to study and showcase an
emerging technology that can meet regional and the City’s Green Vision goals for waste
diversion, waste to energy, alternative fuels, and job creation. The demonstration project could
also further the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (the Plant) goals of energy
self-reliance, new uses for Plant land currently dedicated to drying biosolids, and alternative
disposal options for biosolids.

BACKGROUND

In February 2010, the City released a Request for Information for the City’s Green Vision
Demonstration Partnership. The Harvest Power proposal was one of four received for energy
conversion technologies. The 2010 Green Vision Work Plan includes the development of waste-
to-energy technology infrastructure at the Plant, which is consistent with the land use alternatives
being developed as part of the Plant Master Plan effort for the buffer lands. If successful, the
new technology could be a better alternative to the current process of handling biosolids
including odor mitigation, generation of energy, and freeing up land for alternative uses.
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The proposed project demonstrates that biomethane suitable for generating electricity or fuel can
be produced through gasification of wood and biosolids feedstocks. The City and regional
stakeholders also have an interest in evaluating and demonstrating the feasibility of gasification
to meet regional waste diversion and renewable energy goals.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) solicited proposals for a grant in Spring 2010 seeking
projects similar to the project proposed by Harvest Power. The Administration also learned from
past grant applications that applying with a private partner would make the City more
competitive for an award. The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) on May 13, and
Council on May 18, 2010 was informed of the opportunity, and the City submitted a $1.9 million
grant application to the CEC in May 2010. The State Energy Commission approved award to the
City in November 2010.

Before the Administration can begin negotiating the grant agreement, the CEC requires that the
City approve the business terms of the project with Harvest Power. Since the parameters of the
grant agreement with the CEC will affect the agreement with Harvest Powers, and the terms of
the Harvest Power project will be reflected in the CEC agreement, the Administration proposes
to negotiate both agreements in parallel, and return to Council for approval in January 2011.

ANALYSIS

Project Timeline
The phased approach of the feasibility and demonstration gasification project as outlined in
Table 1 below, is designed to include stakeholder input, evaluate environmental impacts and
confirm economic feasibility of the technology before further steps in technology development.

The feasibility phase of the three-year project will be critical to confirm optimal siting of a small
demonstration-scale gasification facility on Plant lands, and provide an analysis of all permitting,
engineering, feedstock, and outreach considerations required for the demonstration unit, as well
as indicators of feasibility for commercial technology implementation. Design of the feasibility
study will be informed by stakeholder input, which is important for the validity of the study.
Based on the results of the feasibility study, all of the project partners (City, Plant partners,
Harvest Power, and CEC) must agree to proceed with the demonstration phase of the project. As
a condition precedent to operation of the demonstration unit, Harvest Power would be required to
secure and maintain all permits, and other entitlements required by the City, Santa Clara County,
and appropriate State, and federal agencies.

Once operational, the demonstration gasifier would produce syngas, which would then be
upgraded through a proprietary methanation process to produce biomethane. This gas could be
used for generating electric power or vehicle fuel. It is projected that the unit will produce
enough power to support its own needs as well as providing excess methane which would be
used to augment Plant energy sources during the demonstration period. Throughout this
demonstration project, data will be collected and analyzed by Harvest and the City to analyze
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technical performance, and assess feasibility for commercial-scale implementation of the
technology.

Table 1 - Project Timeline

Time Required
Feasibility Study Approx 12 months

Technical, Economic, & Stakeholder AnalysisStart February 2011
Critical Review Process

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

Project Reporting Approx 7 months
Data Collection & Reporting
Publish Report of Findings

CEC Fund Disbursement
Energy Commission funds are disbursed through a reimbursement process and will be released
only after the required match percentages are expended. Project partners would need to first
expend the funds necessary to meet the CEC match requirement before grant funds are disbursed
to the City. The City will then release the matching funds from the CEC for additional project
activities.

Land Requirements
The proposed project requires approximately 2 acres of Plant land. The footprint of the proposed
two-story demonstration unit is approximately 1,000 square feet. The City would lease the land
to Harvest Power for purpose of the demonstration project. To the extent, there is a need to
preprocess the feedstock, the preprocessing would also occur on-site.

