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INTRODUCTION

This Transmittal Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
and Transit Plan covers a study of different types of transportation
facilities on Route 85, the "West Valley Transportation Corridor,"
between Route 101 in South San Jose (PM R0.0) and Route 280 near
Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino (PM R17.9).

The purpose of this study is to develop sufficient information for the
selection of a preferred transportation facility alternative which
would reduce traffic congestion in The Corridor. The following local
jurisdictions are involved with the study:

Cupertino, Campbell, San Jose, Los Gatos, Saratoga, Monte Sereno,
Mountain View, Sunnyvale, and Santa Clara County.

PROJECT CATEGORY

This is a Category 1 project because mode choices involve a new freeway
with controlled access and substantial right-of-way acquisition. A
transit-only alternative and combinations of transit and roadways along
with Transportation System Management (TSM) are also being considered.

BACKGROUND

See DEIS, summary section.

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FACILITY

The existing constructed freeway portion of State Route 85 from Stevens
Creek Boulevard/Route 280 in Cupertino (PM R17.9) northerly to Route
101 in Mountain View (PM R23.9) is a four lane freeway. The remainder
of adopted State Route 85 is unconstructed between Route 280 near
Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino (R17.9) and Route 101 in south San
Jose at Monterey Road (R0.0). This remaining section is the subject of
this project report and DEIS/Transit Plan. See Exhibit A for the
location of the project.
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DESIGNATED ROUTE 85

This portion of Route 85 extends from the junction of Route 9 near
Saratoga to the junction of I-280 in Cupertino. Designated Route 85 is
approximately 5 miles long, and is commonly as Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road
and De Anza Blwvd. '

Upon completion of the unconstructed portion of Route 85, designated
Route 85 will be relinquished to the proper local officials.

TRAFFIC/TRAVEL PROJECTIONS

Highway and transit travel projections have been developed for the year
1990 using the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) forecasting
model and the data base generated for the Guadalupe Corridor project.
Travel projections for the Final Environmental Impact Statement will be
based on the year 2010. For details covering the travel projections
see Section IV-B of DEIS under Transit Plan.

DEFICIENCIES AND JUSTIFICATION

See Section II-C of the DEIS.

PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION

a. DEIS and Transit Plan Limits

The project limits of the West Valley Transportation Corridor Study
are between the Route 101 Freeway in South San Jose and Route
280/Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino. The DEIS addresses
alternatives for the project limits. Exhibit "A" indicates the
limits of the study.

The TRANSIT PLAN addresses alternatives which include Light Rail
Transit (LRT) or BUS in a system context. The transit system
limits of the study are between the approved LRT of the Route 85/87
Guadalupe Corridor Project interchange and the SP-Caltrain stations
in Mountain View and Sunnyvale. The transit system alternatives
follow the Route 85 Corridor alignment between Route 87 and Route
280/Stevens Creek Boulevard, to the SP-Caltrain stations in
Mountain View and Sunnyvale, there is, as yet, no established route
alignment. :

There is a current MTC study called the Fremont-Southbay (San Jose)
Transit Corridor Study in which several alternatives from the east
terminate at the SP-Caltrain stations, are being investigated. For

more details about transit plan please refer to Chapter IV of the
DEIS.



b. Proposed Pfoject Alternatives

The following is a brief description of the alternatives
considered. For more details please refer to DEIS, Chapter V.

No Project Alternative (NPA) -- No transportation facility in
the corridor other than those currently proposed.

Transportation System Management (TSM) —-- Low cost7projects
to improve and upgrade the existing transportation
facilities, both roadway and transit.

Light Rail Transit (LRT) -- A grade separated light rail
facility which would extend from the State Route 85/87
(Guadalupe Corridor) interchange northerly to the vicinity of
Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino. It should be noted
that construction limits of the LRT alternative is part of an
eventual loop as discused in Chapter IV of the DEIS.

This alternative would also extend the Route 85 roadway
element portion of the Guadalupe Corridor project from Miyuki
Drive to Route 101 in south San Jose.

4-Lane Freeway with LRT -- A grade separated access
controlled four lane freeway with LRT in the median.

4-TLane Freeway with LRT and HOV -~ A grade separated access
controlled four lane freeway with LRT in the median and a
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane between the LRT and first
mixed flow traffic lane.

4-Lane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway ——;A grade separated
access controlled four lane freeway with a Bus/HOV transitway
in the median.

6-Lane Freeway with Bus/HOV TransitWay -- A gréde separated
access controlled six lane freeway with a Bus/HOV transitway
in the median. :

8-Lane Freeway —-- A grade separated access controlled eight
lane freeway with a median wide enough for either a Bus/HOV
transitway, LRT system or future median widening.

8-Lane Freeway with LRT -- A grade separated access
controlled eight lane freeway with LRT in the median.

Exhibit B indicates alternative typical sections. The roadway
alternatives are studied for two profiles; the base profile and
profile design variation through the City of Saratoga. For details
of the base profile and Design Variation, see Section V-A of the
DEIS. ' »



'Non Standard Design Features

Due to an already established narrow R/W, there could be

substandard design features anticipated. Full design details are
not available-at this time. Every effort will be taken to minimize -
non standard design features during design. The following are the
anticipated nonstandard design features: : '

1 - HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE AND SHOULDER WIDTH

All freeway alternatives could encounter substandard horizontal
clearance and shoulders width at some transit stations.

2 - RIGHT OF WAY (R/W) CLEARANCE
The standard clearance from slope to R/W line can not be met
through approximately one third of the project if any of the
freeway alternatives are selected as the preferred
alternative. :

Cooperative Features

The West Valley Corridor Study is a cooperative project with the
cost shared by Caltrans, Santa Clara County and the various
corridor cities mentioned in the "INTRODUCTION" section. The
engineering and environmental work is being done by Caltrans. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead agency, and the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) is a cooperating

agency.

Cooperative agreements will be negotiated with the Santa Clara
Traffic Authority and other affected local agencies as necessary to
complete the project.

The maintenance of highway element will be the responsibility of
the State. The maintenance and operation of the transit features
‘and vehicle will be the responsibility of the Santa Clara County

‘Transit.

Replacement Planting

See DEIS, chapter VI, Section B.4.B{

New Public Road Connections

None.

Route Adoption Requirements

The location of State Route 85 was adopted in 1956 and 1957 by the
then California Highway Commission which is now called the
California Transportation Commission (CTC).

If the NPA, TSM or LRT are selected as preferred alternative, the
State may request CTC to unadopt Route 85.

-4 -



h. Project Cost

The construction and R/W cost has been estimated from $70 million.
for TSM alternative to $530M for an eight lane freeway with LRT.

‘Please see exhibit C and also Chapter V of the DEIS Sections B.1
and B. 2 for all cost breakdowns.

i. Effectiveness in Relieving Problem

For the traffic flow and congestion element, there are marked
differences between each alternative. The following chart
indicates the effect of each alternative on the transportation

network.
Congestion relief on Transportation network
Congestion Remarks
Alternative Relief
No project alternative No No effect on improving traffic
' condition.

TSM Minimal Most TSM type measures have
already been implemented
throughout the County.

LRT only Minimal Low projections (MTC Model)
indicate minimal effect on
improving traffic conditions.

4 Lane Fwy. with LRT Some This alternative typically
accommodates less than half of
the projected demand, however,
improvements to traffic con-
ditions would be noticeable.

4 Lane Fwy. with LRT Two thirds to three quarters of

and HOV , Large the demand could be handled by

v these alternatives.

4 Lane Fwy. with Bus/

HOV Transitway

6 Lane Fwy. with Bus/ These alternatives could accom-

HOV Transitway Major odate a significant amount of
the projected demand.

8 Lane Fwy.

8 Lane Fwy. with LRT




PROPOSAL FUNDING

The study of this prOJect is programmed under the HEl4, new highway
program. Funding scenarios for this project is as follows; please-
refer to Exhibit "D", Funding sources.

a. Highway Element.

The selected alternative may contain two elements, highway and
transit. Highway elements will be constructed using funds
generated by Measure "A", a Santa Clara County 1/2 cent sales tax
allocated for the improvement of specific highways, one of which is
Route 85. FHWA funding will also be sought for highway
construction if necessary. State money will also be used if
available. Requests for FHWA funding participation will be decided
by the measure "A" traffic authority.

b. Transit Element

If the selected alternative includes transit as one of the
transportation modes, the geometrics will accommodate the transit
portion, whether it is LRT or a Bus/HOV transitway. If the
selected transit is LRT, the entire LRT associated cost would be
sought from UMTA following an Alternatives Analysis. If the _
selected alternative contains the Bus/HOV transitway, UMTA funding
would be sought for the transit portion, which includes the costs
for the buses, maintenance facility and the stations. The roadway
portion of the transitway will be coénsidered as part of the highway
element (used by HOVs) and would be funded by Measure "A", FHWA (if
necessary), and State fund (if available) monies.

c. TSM Funding .

If TSM is selected as the perferred alternative, it would be funded
by measure "A", local funds, State, and federal funds.

d. Funding Source Feasibility

Local - Assured and significant due to measure "A"

UMTA - Unlikely due to low local and regional LRT priority in
corridor

FHWA - Good due to significant local funding match

State - Same as for FHWA

e. STIP/PSTIP

Route 85 projéct will be added to the STIP after selection of the
preferred alternative which is tentatively scheduled for January of
1986.

f. Construction Contract Size

It is planned that the final individual project sizes will conform
to the policy per W. E. Schaefer memorandum of March 18, 1985.
However, due to some large freeway to freeway interchanges and the
magnitude of the total cost of the progect it may be necessary to
exceed the pOllCY limit of some prOJects. ' :

-6-
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Qe

Park and Ride Facilities

Park. and Ride facilitiesvare considered for all alternatives. See
chapter VI of the DEIS Section H.3 for locations of the parking
facilities.

Non Motorized Transportation and Pedestrians

Non motorized transportation and pedestrian facilities will be
incorporated according to Caltrans policy and procedures. See
chapter VI of the DEIS Sections H.5 and H.6 for bicycle and
pedestrian routes.

Oversized Loads and Trucks

Some of the local jurisdictions have expressed concern to restrict

oversized loads and trucks from using portions of ‘the State Route
85. This issue will need to be resolved during the public review
of the DEIS.

Navigable Water Ways

There are no navigable water ways throughout the corridor.

Floodplain and Wetlands

See DEIS. chapter VI, Section B3.A for floodplains and Section B3.C
for wetlands.

Roadway Reconstruction and Restoration

N/A._

Bus/HOV Facilities

All of the highway alternatives considered have either Bus and/or
HOV facilities included as part of the alternative. See chapter V

"of the DEIS for more details. Since this study defines HOV as two

people or more, an exception to the FHWA policy which requires
three or more people will be prepared in accordance to the.
memorandum by James B. Borden dated April 29, 1985..

Permits Required

The following permits will be required for all of the alternatives
except the NPA and TSM. For locations please refer to the DEIS,
chapter VI, Section B 3.A.