Energy Requirements and Gas Production
The demonstration unit requires power to operate, and may require energy inputs while the unit
is being tested and coming up to production standard. When the unit is up and running and
producing gas that meets Plant standards, the unit would provide methane for use at the Plant to
offset current Plant purchase of natural gas. The Agreement would provide that Harvest Power
compensate the City for the power usedby the demonstration unit, and ensure power required by
the demonstration unit does not affect Plant operations.
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Feedstock Requirements
During the initial portion of the demonstration period, the feedstock would consist entirely of
wood waste from the Residential Solid Waste program. Subsequently, the feedstock would
incorporate up to 1,000 tons per year ofbiosolids from the Plant. The City would provide
Harvest Power with a total of 2,000 to 3,000 tons of feedstock per year. This amount of
feedstock equates to 2 truck trips per week, and in the case of biosolids, transfer from the Plant
site itself. Currently, the biosolids are collected and delivered to the landfill once per year, and
ground wood waste is delivered to co-generation facilities up to 120 miles away for energy
production. For the demonstration, ground wood would be delivered to the Plant at no charge
per the existing residential agreement between the City and Newby Island. For the biosolids, the
Administration estimates that the City could save $22.75 per ton for the biosolids diverted from
Newby Island Landfill to the demonstration unit, or an estimated total of $68,000 per year
depending on the total amount of materials tested in the unit.

Harvest Power would be responsible for any additional preprocessing of the wood waste and
biosolids required to prepare the material for gasification, as well as mitigating any potential
odor issues resulting from biosolids pre-processing or feedstock handling.

Solid Waste Disposal
The estimated solid waste residue from the demonstration unit will be approximately 4% of the
tonnage input. If the residue can be accepted by Newby Island Sanitary Landfill, the City would
pay for the cost of disposing the residue under the current disposal agreement from the
appropriate ratepayer funds depending on the source of the waste. The cost of disposing
approximately 240 tons of residue is estimated to be $10,000 per year and is already budgeted in
the Environmental Services Departments (ESD) existing base budget for the City’s Disposal
Agreement with Newby Island Landfill. Harvest Power would be responsible for the ongoing
analysis of waste residuals in order to confirm that the materials meet the standards for disposal
at the landfill. If they do not, Harvest Power will dispose of these materials as hazardous waste
at its sole expense. Irrespective of the form of disposal, Harvest Power will be deemed the
generator of the residue.

Water Use and Waste Water
The demonstration unit will require approximately 1,000 gallons of water per day for normal
operations, and is estimated to result in up to 750 gallons of residual water per day. The unit can
utilize recycled water, which can be supplied by the Plant. The Administration still needs to
determine if this project will require an industrial waste discharge permit, or in the alternative
transport the waste water off-site. In order for the residual wastewater from the unit to be treated
by the Plant, the wastewater must be within limits for industrial discharge, and treatment must
not impact the Plant’s current treatment processes.

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

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

Harvest Power Staffing Support
Harvest Power will provide substantial staffing resources throughout the feasibility analysis, and
support the project development and operations phases. Staffing resources from Harvest will
total approximately $560,000 and include up to eight personnel with the following expertise:
Construction Manager, Chief Technology Officer, Lead Engineer, Plant Operations Manager,
Economic Feasibility Analyst, and Technology Feasibility Analyst.

Construction of Demonstration Unit and Equipment Maintenance
Harvest Power will provide all upgrades to the site needed to operate the demonstration-sized
unit including upgrades for power and water connections, feedstock delivery, storage, and
processing. They will also issue a competitive bid for the construction phase of the project
resulting in payment of prevailing wages for construction of demonstration unit. The City will
provide inspection services to assure that demonstration unit connections to plant infrastructure
are appropriate, and project management support as needed to resolve policy, administrative, or
other issues that may be encountered during implementation and operations. Harvest Power will
operate and maintain the facility including infrastructure and extension of utilities to operate the
unit. Harvest will be liable for any damage their unit causes to the Plant and will make
immediate repairs, replacement or correction at not cost to the City. Throughout the project,
Harvest Power will measure and report on equipment performance and make adjustments as
needed to meet all permits and requirements.

Ongoing Evaluation
Every six months through the conclusion of the pilot, Harvest Power will provide an evaluation
of the pilot project to date, including butnot limited to feedstock throughput, problems
encountered or reported and how they were resolved, real versus projected costs to operate the
system, and cumulative data on system performance to the City for provision to the CEC.