1. California Department of FlSh and Game 1601 Streambed
Alteratlon Permit.

2. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (required prior to placing dredged or fill material into
watercourses or wetlands).

3; Santa Clara Valley Water District coordination.

.
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i. Consistency with Other Planning

1.

Regional Plans

‘'The Route 85 Corridor has been an ‘adopted freeway corridor -

since the 1950's.. As much as possible, development has

- occurred at the edge of the corridor based on 1960's freeway
- agreements. The Regional Plan currently states the right of

way not acquired should be acquired as necessary and preserved
for future transportation needs. The mode or modes have not
been identified. '

Local Plans

The Route 85 Corridor is included in local general plans.
Development plans are reviewed continually by Caltrans.

Interim Projects

+

The interim projects on designated Route 85 (Saratoga-Sunnyvale
Road/DeAnza Boulevard) will be implemented in accordance with the
CHC policy resolution adopted on July 30, 1964 (PDPM 2-18.22,
Oct. 1983).. ' '

Designated Route 85 will be relinquished to the proper local
officials after completion of the West Valley Corridor.

Disposition of Existing Facility

If either the NPA or TSM alternatives are selected as the preferred
alternative, the existing State owned R/W would be sold. This

would generate $85 million. The money generated from the sell of
the R/W would be returned to the Caltrans general funds and used on
transportation projects through out the State.

Involvement with Southern Pacific Railroad

All alternatives except the NPA and TSM will involve the relocation’
of Southern Pacific tracks between approximately Saratoga Creek and
Quito Road. In addition, all construction alternatives will cross
over the S.P. tracks at Winchester Boulevard and Monterey Road.

" Please see chapter VI of the DEIS, Section H.7.

Value Engineering

Value engineering will be utilized in the design of the preferred
alternative.

Conservation of Energy and Non renewable Resources

See DEIS, chapter VI, Section B.C.3.

Prolonged Temporary Ramp/Road Closures

See DEIS, chapter VI, Section J.2 unhder Traffic Disruption and/or

Congestion.
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PROJECT REVIEW

The draft pro:ect report and DEIS was rev1ewed by OPPD rev1ewer, Bob

Rich Peter, the Headquarter Environmental rev1ewer, reviewed the DEIS
on May 31, 1985.

Comments resulting from these reviews have been incorporated into the
project report and the DEIS.

PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS

Formal public hearings are expected to be held in October or November,
1985.

FREEWAY AGREEMENT

Freeway Agreements were obtained with San Jose, Saratoga, Los Gatos,
Cupertino and the County in the 1960's. If any of the freeway
alternatives is selected as the preferred alternative, changes in

design, profile, and/or interchanges will necessitate revision of all
freeway agreements.

ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION

The draft Environmental Document has been prepared in accordance with
the Department's and FHWA Environmental Regulations. The draft of the

DEIS/DEIR herewith transmitted is the approprlate document for the
build alternatives as described.

DARNALL W.
Environmerfal Analy51s Branch

RIGHT-OF-WAY CERTIFICATION - See Exhibit E

I have reviewed the right-of-way data contained in this report and find
it to be complete, current and accurate. Utilities and railroads are

involved in this project.
oy
[ Jppe? L1/ €5
R. (/A 5PEC Date
Deputy Digfrict Director
Right of Way



PROJECT PERSONNEL

The following people should be contacted if any questlons should arise

" about this project report or the DEIS. - - - B

' ' ATSS

Transportation Sudies Branch Chief, Study Manager Ron Lemmon 597-9150
Environmental Analysis Branch P. H. Hughes 597-1318
Transportation Studies Branch, Sr. Engineer J. J. Spinello 597-8788
Project Development Representative H. P. Hensley 597-3983
Right of Way Reviewer R. J. Murphy 597-2085
Environmental Document C. I. Morton 597-4035

J. A. Cullom 597-2383
Project Engineer Saaid Fakharzadeh 597-9171

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended this project report and the DEIS be approved,
authorization be granted to circulate the environmental document in
August or September 1985, to conduct public hearings in October or
November 1985, and to negotiate cooperative agreements as necessary to
complete the project.

ATTACHMENT

1. Exhibit A: Location Map

2. Exhibit B: 'Alternative typical cross-sections

3. Exhibit C: Project Cost and R/W Estimates

4. Exhibit D: Funding Sources :

5. Exhibit E: R/W data sheets (No. ¢57 and 958)

6. Draft of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Transit Plan

-10-



fi - | - EXHIBIT A

{' ~ ROUTE 85 |
[: WEST VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY

( ) Limits of other studies shown for reference only and are subject to change.

| FREMONT-SCUTH BAY
CCRRIDOR STUDY

. // \
CUPERTINO

) ROUTE 85 | <\l /4
TRANSIT PLAN] | "Ry |
{_ | umiTs fSCAMP\B/ELL

-

SARATOGA S Mg o m s
| (vt /) o,
SERENO
LOS

§ | GATOS
‘ ROUTE 85 -

WEST VA_LLEY TRANSPORTATION LGUADALUPE CORRIDOR OVERLAP
i | CORRIDOR STUDY 1 w

DEIS / PROJECT LIMITS - | SCALE 1=:2.5 MI. =

| LOCATION MAP
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EXHIBIT B

LIGHAT RAIL TRANSIT
(GRADE SEPARATED)

4 LANE FREEWAY
WITH LRT

4 LANE FREEWAY
WITH HOV AND LRT

4 LANE FREEWAY

WITH BUS / HOV
TRANSITWAY

6 LANE FREEWAY

WITH BUS / HOV
TRANSITWAY

8 LANE FREEWAY

8 LANE FREEWAY
WITH LRT

ROUTE 85
WEST VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR

ALTERNATIVE TYPICAL SECTIONS

subject to change
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TRANSFORTATION STUDIES

- p——

COST ESTIMATE FOR AL ALTERNATIVES OF RE 85

CAFITAL
ALL COSTS ESTIMATED IN 1989 $ MILLION x
CONSTRUCTION COST R/W COST '
e e RIS RIS AT AR S A R ! BASE FROFILE [ SARATOGA DESIGN VARIATION
UTILITY F'AF\'K E:US OF\' LRT ‘ TUTQL l SRR A A A TA S TR R T T A TN TN AN A SN S SN S S A S A
ALTERNATIVE HIGHWAY TRANSITWAY TRANSLIT ALICGNMENT RELOC. RIDE xxx VEHICLES | COSTy %M 1 ADD. COST TOTAL COSTs $M
CCHK KK AOK KKK KA AKKKKIOKK  MOKAKIORNK  SKOKIOKMOKAOKKK  KROKKKEOK  KMKKOKACKAOK  KKKAOKK  KICKIORNOKK  SORAOCKIOKIOKKK | KNOKKKIOKCIOKKKAOK | KHOKICKORKOKIK KK HOR HOK ORI S HH0K
| | :
NO FROJECT 0 0 N/A 1] 0 N/éy N/A 1 0 | 0 0
- I - i
TS M 15 N/A 15 0 0 5 3% I 70 o N/A ¢ N/
- - | i
x | |
LRT 35 N/a 150 ‘80 5 10 20 | 300 i N/A CN/A
! |
] : KK i |
1 LN FWY W/ LRT 230 N/A 110 100 10 10 20 I 480 I 40 HBED
| - 1
. KK | 1 .
P LN FWY W/ HOV & LRT 280 N/& 110 160 10 i0 20 | 530 I 60 - 590
i : ] :
XK | |
T LN FWY W/ BUS & HOV 250 50 25 100 10 10 25 | 470 | 50 H520
o l | -
b33 | i
5 LN FRY W/ BUS & Hav 270 50 2% 100 10 i0 25 1 490 | &0 550
i { -
XK i |
3 LN FWY Z280 0 1} 106 10 10 0 i 400 ot 60 4410
- i i
XK | 'I
3 LN FWY W/ LRT 280 0 110 100 10 10 20 | 530 I &0 590
"‘/ | 2 l o
® TOTAL R/W COST (REMAINING R/W COST FLUS THE STATE OWNED LAND).
XX REMAINING R/W COST.
xxx INCLUDES R/W COST AND CONSTRUCTION OF FACTILITY.
NOTES : '
1i— LRT TRANSIT COST INCLUDES TRACK & ELECTRIFICATION, COMMUNICATIONSs STATIONS AND STRUCTURES.,

2- BUS TRANSIT COST INCLUDES STATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FACILITY.

3~ THE ADDITIONAL COST FOR THE DESIGN VARIATION THROUGH SARATOGA I8 A DRY CONDITiON,
NO CGROUND WATER. .

4-— TRANSITWAY CONSTRUCTION COSTS ARE FOR THE ROADWAY FORTION (INCLUDING STRUCTURES) ONLY.

5- THE AEOVE COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE ENGINEERING AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.

3 LIgIHX3 -



TRANSFORTATLION STUDIES RTE 85
FUNDING SOURCESX

A - MEASURE *A" E - UMTA

CONSTRUCTION COST R/ZW COST

UTILITY FARK & BUS OF LRT
ALTERNATIVE HIGHWAY TRANSITWAY TRANSIT ALIGNMENT  RELOC. RIDE VEHIO ES
FOKMKIR RN KKK IOKRIOKKKIOKKKKR  HIOKKRKKKKK  HKKKKIONAKRK  KRKOKICKKKK  KRKKKKKKK  RKIOKKKKK HORKRKKKBIOK KKK IR KKK

NO PROJECT — — —_ - - - -

TS M (5 (s> — B _— - ) B

LRT A — B B B B &

4 LN. FREEWAY W/ LRT a e B A A - B
4 LN. FREEWAY W/ HOV & LRT A - B a A e B
4 LN. FREEWAY W/ BUS & HOV A a B A A A B
6 LN. FREEWAY W/ BUS & HOV a A B A a A B
8 LN. FREEWAY A - — a A A —
8 LN. FREEWAY W/ LRT A — B a A AsB B

x FHWAr STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS TO EE REQUESTED IF NECESSARY.
NOTES?S

1- LRT TRANSIT COST INCLUDES TRACK WORK & ELECTRIFICATIONs
COMMUNICATIONy STATIONS AND STRUCTURES.

2~ BUS TRANSIT COST INCLUDES STATIONS AND ﬁAINTENQNCE
FACILITY.

3~ TRANSITWAY CONSTRUCTION COST IS FOR THE ROADWAY FORTION
(INCLUDING STRUCTURES) ONLY.

4- FPARK AND RIDE INCLUDES R/W AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

5; TSM MEASURE "A* FUNDS TO EE USED ON EXISTING ROUTES 85» 237
AND 101 .

a LigiHx3
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; {fernish data for each alﬁmatiw uade:: cous:l&eraum}

[ M Mol meeh m%m,%m&wmﬂ

Attn: WFSQ ng LB %SOO'D .
{ o natagl\618§’

%

Subjects kight of Vay Data — A:I.l:ea'.'::mtaegL g R

g : RV
1. R/ Cos& Estimate:

t &) Acquisitim including Excess Land & Damgea $%qq.,-g@w-;°~°b e I'

C to Remainder . , 3 Er;: ! ' E-
: B) Brdility ocation (5 share, S 7 000, 0O : :
(; | ci czmmﬁﬁewu:ic; rase > R oY 5‘”"»5“ Sk 0//7/75'

Tatal Em E@ﬁmw

I , . E) Construction Contract Wasrh B $M¢§gmxm u-r‘f@(»

[ 2. Paxcel _Data. _ o

L | Type | . MI!Appr. . Ut:uim& _ Im ;malvmnm . ) :

o a20 . 20 - oaMhagree O

- BZoo _/® 34 Servmecenr.r -

| c 50 i 25 o "%...ﬁ’.m MC‘/RE/CJmé.V-V-

L v 36 _ 28 wsrp  Misc R/W Work:

[ E XKKX XK »&__Q___‘_ . map D:I.s‘pl. 39@;@_

| ¥ 00X . - p ' Glea'_x;/’f)emo %‘3‘_

‘i Total Sl i ) Cons;:' P.ermits__‘_;___

Areas: R/W 2}5’-"} Acs Mo. Excess Parcels -
Excess | " o

P EntPMCSQ I\ gi

- Revised , ; ‘ _

( Ne ThHESE  AMounts Cover R/ w Coclt
m W es/e Y éﬁé“
PO | &aa& Wﬁ‘t R w—ﬂo

%
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- 4. General Description of R/W and Excess (zoniug,, use, najorr imptmwmts,
critical or seusitive yarmls, etc.):

* WiPE VARWTY OF Zm
Inveriny G- /v(m\moas
5. Effect on Assessed Valuation: L
/MJ’O& él»PeCTr-/ ‘“‘*«,.\,“:r

6. Are ‘Utility'l’acilitiea or R‘.’igbta ofﬁkykff&cmd? 8

m No

e we

Aae%;é

‘3. Description of Major Items’ of Cmstruction Ccm:raca Hu:k‘ .

Farlovey ,_,Q,vp l/rwﬁ/w /’ﬂvl’em)’
«!—m rtm : PAAceLs

B4 Yes (Give Gemerai B?eﬁctiptimx for Each A}.tarna:M}

m»me:..{ \ygj &e&cw(eof <+ ML)

Auvu\,:s Prajgcf"%c/vef‘ﬂ‘m%‘( \tim&ee.

7. Are Raflroad Facilit:ies or Rights of Way Aifex;md?

No G:.ve General Bescri:p&mn for Each A«lternat:tva.)

FQ/@ chL/aﬂ

regeus

»e

51

8. Summary of Rap Displac'emants-:

‘Single family 72 D~

of Fhe Fracks wirll
com dgreemens
. Busirx;es»ainénpvraﬁt" 2.‘3("
’ "Earn,t’b, | |

{

"éﬁ%using Availability Sm&y date

9. Summary of Housing Units Required:

Owne‘r-—()ccnpiec‘!. Z&”’L B. Tenant-Occupied \?DAY

of the required units

A.

C.

It is anticipated that \?34,’ .
are/will be categorized as affordable low or moderate income housing

units and that all/ O of such affordable units (should/should mot)

be replaced pursuant to Caltrans' policy.

e dﬂﬁé*aﬁg
"that sufficient replacement bousmg (will/

be available without Last Resort Hausing.

(Include date of Compunity

Housing Assessment if Districr. believes affordable units should be

replaced )



i .- v f‘;ow wya C“ "! Ond‘ gﬂ'ﬁr" c,oé'ia:mm 7‘ 'F:‘C)"S?Lfa;.S*
Co B }jﬁ AN z—‘ua*hd - ’"10 /ac.a/ Ctje'wciru% o ‘

{g ! m of Bx:is IP '_Q 4drep £ '.aws_ ¥
.1 &nﬁdmed Schedule- &'Lesd Tine Beq
49 mo. B

1 B U It is amticipataﬂ alI K/W‘wbmk;wdli;bk.Fﬁrﬁammaﬂ.bu ﬂaltraus? staff L
Eiﬁ Yes [:] No - €niscusal. .

.- .

*Evaluations prepared by:
1. RN '~ signature

£ - 2. Railroad Signature '

L» 3.  Btilities Signm cf‘:\...u") Zw Mza L /‘o'a rst:

j I have reviewed the above data.and fin& it to be. cnmplet&, current, and
accurate. . . . . .

'Date;éﬁLfeyd'slc;f~f

o - Bfght of Way

{ / ! *The Utility Coordinator and the Railroad Agent as well
as the Right of Way Estimator must sign each Right of

Way Data Sheet.
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Format for R/W_Datanfor PR _ -
(furnish data for each alternative under coasideration)
To: %’l/w% ; — g Dist 4 CoSCSLRte%&’ PHQOO[_&&& 8
aren: Noarl Tollasce D, R ‘C%SOQO L
' Date TAYS /gg i
' . Project Desc: m — \oo! Qﬁ-&\m
Subject: Right of Way Data —- Alternatesiemeaﬁﬁﬁaxqu, @§&MVWESEL
1. R/W Cost Estimate:. | ~
A) Acquisition, including Excess Land & . Damages | $?8 l}.ao 00D
to Remainder - . o0 Foooo
) Clrarmmceematision $ 750 000 81795
D) RAP I_L&ees
Total R/W Estimate  $.4/9,000,000 'z /9,95
E) Co;struction Contract Work $”-; - .;‘u.:q;(4¢r"._.
2. Parcel Data: -
Type Dual/Appr. vUtilities RR_Involvements
x /507 W-1_ ¢ Nonme |
A S . -2 _n C&M Agree L2
B_jﬁ_‘?_ _ 5 -3 b Service Contr |
¢ 20 o 4 U Lie RE /C/auses
v /O /D us-7_{)  Misc R/W Work:
E_XXXX XXXX 8 0 RAY Displ _ \ &4
F_XXXX -9 Clear/Demo \59,._
Total J (og - Const Permits___
Areas: R/W ,/7 g-fﬁ Y No. Excess Parée}.s __”____'
‘Excess | . f
Ent BMcs _ O / \\ /RS~ By: E@S&N\l w

Revised
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Description of Magor Ir.ems of Comstruction Cont:act Work'

5 be C/&z‘emﬂ,u@z [rter

Ceneral Descriptiom of R/W and Excess (zoning use, major improvements,

| critical or semsitive parcels, etc.): LUITH S“eveﬂﬂL C,,Q[T[ CAL |

Wibe VALIETY OF MS€S
PARCELS | T
Effect on Assessed Valuation: e . o

MA4T k- crFeECT,

* Are Utility Facilities or Rights of Way Affected?

D No m Yes (Give General Description for Each Altermative)
T". \vea ' A‘""“"—"M"“‘*‘*‘J \> ée*-as\@«( < uriﬁ f’WrrnS

»

Jha. Pwajeg,‘f‘ ot € e Ymt,\w ?M<&

‘

Are Railroad Facilities or Rights of Way A.ﬁected"

No 6; (G:Lve General Descriptxon for Each Alt.amat:ive )

ﬁe/ocaf/‘m of P Trec ks s/l /’Qﬂ.’lﬁ/"&

CrM  Agre emes ]

Summary of Rap Displacéments‘:

Single family‘ § S E& ‘ Business/pnonprofic ‘Q)

Multi-family  \S5 | Famm (o}

Based on (o rﬂﬁm s “Housing Avallability Study dated ya. A, VRS,
it is anticipated that sufficient replacement housing (will/will not)
be available without Last Resort Housing. :

Summary of Housing Units Required:

A. Ouner-Occupied §é£§ B. Tenant-Occupied r}@_

C. It is anticipated that Cl—@ of the required units
are/will be categorized as affordable low or modexate income housing

units and that all/ © of such affordable units (should/should not)
be replaced pursuant to Caltrans' policy. (Include date of Community
Housing Assessment if District believes affordable units should be

replaced.)
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- 10. Discussion of materialldisposal requirements and son.’:ices:

11. Discussion of Potential Relinquishments/Abandonments:

——

12. Discnssion of Existing/?otmtm Airspace Sites:

3o S \J\oe&/.) \W& eﬁ\m\ CQ'DQ])TV PN th&c ™ *,\'m', ','\.,\ PN \Q\_K

ol ¥ Ve N aaseirn
14, It is anticip\@d 311 RIW wvork will be pe form&o by Caltrans staff

N Yes D Bo {(Discuss):

*Evaluations prepared by: : .
. 1l. R/W : Signature Q J @) Date I /0 / K
2. Railroad Signature Wﬁ% Date 5 1/ ﬁ 5

3. ‘Utilit:i‘es Signature ”/) A*v Date b I A YE:-X]

I have reviewed the above data and find it to be complete. current, and
accurate.

Right of Way

*The Utility Coordinator and the Railroad Agent as well
as the Right of Way Estimator must sign each Right of
Way Data Sheet.
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Caltrans proposes to . comstruct a transportation facility in the
Route 85 transportation corridor between Route 101 in socuth San
Jose and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertinoe, a distance of
approximately 18 miles. Alternatives studied are the No Project,
Transportation System Management, Light Raii Transit (LRTY,
4-lane Freeway with LRT, 4-tane Freeway with LRT and High QOccu-
pancy Vehicle (HOV) lane, 4-lane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway,
é6-lane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway, 8-lane Freeway, and
8-1lane Freeway with LRT, Environmental impacts of the proposed
alternatives include floodplain encroachment, foss of wetlands
and riparian habitat, noise increases, visual changes, impacts to
historical structures, foss of parklands, relfocation and/or
displacement of residents and businesses, changes in " traffic
movements, ~ relocation of existing wutilities, and -—construction

impacts --such as noise, - dust, and traffic congestion. Miti-
gation will reduce most of these impacts. ' '
The following persons may be contacted for additional information

concerning this document.

Don Reynolds, Chief ' Dave Eyres, District Engineer

Environmental Analysis : Federal Highway Administration
Caltrans, District 4 P.0. Box 1215
150 Oak Street Sacramento, CA 25809

San Francisco, CA 24120
(415) 557-1887 '

P.0. Box 7310 .. .. = : (916) 440-2804

[
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- SUMMARY

The location of State Route 85 was adopted between Route 101 in
south San Jose and Route 101 in Mountain View in 1256 and 19257 by
the California Highway Commission. Right "of way acquisition
commenced in the 1940s, but was halted in 1975, and some develop-
ment occurred in the corridor. Approximately 0% of the needed
right of way is owned or commited to ownership by Caltrans. The

‘Santa Clara Valley Corridor Evaluation (SCVCE) prepared by Santa

Clara County in 1979 again demonstrated the need for a transpor-

tation facility in the Route 85 transportation corridor and made
a recommendation to preserve the —corridor right of way. Through
1984 about $6.6 million has been spent on.right of way proteciion

and hardship parcels acquisition. Measure "A" funds are current-
ly being spent for right of way protection and hardship acquisi-
tion. This and also pressure to develop the land within the
corridor led to. the completion of the Environmental Impact State-
ment/Report, West Valley Transportation Corridor, Unconstructied
State Route 85, Santa Clara County, between State Route 101 (Mon-
terey Road) and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino. This final
environmental impact statement was approved in February, 1282 by
the FHWA to protect the right of way. ' S

The Guadalupe Corridor Project (Route 87) was an outgrowth of the
SCVCE. As part of that project, +the decision has been made to
construct an expressway with Light Rail Transit (LRT) in the
median of State Route 85 between Miyuki Drive (south San Jose)
and State Route 87 as well as along portions of State Route 87.
The Guadalupe Corridor project is 'considered to be a constructed
element of the transportation system for the purposes of this
study. - o ’

In December 1282, Caltrans at the request of and in cooperation
with local and regional agencies, began a study of the Stiate
Route 85 Corridor. A Policy Advisory Board composed of elected
of ficials from the affected local governments was formed. This
board has met regularly to advise Caltrans and has approved the
alternatives to be studied for this report. The objective of the
Policy Advisory Board and of this study is to develop a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) covering  transportation
alternatives and establish consensus on a "preferred alternative
for the Route 85 transportation corridor.