Ownership of Demonstration Unit
Harvest will own the demonstration Unit and remove the unit at the termination of the
demonstration project. Because the demonstration unit will be purchased with the match
contribution from Harvest Power, removal of the unit should not trigger any City obligation to
the CEC to reimburse for the cost of the equipment.
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Indemnification, and Subcontractors
Harvest Power will indemnify and hold the City harmless for any claim, loss or liability arising
from the project. Harvest Power subcontractors will be approved by the City, and Harvest Power
will be responsible for compensating and directing work of its subcontractors as well as ensuring
its subcontractors comply with terms of the agreement.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The Administration will return in January 2011 for approval of the proposed agreements with
Harvest Power, and the California Energy Commission.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

This recommendation meets Criteria 1.

Criteria 1:
greater.
(Required:

Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or

Website Posting)

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

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

In preparation for the development of the City’s Organics to Energy Plan in 2009, City staff
conducted a nationwide phone survey with municipalities who are working to implement
conversion technology projects, and identified outreach to key stakeholders as one of the most
critical factors for success. In a questionnaire completed by 117 people at the Plant Master Plan
community workshops and 213 people online, one of the questions asked was about development
of waste-to-energy facilities on the bufferlands. 57 percent of respondents indicated that
developing waste-to-energy facilities on the Plant site was a "good idea." Outreach conducted
regarding the proposed gasification project will be based a communication plan which is tailored
to key stakeholders and will take advantage of prescheduled meetings, existing stakeholder
groups, and established communications channels developed through the Plant Master Plan
process.

COORDINATION
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This memorandum was coordinated with the City Manager’s Budget Office, the Office of
Economic Development, and the City Attorney. This project and memorandum are scheduledto
be considered by the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee on December 9, 2010.

COST IMPLICATIONS

The grant requires a match by City and Harvest of $1.9 million. Harvest Power, its investors,
and project partners are committed to contributing more than the CEC required match in the
form equipment, materials, labor, administrative support such as installation and operation,
maintenance for the demonstration unit, assistance with preparation of reports, special waste
disposal; and maybe methane to the Plant.

The value of the City’s contribution to this demonstration agreement will not exceed $675,000.
Of this, $200,000 is currently encumbered in multi-year consulting contracts that support
feasibility analysis and demonstration evaluation funded by ESD Non-Personal/Equipment
appropriation in the Integrated Waste Management Fund. Another $212,000 of the City’s
contribution is the estimated value of two acres for locating the demonstration project. Matching
resources also include City Staff support for the project, estimated at approximately $200,000.
This would be absorbed by existing staff with no need for additional staffing allocations,
including two staff approved by Council specifically to implement new organic energy
conversion projects. The City will contribute the value of recycled water, waste water
treatment, and solid waste disposal. The estimate for these services is $60,000 during the
demonstration period. The balance of City contributed resources will be from Plant operations
staff, provided by the Plant Capital Division. The value of any energy provided for unit start up
will be offset by methane provided to the plant by the demonstration unit.

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

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

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


	TPAC-Agenda-12-10
	0BSAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

	TPAC-10-10 MIN
	Staff present: Monica Perras, Dale Ihrke, Bhavani Yerrapotu, John Stufflebean, Kristen Yasukawa, Mollie Dent, Matt Krupp.
	Others present: Alan Kurotori (City of Santa Clara), Sharona Rozario, (City of San Jose), Steve Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), Kathleen Phalen (City of Milpitas), David Wall (San José City Resident), Dean Stanford (Constituent), Jim Foley, Joe...
	A. September 9, 2010.

	TPAC-11-19-10 SpeicalMINKSMK (3) (2)
	Staff present: Monica Perras, Dale Ihrke, Bhavani Yerrapotu, John Stufflebean, Kristen Yasukawa, Mollie Dent, Matt Krupp, Kirsten Struve, Cheryl Wessling, Kerrie Romanow, Diane Ikegami, Hossein Rahnema Jennifer Easton, Kerry A. Harper (OCA/OED ).
	Others present: Michael Powell (SOM-consultant for CSJ), Alan Lewis (Hargraves Assoc,-Consultant for CSJ), Steve McDonald and Jamel Demir (Carollo – consultant for CSJ), Jeff Janssen(City of San Jose), Steve Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), Kath...

	TPAC-T-E-PMPUPDATE
	TPAC-OCT-NOV-OPO-2010
	10-11

	TPAC-6.A.1-2
	TPAC-6.B.1
	TPAC-6.C.1