A Technical Advisory Committee was also formed with an engineer-
ing representative from each participating agency. This commit-
tee recommended which alternatives should be studied in detail
for inclusion in the draft environmental impact statement. The
alternatives recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee and

approved by the Policy Advisory. Board are described -~briefly in

Section C below.
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Public meetings were heid in April of 1983 1o gather information
on the scope of the alternatives. After these meetings, seven
alternatives were proposed as follows:

Freeway

Expressway

‘Light Rail Transit (LRT) at grade
Expressway with LRT

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) oniy facility
HOV only with LRT

No Project

In March 1984; addifional public meetings were held. These meet-
ings were to inform the public about the initial alternatives and

to receive comments. - The meetings were well attended and
SUbstantiaI verbal and written commenls were received. The Poli-
cy Advisory Board, at its July 25, 1984 meeting, revised and

finalized the alternatives. Nine (9) alternatives were sclected
to be studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DELS).

These alternatives are listed in Section C of the Summary and
discussed in dgtail-in Chapter V.

Recently Measure "A", a 1/2 cent sales tax increasc, was passed
in Santa Clara County, providing funding for highway improvement
projects on Route 101, 237, and 85. Over $1 billion is expected

to be generated during a ten year period. A County Traffic
Authority has been formed to ‘oversee the distribution of Measure
“"A" funds. :

S-27 Wednesday, June 12, 1985
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B._ _THE _STUDY_ LIMITS

The corridor is approximately 18 miles long extending from the
State Route 101 freeway in south San Jose (Post Mile 0.0) to the
existing interchange of State Route 85 and Jnterstate Route 280
(85/280 interchange) in Cupertino (approximately Post Mile 18.0).

The study itself is composed of two elements: (1) The environ-
mental impacts of the alternatives and selection of a preferred
alternative within the Route 85 transportation <corridor (Draft
Environmental Impact Statement limits) and (2) a study (Transit

Plan) encompassing transit, specifically LRT, between the corri-
dor and the area north of the <corridor in Mountain View & Sunny-
vale (near the SP/CalTrain stations) & State Route 101 (Transit
Plan Limits). Environmental impacis of the Transit Plan will not
be addressed within +this report but a discussion of the Transit
Plan.is included. Figure S-1 depicts " the study limits of this
propesed project. :
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} C._ _PROJECT_ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives which are éxamined in detail in this report. are
[ briefly described beiow. More detailed descriptions can be found
§ in Chapter V. Figure S5-2 depicts the typical sections for each

of the project alternatives.

I No Project Alternative (NPA) - No transportation faC|llty
in the corridor other than those currently proposed.

l : Transportation System Management (TSM) - Low cost projects to

improve and upgrade the existing transportation fa0|lltles,
both roadway and transit.

l ‘ Light Rail Transit (LRTY ~ A grade separatéd fight rail facility
: which would extend from the State Route 85/87 (Guadalupe
Corridor) interchange northerly to a terminus in the
i vicinity of Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertine in the

1 northwest. This alternative would also extend the Route
85 highway element of the Guadalupe Corridor Project from
,L Miyuki -Drive to Route 101 in south San Jose.
4-Lane Freeway with LRT - A grade separated access

controlled four lane freeway with LRT in the median.

———

4~Lane Freeway with LRT and HOV - A grade separated
access controlled four lane freeway with LRT in the
median and a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane
between the LRT and first mixed flow traffic lane.

]

4-lLane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway - A gfade
separated access controiled four lane freeway with
a Bus/HOV transitway in the median.

~Lane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway - A grade
separated access controlled six lane freeway wi'th
a Bus/HOV transitway in the median.

e re——

i 8-Lane Freeway - a grade separated access controlied
eight lane freeway with a median wide enough for
either a Bus/HOV transitway, an LRT system, or

{ future freeway widening.
8-Lane Freeway with LRT - A grade separated access
controlled eight lane freeway with LRT in the
» median. '
Summary cost data for each of the proposed alternatives c¢an be
i found in Table S-1.. This table is a compilation of the various

tables which can be found in Chapter V.
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All of the proposed alternatives for the Route 85 transportation

corridor would have impacts on the environment. These impacts

are listed in the order that they appear in Chapter VI and not by
ry the order of their relative significance. : :

The construction ofvany of the alternatives would expose travel-

lers “to slightly greater geological hazards than their current
exposure. All of the transportation structures will be designed
@ ‘to withstand with a minimum amount of damage the maximum credible

/f} ~earthquake event for the Route 85 transportation corridor.
The proposed <construction alternatives will encroach on flood-
“plains in the Route 85 corridor. The Cancas Creek floodplain
will "have a longitudinal encroachment. This encroachment will
not change the shape, size or characteristics of that floodplain.,
The Calabazas Creek floodplain will have a transverse encroach-
ment. For the Saratoga Design Variation, mitigation will require
Calabazas Creek flood <control channel work to be <completed
‘upstream and downstream from the Route 85 transportation corri-

dor. -

= ‘ ’ . :
T There will be a loss of approximately 9.4 acres of wildlife habi-
\va’ tat with any of the highway alternatives. The LRT only alterna-
UJ tive will result in a loss  of approximately 4.8 acres of

wikdljfe habitat.

While there will be localized increases in the amount of carbon
monoxide along the Route 8% transportation corridor, neither the
state.nor federal air pollution standards will be exceeded by the

corstruction of any of the proposed alternatives.

All: of the alternatives will result in an increase in the current
noise levels along the Route 85 transportation corridor. These
increases, ranging from six (& dBA) to 30 dBA, will occur at
various points. along the corridor and depend on the particular
alternative chosen. Noise walls will ‘be constructed to mitigate

these-noise impacts to the largest degree feasible.

There will be visual impacts for all of the altermatives. The No

. Project Alternative (NPA) will probably result in the sale of the
storridor and the eventual construction ¢f whatever the cities
“will allow according to their current zoning. The TSM alterna-
“tive will result in minor localized change in the views depending
on the particular location and the particular construction which
"takes place. =~ ~All of the major construction alternatives will
"have a negative visual impact in that there will be <changes in

the views from and to the Route 85 transportation corridor.

The Route 85 construction alternatives could ‘resuit in the‘

§ removal of three structures which are,pqigﬁiiﬁJJyﬁﬁgJingJewfor

\va the National Register of Historic Places. These slructures will .

ny’ be relocated or recorded to Historic American Building Survey

@H ' ;  »8F8 Nednesday,;Jhne 19, 1285
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standards. None of the proposed alternatives will impact any of
the known archaeological sites in the Route 85 +transportation
corridor.

The Route 85 transportation corridor alternatives will impact
lands covered under Section 4(f) of the Federal—-Aid Highway Act
of 1968. There will be impacts to five parks, one recreational
area, one wildlife refuge, and +three historical properties.
Mitigation measures have been proposed for all of the impacts.

The Route 85 transportation corridor alternatives which require

200 feet of right of way will —require the displacement of 344
residential units. The LRT on!y alternative, which requires only
100 feet of right of way, will require the displacement of 134

residential units. Adequate replacement housing is available in
the Route 85 transportation corridor and the surrounding cities.

The Route 85 transportation <corridor alternatives, which require
200 feet of right of way, will require the refocation of 26 busi-
nesses. The LRT only alternative will require the displacement
of 16 businesses. Some of the businesses will not be able to
relocate locally because of the unavailability of large parcels
of vacant land.

Ail of the Route 85 +transportation alternatives will have an
impact on the existing traffic network. The NPA will worsen the
existing conditions by further congesting the already overcrowded
facitities. The TSM alternative will improve the existing traf-
fic network  to a small degree but will only delay the further
congestion in the existing network. All of ihe major transporta-
tion alternatives will improve the existing transportation

network to @ much greater degree than either the NPA, TSM or LRT.

All-of the Route 85 construction alternatives will require the
relocation of utilities serving the corridor., These relocations
should not cause any disruption in service to any customers.

There will be construction impacts associated with all of the
proposed Route 85 alternatives. These impacis include local and
short-term increases in noise pollution, dust, traffic rerouting
and detouring, material disposal, and disruptions to residential
and business activities. These impacts will be mitigated to the
largest extent practicable.

Table 8-2, Summary of Environmental Impacts, is a compilation of

the environmental impacts compared to each of 1he proposed alter-
natives.
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Note: These impacts are listed in the order they appear in Chapter VI

and not by order of significance.

I-1 Wednesday, June 19, 1985



f | i I
B 4 i

I._ _INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Draft Environmental Impact Statemeni (DEIS)
is to help identify the alternatives which will best meet the
transportation needs of the unconstructed Route 85 transportation
corridor, in Santa Clara County. The DEIS describes specific
characteristics and details of each alternative and their associ-

ated environmental impacts. The alternatives are then compared
to the No Project Alternative (which is used as the baseline) and
to each other. In this manner, +the decision makers will be able

to determine which is the best alternative for this corridor.

A._ _THE_CORRIDOR_STUDY

The Route 85 corridor extends from the Route 101 ffeewa? in south
San Jose to Route 280 in the vicinity of Stevens Creek Boulevard

in Cupertino, for a distance of approximately 18 miles, The
corridor passes through the Cities of San Jose, Campbell, Sarato-
ga, Cupertino, Monte Sereno, the Town of Los Gatos, all of which
are in Santa Clara County. These <cities and communities are the'
project or construction limits. _However, in order: to analyze the
transportation factors, - such as travel demands in the Route 85
corridor, and to analyze the environmental impacts which extend
beyond the project (or construction) limits, it is necessary to
extend these limits and establish the transit plan limits. These
transit plan timits arve from the Coyote Valley in the souith end
to the Mountain View and Sunnyvale area in the north. Figure I1-1
depicts both the project alternative {imits and the transit plan

limits. Appendix A depicts the entire corridor study area. in
~waerial photography. .

The <corridor impacts of the project occuring outside of the
project limits, will be identified in this report but not
addressed in .as much detail as those within the report project
limits. For example, Route 85, north of Stevens Creek Boulevard,
could be widened in. the median to six lanes to accommodate the
projected traffic demand. A delaitled analysis of this widening
will.not be included here as it is beyond the scope and project
" limits of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

B. _PROJECT BACKGROUND

The location of Route 85 was adopted during 198954 and 1257 by the
California Highway Commission, and freeway agreements were signed
with all of the affected jurisdictions. These .include Cupertino,
Saratoga, Campbell, +the Town of Los Gatos, San Jose, and Santa
Clara County. . Right of way-acquisitiron-—began in the 194805 butl
was halted in 19275 because of funding constraints. Since 1275,
some development has occurred within the corridor. Approximately
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60% of the needed right of way is owned or committed to ownership
by Caltrans. Pressure to develop the land within the adopted
corridor led to the completion of a right of way protection Envi-
roamental Impact Statement/Report between Route 101 (Montercy
Road) in south San Jose and Stevens Creck Boulevard in Cupertino:
This report, entitled "West Valley Transportation Corridor, -
Unconstructed State Route 85, Santa Clara County", was approved
by Caltrans and the Federal! Highway Administration in July 1%81.

The Santa Clara Valley Corridor Evaluation in 1279 demonstrated
the need for a transportation facility within the corridor. It
recommended that +the Route 85 corridor right of way owned or
committed to Caltrans be preserved and that no development be
al lowed within it. In total, approximately $6.6 million has been
spent through 1984 on right of way protection and hardship acqui-
sition.

The Guadalupe Corridor. Project, (Route 87), was an outgrowth of
the SCVCE. The Guadalupe Corridor overlaps the Route 85 corridor
from Miyuki Drive to approximately Pear! Avenue in South San Jose
where the Guadalupe Corridor joins the Route 85 corridor. Figure
-2 depicts this Route 85/Route 87 corridor overlap. Design has
begun on an expressway with Light Rail Transit (LRT) in the medi-

an of Route 85 between Miyuki Drive and Route 87/Pearl Avenue as

well as northerly along portions of Route 87. The Route 85
portion of the Guadalupe Corridor is scheduled to be completed in
1989, and is considered to be in full operation for the purposes

of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

-In December 1982, Caltrans, at the request of and in cboperation

with local and regional agencies, began a study of the Route 8%
Corridor. A Policy Advisory Board composed of elected officials

from the affected local governments and Caltrans was formed.
This board has. met regularly +to advise Caltrans as to which
alternatives should be studied and the level of detail of each

study. Listed below are the political entities composing the
Folicy Advisory Board. '
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POLICY ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS

Santa Clara County Campbel |
Cupertino Los Gatos
San Jose Monte Sereno
Sunnyvale Mountain View

Saratoga

To assist Caltrans with their studies, a Technical Advisory
Committee was also formed with a technical representative from
each of the participating agencies. The Technical Advisory

Committee has played an important role in defining the alterna-

tives which are considered in this Draft Environmental Tmpact

Statement. Listed below are the members of the Technical Advi-
sory Committee.

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Cupertino Los Gatos

San Jose Monte Sereno
Sunnyvale Mountain View
Saratoga Campbell

- Federal Highway Administration
Santa Clara County Transportation Agency
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Urban Mass Transportation Administration
Bay Area Air Quality Management District

California Highway Patrol

Thé‘initial seven alternatives, described below, were developed
af ter public meetings in April 1983.

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES
Freeway
Expressway
Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Expressway with LRT
High Occupancy Vehicle Facitity (HOV)
LRT and HOV~
No Project Alternative

Caltrans technical staff, with assistance from the Technical
Advisory Committee, then refined the altermatives and developed
technical data for each of them. In March 1284, 1wo meelings
were held to inform and receive comments from the public on the
seven alternatives then under study. As a result of these meet-
ings, and subsequent action and study by the Policy Advisory
Board and Technical Advisory Commititee, the original seven alter-
natives were replaced with nine alternatives (three original
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alternatives and six new
These final alfiternatives,
project alternatives
Impact Statement.
Chapter V.

briefly
considered n

alternatives)
described
this
These alternatives are

in June and July 1984.
below, are the
Draft Environmental

described in delail in

CURRENT _PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

No Project Alternative
Transportation System Management (TSM)
Light Rail Transit (LRT?

4~lane Freeway with

4-tane Freeway with LRT

4~lane Freeway with Bus/HOV

&-lane Freeway with Bus/HQV
o 8-lane Freeway
B-lane Freeway with

LRT

and HOV
Transitway
Transitway

LRT

-7 Wednesday, Juﬁe‘l?,‘l?SS




S

PURPOSE _AND NEED FOR_THE _PROJECT

There is a great transportation demand in Santa Clara County.
Driving through the County on its major roadways during commute
hours motorists experience this tremendous transportation demand
by the numerous traffic delays, and traffic congestion character—
istic of a transportation system already operating at capacity.
It is important to note that Route 85 currently exists as a four

ifane freeway between Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino and
U.S5. Route 101 in Mountain View. =~ In addition, existing State
Route 85 is Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road (De Anza Boulevard between
Route 280 and Boilinger Road in Cupertino), wvaries from a six

fane roadway at Stevens Creek Boulevard with traffic signals at
major intersections to a four lane road where it meets Saratoga-
Los Gatos Road (State Route 9) in Saratoga. At this time there
is no major freeway facility connecting the southern and western
portions of the -Santa Clara Valley as can be seen in Figure II-1,
Figure II-1 also depicts the existing Route 85. -

Recent passage of.Measure "A", a 1/2 cent Santa Clara County

sales tax increase to improve Routes 101, 237, and construct
Route 85, is another c¢lear sign that the transportation problems
within the County are in the forefront . of public opinion. Bumper
stickers bearirig the sentiment, "Build 85 in 85" alsc refliectl
the public's concern for a transportation improvement within the.
Route 85 corridor. '

The +ransporta%ioh'demand in the Route 8% corridor is also demon-~
strated two recent countywide studies. These studies, the
Santa Cldrd Valley Corridor Evaluation (SCVCE) and the July 1979
county planning department publication, "Transportation/Land Use
Planning OQutliook Within The Present General Plan Structure", were
based on population, housing and employment proJo ctions for 19290
from the Association of Bay Area Government' (ABAG) wusing the
following scenario: : '

& Highway recommendations of the SCVCE as shown in
Figure 11-2. ‘

¢ . Tripling the county bus fleet from 236 to 750 but no LRT.
¢ A countywide employment increase of 225,000 jobs.
¢ A countywide housing increase of 150,000 units.
° Job locations (recommended by the SCVCE) 40,000 more
Jobs in the southern and eastern portions of the
county and 40,000 fewer jobs in the norithern portion
of the county. :

® Continued auto dependeﬁt travel habits with @ peak

1I-1 Nednesday,‘Junn 19, 1985
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auto occupancy factor of 1.18 persons per vehicle.

The County study projected increased demand and congestion.
Specifically the County study projected the following for the
year 1290 as compared to 1975 data:

s An increase in daily trips of 45%.

& Morning peak hour ridership share 104 of all peak
hour trips. ’

& Peak hohr vehicular trips up 42%.

& Congested miles of roadway up 77% (23% of the
highway network. ‘ .

More recent data (June 1983) has been released regarding popu-
lation, housing and employment projections for the year 2000 from
Association of Bay Area Governments, These figures support both
of the dbove studies and suggest that there may be even more
congestion than - anticipated because of increased travel demand
due to increases in population and job growth. .

Some of these recent projections include:

# Projected population growth from 1280 to 2000 for
Morgan Hill (380%) and Gilroy (317%) in southern
Santa Clara County will be the highest in the Bay Area. .

‘¢  Between 1980 and 2000, Gan Jose will add
141,000 new jobs and its population will

.. increase by 21%.

0H. Santa Clara County's population will increase by
209,000 (16%) between 1980 and 2000 and employment
will increase by 343,000 jobhs (49%). '

& The growth patterns indicate a major southern shift
of growth in the county (from a predominance of
growth in the northwest and northeast portions
of the county) to the southern portion of the county.

& 0f the 131,000 new units added fto the housing supply

of the county between 1280 and 2000, 75% of this growth
will be located in San Jose, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy.

B. _TRAVEL PROJECTION

[1é2]

Highway and Transit travel progjections have been developed for
the year 1990°wusing the Metropolitan Transportalbtion Commission
(MTCy forecasting model ~and the data base ‘generated for the
Guadalupe. Corridor project. Travel projections for the Final
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Environmental Impact Statement will be based on the year 2010,
Further details covering the travel projections can be found in
Section IV-B of the Transit Plan.

C._ _DEFICIENCIES OF _EXISTING_TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

The existing transportation network, including the many county
arterials {(expressways and boulevards), experience severe traffic
congestion. According to the July 19272 Counlty Planning Depart—
ment Publication "Transportation/Land Use Planning Outlook Within
The General Pian Structure”, the entire highway network, due *fo
population and employment increases in the county, is projccted
to exceed its capacity by 1990, Currently the demand in the
major existing traffic corridors (Routes 9, 82, 17, 101, 237, and
280) exceeds capacity during peak commute hours and long traffic
delays occur daily. The County study not only projected delays
such as these as a result of exceeded capnacity, but it also
predicted traffic overflowing onte neighborhood and local streets
which provide alternate parallel routes. Accompanying this over-
flow would be an increase in noise pollution, accidents and
disruptions in these neighborhoods.

Specifically, the study found:

® The areas of the County with Lthe greatest number
' of jobs (Palo Alto, Mountain View, Sunnyvale,
"Santa Clara, north San Jose) will suffer increased
traffic congestion as a result of their rapid job
growth. Major routes serving the job centers will ‘
be congested and traffic will be forced onto neighbor-
hood streets in many residential areas.

&  Residents living between job growth areas and the

' new housing growth areas (Cupertino, Campbell, West
Valley, south central San Jose) will be impacted by
the increased traffic and will suffer losses in their
living environment.

® The residents of the outlying areas which are
experiencing housing growth (south San Jose, Morgan
Hill, and Gilroy) will face increasing congestion near

their homes, and commuters from those areas will confront
“the extremes of traffic congestion on their way to and
from work. :

These existing roads will eventually need to be widened to handle
the traffic demand and to alleviabte congestion. At Lhe present
time, fimited widening projects are programmed in  the State

Transportation lmprovement Program (STIP) for Routes 17 and 280.
Also, Routes 101 and 237 will be improved wunder the 1/2 cent
Santa Clara}County sales tax increase (Measure "A").
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In the =event of a 100-year flood, Route 85 constructed at the
"base" profile across the Calabazas Creek floodplain would be the
only roadway that would remain open to traffic between fthe Santa
Cruz Mountains and Route 280. '

D.__MODAL _INTERRELATIONSHIPS_AND SYSTEM_LINKAGE

The study includes mode alternatives such as. freeway, LRT, bus
and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. This corridor is the

missing link of State Route 85 between Stevens Creek Boulevard in-

Cupertino and Route 101 in South San Jose. The construction of a
freeway in this corridor will complete the freeway loop system in
the county and would provide an east-west connection Tthrough the
southern part of Santa Clara County.

The Route 85 ~corridor would also provide a shorter alternate
route for vehicles travelling on Route 17 and wishing to continue
north to Palo Alto and the San Francisco peninsula area. For
those travellers who used Route 17 and Route 280, the mileage
savings is approximately 4 miles. For those who use Route 17 +to
Route 101, the savings is approximately 7 miles. :

The LRT alternative will extend the Guadalupe <corridor LRT from
the Route 85/Route 87 junction to the vicinity of Stevens Creek
Boutevard in Cupertinoe. 'Since the LRT system ending in Cupertine
would not connect to any major employment center, it would even-
tually need to be extended northward to the CalTrain depot in
Mountain View and Sunnyvale with a further extension to the

northern terminus of the Guadalupe LRT system. This extension
would complete the LRT "loop"” in the County. ATl LRT travel
projections are based on -the assumption that this "foop" IS

completed. In the interim, an LRT system ending in the vicinity
of Stevens Creek Boulevard would be serviced by an exltensive bus
system which would +transport the LRT patrons to the Mountain
View, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto job centers.

The Bus/HOV transitway will be in the median of the freeway and
will extend from the Route 85/Route 87 interchange 1o the Stevens
Creek Boulevard vicinity. The buses and HOV's would then either
merge into the mixed flow traffic lanes of existing Route 85 or
stay in an added median lane and continue northerity to Mountain
View, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto area job centers. Buses whose
destination is not one of . the above job centers would also be
able to use the transitway for their travel on Route 83 through a
system of intermediate access points. : :

E. _IMPLICATIONS OF NO_PROJECT_ALTERNATIVE

" If the No Project Alternative (NPA) is selected, no transporia-
‘tion facilities will be constructed within the Route 8H transpor-
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tation corridor other than those already planned. The existing
transportation corridor right of way would be sold. This will,
in turn, allow development of the <corridor to the extent allowed
by the individual cities. The development of the <corridor faor
purposes other than a transportation facility would generate
additional traffic and will worsen an already <congested traffic
condition in the County.

The sale of the Caltrans owned right of way would generate
approximately $85,000,000. This money would be returned to the

Caltrans general fund for use on transportation projects through-
out the state.

If the NPA is selected and development occurs within the corri-

dor, it would cost significantly more to acquire the necessary
rights of way for another transportation corridor in the futyre.
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ROUTE 85 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR_ANALYSIS_PROCESS

A._ _CORRIDOR_ANALYSIS_PROCESS

The Route 85 transportation corridor project began with a public
scoping meeting and open house in April 1983. Prior to this
initial public meeting, the Policy Advisory Board and Technical
Advisory Committee, composed of elected officials from the corri-
dor cities and their technical staffs, developed seven transpor-
tation alternatives for the Route 85 transportation corridor
which were presented to the public. This and subsequent meetings
constitute part of +the public participation process for this
project. The results of these meetings were used to refine the
transportation alternatives for +the Route 85 transportation
corridor study.

In June 1984, the alternatives along with their preliminary eval-
uations were presented to the Policy Advisory Board, the Techni-
cal Advisory Committee and the public when Caltrans published the
"Alternative Reduction Working Paper, Sections I, 11, & [(I1".
This was done to inform the board members and the general public
of the alternatives which would be studied for inclusion in this
report,

B. _ALTERNATIVES ORIGINALLY PROPOSED

The alternatives described below were those originally proposed
in the Stage 1 Work Program which was adopted by the Policy Advi-
sory Board and Technical Advisory Committee.

Freeway - An eight lane grade separated access controlled freeway
between the new Route 101 in south San Jose and. Stevens (reek
Boulevard in Cupertino. This alternative would include the

conversion of the section of State Route 85 overlapping the
Guadalupe Corridor from expressway to freeway standards.

Expressway - An expressway would be constructed betlween the
existing Guadalupe Corridor expressway and Stevens Creek Boule-
vard in Cupertino. It would also link the Guadalupe Corridor

expressway to the new Route 101 in south San Jose.

Light Rail Transit (LRT) at_grade - Extend the Guadalupe Corridor

LRT from the Route 87/Route 85 juncition to Stevens Creck Boule- .

vard in Cupertino.

"Expressway.__and LRT - Construct ‘an expressway and LRT system,

cambining those aspects of the expressway and | RT alternatives
noted above. .

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Facility ~ Construct an HOV facility:

from the Route 87/Route 85 interchange to Stevens Creek Boulevard
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in'Cupertino; THis.would'be a restricted Facilify available only
to buses, carpools, and vanpools. ' ' : '

LRT and HOV alternatives noted above.

No Project Alternative — No transportation facilities other that

those already planned would be constructed within the Route 85
transportation corridor. The Caltrans owned right of way would
be sold. : '

C._ _CURRENT PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

There are currently nine (2) project alternatives under consider—

ation. They comprisé those alternatives.which the Policy Advi-
sory Board and Technical Advisory Committee - have defined and..
approved for study. The alternatives are outlined below and in
described in detail in Chapter V. :

No Project _Alternative - No {ransportation improvements in

the  corridor - other than those <currently proposed. The
- Caltrans owned right of way would be sold.- '

Transportation_ _System Management - Low ‘cost projects to

_ ?;B;SG;—EHE“_GEQ;aa;_;gg—;;Ts%Tﬁa— transportation facilities,
" both roadway and transit. The Calitrans owned right of way

would be sold.

Light Rail Transit -~ A grade separated light rail facility
from .the Rout 85/Route 87 <(Guadalupe Corridor) junction
northwesterly to a terminus in +the vicinity of Stevens Creek
Boulevard in Cupertino.

a
e

EALRT in the median.

way__with LRT _and HOV - A grade separated access
four tane freeway with LRT in the median aod an
Between the LRT and first mixed flow traffic tane,
the HOV tane and a buffer area would be located to separate
the two lanes. : ' .

4-lape Freeway _with Bus/HOV Transitway - A grade separated
access controlled four fane freeway with a Bus/HOV transitway
in the median . :

6-lane Freeway _with Bus/HOV Transitway - A grade separated:

access controlled six lane freeway with a Bus/HOV transitway
in the median. '
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lane freeway with a median of sufficient width to provide for

either a Bus/HOV transitway or LRT system.

8-lane Freeway with LRT - A grade separated access control led
eight lane freeway with LRT in the median. '

Q;ﬂ_BEkQIlQN§HlE_IQ_QIHEB_IBQNSEQBIQIIQN_EBQJECIS
The Route 85 +transportation corridor is directly related to one

other major transportation project and is indirectly related to
several others. : ’

The Route 85 transportation corridor is directly associated with
the Guadalupe Corridor. The Guadalupe Corridor is a north-south
transportation corridor in which a. four lane expressway with LRT
in the median is under design from Miyuki Drive in south 8an Jose
to Great America in City of Santa Clara. The Route 85 transpor-
tation corridor overlaps the Guadalupe Corridor for a distance of
approximately 3.8 miles from Miyuki Drive to the Route 87/Route
85 junction. Construction of any of the highway alternatives for
the Route 85 transportation corrider would include upgrading the
overlapped Guadalupe Corridor to a six lane facility with grade
separated interchanges and construction of an interchange with

Route 101, Monterey Road, and Tennant Avenue/Bernal Road. Figure
ITII-1 depicts this overlap.

Several transportation projects curréntly under study within- the:

County are the: San Jose Multimodal Terminal; Fremont-Scuth Bay
Corridor Study; Peninsula Corridor Study; and a study connecting

the Route 85 transportation corridor to the Peninsula and’

Fremont-South Bay Corridors. These studies are briefly described
below. '

San Jose Multimodal Terminal

The San Jose Multimodal Terminal project would renovate, upgrade,
and supplement the facilities -currently being wutilized as - the
Caltrain terminus. Caltrain is a daily commuter service extend-
ing from San Jose in the south to San Francisco in the north an
is operated by Southern Pacific under contract to Calitrans. ’

Fremont—South Bay Corridor

The Fremont-South Bay Corridor study, being done by the Metropol-
itan Transportation Commission (MTC), examines a <connection

between the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) terminus in Fremont and
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the northern terminus of the Guadalupe Corridor LRT in the vicin-
ity of State Route 101 in San Jose.

The Peninsula Corridor study is in response to Senate Concurrent
Resolution #74 and requires that a connection between the Guadal-
upe Corridor. LRT and the peninsula rail system. This study is
being conducted by the Peninsula Transit Alternatives Committee
(PENTAB .

State Route 85 LRT Extension

This study will examine the feasibility of extending the proposed
LRT system on State Route 85 north of Stevens Creck Boulevard to
the Guadalupe Corridor LRT terminus at Great America in the City

of Santa Clara. This will be done for planning purposes only and
will not include environmental documentation or clearance.
Bicycle Element

Bicycies are elements of local, ¢ity, and county plans. Their
consideration along the Route 85 transportation corridor will be
included concurrent with the construction of any of the Route 85
transportation corridor alternatives. '
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TRANSIT _PLAN

A.__TRANSIT PLAN

This draft plan provides essential data for making decisions. on
the feasibility of developing and operating a ftransit system
within the Route 85 transportation corridor. This corridor

extends from Route 101 in south San Jose to the wvicinity of the
CalTrain Stations in Mountain View and Sunnyvale (See Figure
I¥-1>. The plan examines bus and |ight rail modes. The plan is
conceptual in that: 1Y it does not discuss specific facilities
or improvements, and 2) it does not use a specific aligoment for
a portion of the corridor, Stevens Creek Boulevard to the vicini-
ty of the Cal{Train Stations.

Highlights of the plan follow. Many of the light vrail assump-
tions are based on Working Paper 17 prepared for +the Guadalupe
Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Tmpact State-
ment. - Many of +the bus assumptions were developed from
discussions with the Santa Clara County Transit District.

1. LINEHAUL ROUTING

a._ _Bus
The bus alternative broVideé for express bus service in the Route
85 transportation corridor between Route 101 in the southeastern
portion of San Jose and the area north and east of Mountain View,
The distance between these areas within the corridor is about 22

miles. For purposes of this draft bus plan, however, the average -

one-way bus trip on the Route 85 transitway facility is 12 miles,
This average is intended to accommodate the varying trip lengths
of the bus routes analyzed in the plan (see Figure IV-2).

Each express bus would travel on surface streets according to its
route, stop at the designated stops to pick wup and discharge
passengers, and  hraverse the transitway wuntil it leaves the
corridor. ..Major trip origins and destinations wouid be park and
ride ;jots and employment areas where potent;al patronage is esti-

imated to be 1the highest.

b.

Rail

The primafy LRT alternative providés service between Miyuki Drive
near Route 101 in south San Jose to *the CalTrain Station in Moun-

tain View,. a distance of approximately 22 miles. Data for
service “.between - Miyuki Drive and Stevens Creeck Boulevard and
Miyuki_ Drive and Great America are also ..provided. - -This -is to .
allow comparisons between what might be considered Ehe various
segments required to complete the entire transit loop. The
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segment between Miyuki Drive and Chynoweth Avenue, approximately
3.8 miles, is common with the Guadalupe LRT line currently being
constructed. Figure IV-3 depicts -this overlap section and the
various segments of the entire LRT loop. '

Between Chynoweth Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard (De Anza

College), the alignment is common with Route 85. As Caltrans
already owns much of the right-of-way required for any road or
transit project in ~this corridor, this alignment is fixed. The

alignment north ffom Stevens Creek Boulevard to the CalTrain
stations in Mountain View or Sunnyvale has not been determined.
However, this plan assumes the alignment to generally follow the
existing Route 85 freeway +to El Camino Real (Route 822, then
veering slightly north to the CalTrain Station in Mountain View.
The alignment between this CalTrain station and Great America is
assumed to generally follow Route 237. -

Ridership for the alternatives was estimated assuming that an
entire LRT Loop is completed. The segments of this system are:
1) from the vicinity of Great America in the north +to Miyuki
Drive (Santa Teresa Station) in south San Jose (Guadalupe Corri-
dor), 2) Miyuki Drive in south San Jose to the Mountain View
CalTrain Station, and 3) from Mountain View to the wvicinity of
Great America . (Guadalupe Corridor ©Extension to Lockheed). The
Guadalupe segment is presentiy being constructed; the ~Route 85
segment is now under active study; and the Guadalupe extension is
part of the Fremont-South Bay Corridor Study {(see Figure 1V¥-4).

Analysis of the ridership estimate indicates that the maximum
load point ocecurs in Mountain View, one stop south of the
CaiTrain Station at El Camino Real (Route 82). Ridership appears
~to be very directional in the peak periods, south to north in the
a.m. and north to scuth in the p.m.

2. FEEDER BUS ROUTING

This plan assumes that the Santa Clara County Transit District
would provide necessary and sufficient feeder bus service to the
Route 8D corridor station locations to facilitate efficient and
effective operation of the alternatives, eilher express bus or
the light rail transit. '
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3. STATIONS

Station locations within the corridor are shown on Figure IV-5.
Stations designed for joint use by light rail and bus patrons
are: Almaden Expressway, Winchester - Boulevard and Stevens Creek
Boulevard (McClellan Road). The rest of the express bus stops
are alt the following locatieons: Tennant Avenue/Bernal Road/Route
101, Cottle Road, Snell Avenue, Meridian Avenue, South [Bascom
Avenue, GQuito Road, and Prospect Road. Meridian Avenue and South
Bascom Avenue are potentially only access points. Further study
will help determine  their suitability as stops and/or access
points. '

Proposed lots and existing Santa Clara County Transit park and
ride-lots are shown on Figure IV-4.

This plan assumes that park and ride lots would be constructed at
the station locations and that patrons would be able Lo use the

park and ride facilities constructed for light rail transit. The
actual size and configuration would depend on demand at each site
as well as 1) existing facilities, 2) availability of land area
and funding, 37 land use <conditions and regufations, 4) circu-
lation patterns, and %) availability of any feeder bus and HQV

access. Parking is assumed to be free.

Stétion iocations betweenMiyuki Drive and Chynoweth Avenue are .

already determined under the GQuadalupe Corridor Project. Between
Chynoweth Avenue and Stevens C(Creek  Boulevard, stations are
assumed to be located at Almaden Expressway, Camden Avenue, Union
~Avenue, Bascom Avenue, Winchester Boulevard, Pollard Road, Quito
Road, Saratoga Avenue, Prospect Avenue, Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road,
"and McClellan Avenue. These station locations are for estimating
purposes only. Exact locations will be determined under subse-
quent transit studies. Station locations between Stevens Creek
Boulevard and the CalTrain Station in Mountain View are conceptu-
-al at this time; however, for model construction, they were also
assumed to be at Homestead Road, Fremont Avenue, El Camino Real,
and the ~CalTrain Station.. Again for model construction, four
additional stations are assumed between the Mountain View
CaiTrain Station and Great America (see Figure IV-7).

This pilan assumes that park and ride facitities will ©be
constructed at all stations. The actual size and configuration
would depend on demand at each - site as well as:. 1) availabilitly
of land area and funding, 2) land use conditions and requtations,
3) circulation patterns, 4) availability of existing facilities,
and 5) availability of feeder bus and HOY access. This plan
further assumes that the minimum parking area would be one ‘acre.
This facility «c¢ould accommodate 75-100 vehicles, kiss-and-ride,
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and bus pads depending on the needs of the station site. Typical
parking areas would be approximately two acres in size, however,
which could accommodate 200 vehicles. Parking is.- assumed to be
free of charge. : ' c

c. Intermediate Access

Some of.  the locations idehtified as Transitway interchanges,in
Figure IV-3, Transitway Bus Stops/Stations, would have the poten-

.tial for being used only as bus/HOV access to the transitway, and

not for a combination access/transit -stop site.  The exact
detailed operational characteristics will be determined -under
"subsequent. transit studies. These locations are:’ Meridian

Avenue, South Bascom Avenue, Quito 'Road, and. Prospect Road.
Figure V-3 on page V-2 is a depiction of the type of intérmgdiate
access structure which might be used at these locations.

4. OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

a. Hours of Service and Headways

1__Bus

Trahsitwéy dperating hours . on weekdays are assumed to be froh
6:00 - 92:00 am northbound and 3:00 - 6:00 pm southbound.

Maximum peak hour ridership is estimated to be 2800 occurring in.
the morning at the Route 85/237 interchange in Mountain View,

Dividing 2800 passengers per Hour by 45 aJe?age passengers'ﬁe(
bus yields the number of buses required to serve the peak ‘hour
transit demand. For this plan, therefore, 62 buses per peak hour

‘would be "needed. This number would require approximately - one

minute headways using standard 40 foot transit buses.

Uéing articulated buses with a capacity of 72 passengers ﬁer bus
is an option. Approximately 32 huses. per hour would be required

~with headways of approximately 1.5 minutes..

Peak hour headways of one-fo one  ahd'évhalf_minﬁteﬁ.af.tﬁe M0unF. 
fain View interchange require headways .of 12-15 minutes on the
twelve routes shown on Figure IV=2. . ‘ o o

Z_ _Rail

The hours of operatfon'weekdéys for the fight rail afternative
are assumed to be 5 am to 12 pm. Peak hours would be from 4--8 am
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and 3:30-5:30 pm. Weekend service would be provided from 6 am to
12 pm. These hours of operation are the same as those assumed in
Working Paper 17 for the Guadalupe Corridor Alternatives Analy-
sis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The maximum load point on the line occurs in Mountain View, one
stop south of the CalTrain Station at FEI Camino Real. The total
number of peak-hour trips in the segment between CalTrain and FlI
Camino Real is 2,800. '

There are essentially 1ftwo ways to satisfy passenger demand at a
maximum load point: run one LRT vehicle at close headways or run
trains of more than one vehicle at longer headways. For the
purpose of this analysis, the plan will assume two-car trains.
This assumption is consistent with the proposal for the Guadalupe
Corridor LRT.

Dividing the total! number of trips during one hour at the maximum
load point (2,800) by the capacity of one two-vehicle train (336
passengers; see below, Type of Vehicle and Capacity) would yield
the number of two-vehicle trains needed *fo satisfy passenger
demand in the peak direction during one peak hour of a typical
day. Nine two-vehicle +trains would therefore be required. The
minimum headway, then, during peak-hour service would be 6.6
minutes (60 minutes divided by nine two-vehicle trains).

b

[fen]

Jff-Peak

Headways .

Patronage information available af the time of this draft plén
did not include total average daily ridership. Thus, it was not
possible to estimate off-peak headways. However, this analysis

will assume off-peak service to require two-vehicle trains
ruaning at Z20-minute headways. This is a coenservative assump-
tion, particularly with respect to headways, and it would yietid
slightly higher operation and maintenance (0O&M) costs. 1t would,
however, provide the opportunity for a higher level of service

during the off-peak which is needed to promote ridership.
Weekend and holiday service . data were also not available. To

compensate for this, the plan assumes that the weekday level of
service will be provided for 284 days.
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The Santa Clara Cbunty Transit District operates a fleet of mixed
vehicles to satisfy service demands throughout the County. Vehi-
cles range from smali dial-a-ride coaches to 60 foot long artic-
ulated buses.

For this draft it is assumed that only standard 40 foot transit
buses or 60 foot articuiated buses will be wused for express
corridor service.,

Capacity of a standard 40-foot transit bus is 45 passengers seat-
ed and 60 with standees. Capacity of a 60-foot long articulated
bus is 72 passengers seated and 100 with standees. This draft
plan assumes. that . each 40-foot transit bus would accommodate 45
passengers during the ~peak hour. The oplan wuses this . figure
because it would require the use of more buses, and such a
requirement would be more of a "worst-case" scenario for deter-
mining operation and maintenance costs. ’ '

bl _Fleet Size

Santa Clara County Transit Dfstrict'operates a fleet of 585
revenue vehicles and expansion to 750 vehicles .is.being congid-
ered. This plan assumes that the Transit District will be able
to provide the buses needed. '

Approximately 115 40-foot tftransit buses would be required to
provide the express bus service addressed in this plan.. Ninety-
six buses would be required for the 12 routes (eight buses per
route) and 19 additional buses would be needed for reserve {(a 20
percent factor). The 96 buses include the &2 buses needed to
accommodate the peak—hour demand of 2,800 riders in the Mountain
View area. ’ ' :

Féétor5 used in determining'the need for 115 buses include the
following:

& 12 New bus routes
& 12 minute peak hour headways per route
& A per-route average roUnd'tripbtravel time of . .

one hour .and. 28 minutes for an average 34~mile r0undﬁfrip
per bus. ' : ‘ ’

& Fach round trip consisting of 1) an average of 24
miles on the Route 85 facility at 30 miles per hour,
Z2) an average of 10 mites on city streets al 15 miles
per hour. : ' :

6 An eight-minute layover per run, thereby requiring._
eight buses per route for at least the first peak hour
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of service daily.

Table IV-1 is a sample schedule utilizing 12-minute headways and
eight-minute layovers: '

TABLE 1v-1

BUS ESTIMATE USING 12-MINUTE HEADWAYS/ROUTE
’ ROUND TRIP TIMEL = 1 HR. 28 MIN.

LEAVE RETURN

BUS TIME TIME LAYOVER
1 0600 0728 8 min.

2 0812 0740 “

3 0624 0752 "

4 0636 0804 !

5 0648 0814 "

6 0700 = 0828 !

7 0712 0840 !

8 0724 0852 "

1 073¢ 09204 °~ Go to Yard
pa - 0748 0916 )

3. 0800 - 0928 "

4 - 0812 0240 N

5 0824 0952 !

é 083¢ 1004 "

7 0848 1016 N

8 0200 1028 "
2 _Rail

Currently, the Santa Clara County Transit District is purchasing
50 light rail vehicles produced by the Urban Transportation
Development Corporation. These are double-ended, articulated,
six-axle vehicles capable of operating singly or in trains of up
to four wunits. For purposes of this analysis, this vehicle is
assumed to be the one used for the Route 85 corridor Light Rail
Alternatives. :

This vehicle is an extension of the six-axle fight rail vehicle
(LRV) in revenue service in Toronte, Canada. The Toronto
six—axle car is directly derived from its earlier predecessar,

the four-axle Canadian LRV (CLRV) ‘which has been in. revenue
service since 197%9. : o

The CLRY has accumulated over - ten million car~-miles of revenue
service with an availability averaging 95 percent. ‘
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‘The standard capacity of the CLRV vehicle s 75 seated and 91

standing; c¢rush capacity is 76 seated and 182 standing. This
plan uses a peak~hour capacity of 168 patrons per vehicle.

b) Fleet Size

Evaluation of headways, route length, spare vehicle  needs, and

other factors determine reguired fleet sizes. Table 1V-2
presents the factors utilized in determining fleet size.
TABLE v-2

' _ ' fMIYUKI FMIYUKI CAMIYUKI :
VFACTORS i to rto . »:to Vo
' , ' STEVENS . VMOUNTAIN "V GRFAT b
; : i CREEK ' VIEW : tAMERTCA 1.
b por o m e e T ———— b i o = r
.1ota| Round Trip : v ' '
iLength (Miles) .+ 33.4 1 45,6 v .546.8 ;
g L L e
iAverage Speed . : . \ : H
: (MPH) 31 v 32 v 31.5 :
o e em g g T g
1Base Run Time ' : ' o -
i{Minutes) ' T b4 6 v 85:5 : 108.2
o e e e Fo e}
V107 Runnlnq Delay | 1 ' - ‘
(Minutes) e 6.5 v . 8. ' 16.8 ;
fm e —————— e e e fom e e e +
!Turnaround Time g ' : ' ; H
i {Minutes) ' 10 : 10 . ' 10 :
- t-m B e +
vTotal Circuit Time ¢+ 81.1 . H 104 S
e o e o e S b

Table IV-3 summarizes the number of vehicles required during each
time period, assuming peak and off-peak headways of 6.4 and 20
minutes, respectively, and 17Z% spares. ‘
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TABLE I1V-3

Miyuki to Miyuki to

Stevens Creek

Miyuki to
Mountain View

Sam--4am 10 , 12 . 14

Sam—Bam 30 36 .44
Bam-3:30pm 10 12 14
3:30pwm-5:30pm 30 34 44
5:30pm-12 Midnight 10 - 12 14

. Fare Structures

The Santa Clara County Transit District policy is to structure
fares to recover 20 percent of the operating cost of the bus.
The current adult base fare for express service is $1.00.

Fares for . express bds service in the Route 85 corridor will be
consistent with other express bus fares in effect in the County.

Fare structure would be the same as that for the Guadalupe Corri- .

dor which is one constant fare for the entire route.

d.__lncome
The income for the various alternatives was determined based on
the following criteria:

a)> Transit revenue based on annuval passenger ftrips

developed from computer generated model AM peak hour
transit passenger miles for alternatives containing

transit.

b) LRT corridor trip length is 16.1 miles and express
bus corridor trip length is 17.1 miles. .TSM daily
trip lengths are 2.25 miles for additional local buses
and 9.73 miles for additional express buses.

¢) Peak hour factor for LRT is 18.6% of déily (12 hour
weekday) usage and daily weekend usage is 25% of daily
weekday usage (286 weekdays per year).

Peak hour factor for express buses is 20.0%Z of daily

(6 hour weekday) usage. No express buses are assumed
to operate on the weekends.

Iv-16 . " Wednesday, June 192, 1285
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d) Fares are-$1.00:per express bus trip, $0.60 pet
~local -bus trip, and $0.85 per LRT trip (1285¢).

Table IV-4, Annual Revénue, shows the annual 'projeéfed’revenue
for all the alternatives based on the above assumptions.

e. Subsidies

“The transit operating and maintenance costs will be_subsidized in
the same manner as the Guadalupe Corridor LRT. The following
sources of funds «could be wutilized for transit operating and

maintenance costs:

Local
1/72 cent sales tax (exnstlnq)
Transit fares -
State
;Transpoftation DevelopmentVAct:(SB 325)
E§Q§L§L | |

Urban Mass Transportat;on Adm|n|sfrat|on (UMTA)
Section 9. A , .

Table IV-5, Annual Subsidies, indicates the éhpunfé-{hat need ib
be subsidized for each alternative. Lo
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TABLE _1V-5

o m e e e o tom +
iAtternatives iAnnual iAnnual. tAnnual |
' iTransit iRevenue 1 Subsidy!
: iCosts+ L($M) POEMY
Fomm e — i e fomm +
‘NPA \ | v O H
o Fmmm e mm e Fom e m e +
i TSM v 22.7 11507 V7.0 i
o e e e et Fmm e tomm +
TLRT 1 6.7 :3.0 V3.7 '
Fmm e Fmm e D it B R tmmm e +
VAFWY with LRT V6.7 1 2.8 1 3.9 :
o R ettt o o e pmmm e +
V4FKWY with ; ] | B
FHOV & LRT V8.7 2.5 4.2 i
i o pmm i m e e Homm t
VA4FWY with A i \ ;
‘Bus/HOV 0 15.8 2.2 113.¢6 ‘
I o o e +
VEFRY with ) : v ;
' Bus/HOV 115.8 2.1 v 13.7 '
A e o +
' BF WY 1 6.9 V0.7 16.2 .
o e o o e Fommm ¢
A BFWY with LRT V6.7 12.8 1 3.9 i
Fommmm e o o e foom o e e e t

+ Maintenance and Operation Costs
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- TABLE IV -4

i D e s pommrm +
tAlternatives " VAnnual H
. : vTransit H
v " ‘Revenue |
: LO($M) !
+ __________________ ’._.--_.....___'.___..l.
'NPA -0 '
Fmm e o e +
' TSM 115.7 !
R e fomm e +
PLRT ‘3.0 :
+-*—'j—"‘-—————-‘—'—"*"—'——j——'——.—'——“}'
V4FWY with LRT 2.8 !
.-+___“__________._4.__._._4_ ______ -
VAFWY with 4 "
‘HOV & LRT -, 1 2.5 :
o e Fomm e +
VAFWY with ': :
+Bus/HOV 2.2 i
T S o e +
VEFWY with AT :
'Bus/HOV 2.1 :
e o +
' 8FWY 10.7 !
pommmmm e e ittt +
V8FWY with LRT  12.8 - :
e et o +

i___Qegzéilgﬂél_éﬂé_ﬂéinisngﬂgg_ggﬁis

According to the 1985 five-year plan -of the Santa Clara County
Transit District <(page 1I-27), +the average operating cost per
hour of a 40-foot transit bus is $62. "Assuming peak-hour service
for six-hours a day at least 250 days a year, the annual operat-
ing cost of providing express bus servicée.for the Route 85 corri-
dor would be $10.7 million. (115 bUaeh x $62/hour x 6 hour%/ddy X

250 days/year = $10 7 mllllon )

“According  to ,ihe>game flve vear plan,, the avéf&qé maintenance

cost’ pet. vehicle milé'is $1.10%.7 ~Assuming. an @average of 40 000

miles a year ‘per bus, the . qnnual maintenance’ covf “of pfOVIdIHQ
‘the express bus service in the corridor would be $5.06 million.

(115 buses .~ x $1.10/mile x 40,000  miles = $5;06 miliion.) This

~draft ptlan assumes that fhe_buse% prov]dihq service in the. (orrIQ_'

dor would average 40,000 miles per yeur as the’ Tran it D1str|
would deImize ﬁhe‘efficient”u3<'nf fhe veh|clee '
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The total operating and maintenance <costs for the bus alterna-
tives would be $15.8 million. '

Z2__Rall
Table IV-6 present the additional Operational and Maintenance
(0&M) costs for each of the rail alternatives. These costs were

determined by analyzing the detailed costs (Tables M, N, and 0O)
in Working Paper 17 and estimating (usualiy by "proe-rating”) the
additional personnel and associated costs needed to operate the

two alternatives. These <costs were then escalated to 1985

doilars.

With a 286-day operating year, the distances provided in Table
IV-2, and various deadhead lengths, the annual vehicle  miles
travelled were calculated. These are presented in Table JV-4.
Because the Route 85 corridor is more than seven miles from the

maintenance facility, the deadhead vehicle miles travelled is
substantial. ' '

Santa Clara County Transit District operates three maintenance
facilities in the Route 85 corridor area. These are shown on
Figure IV-2, Express Bus Routes. :

A fleet expansion to 750 revenue vehicles would require substan-

tial improvements to the Agnews and North facilities. Improve- -
ments are estimated by the District to "cost approximately $11.3
mitiion. '

£__Rail

The Guadalupe Corridor maintenance facility can accommodate an
additionat. . 50 -vehicles. This draft plan assumes that the vehi-
cles required for the Route 85 line will be stored and maintained
at this facility., ~To allow for. this, there will be some needed

capital cost to. construct the additicenal track at the maintenance
facility. - Also, because ~ the location of the facility is 7.5

miles from the alignment of the Route 85 line, the dead-head 0&M
cost could be a major consideration. A more detailed analysis

~ than. what this . plan provides may indicate a small stor-
.age/maintenance -facility near Mountain View would be cost effec-

Cbive.,
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TABLE IV 6

e e e e +—'-—'.—'———---———"',—'-+——'—~-—'—_-"‘r"--‘—°‘+ ““““““““ -
' Miyuki to ‘Miyuki to- ‘Miyuki to
: ) iStevens ‘Mountian iGreat '
iCategory ' “‘Creek v View . ‘America i
g W e T iR
iConducting, : o K B i ;
i Transportation ($M) 1 2.0 ’ ' 2.4 +3.0 \
B e et e P P A +
‘Maintenance ($M) 2.2 2 2.5 i3.0 '
o e pm e mm e o b e e o ;
. ‘Electrical energy l : | v H
V.0 $.08/kWh ($M) 1.1 ' 4 1.5 :
E tommm e e e e +
' Subtotal ($M) 5.3 o 6.3 V7.5 i
b e o e e e e m +
'General Administration; - Vo _ ' \
i 5% of subtotal ($M) 0.3 oo 0.3 (0.4 |
T o e e e T +-
JToTAL ' T ‘ ' i R :
11980 $M o 15.6 ‘ V6.6 V7.9 \
Fmmmm e ———— B s T _"'+""‘-;— ————————— +—f- —————————— +
11984 $M . 47.0 ‘ 8.4 ' 110.0 H
b —————— o O ———— -+
tAnnual Vehicle . - S ' A '
L iMiles (Mllllons) S 2.2 13.0 S i3.1 '
o e e e e Frm—m e Fom e R i +

poo L NI B £ = oS U WU AL S0 g RG24

Travel projections for both highway and transit were develcped
utilizing the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Forecasting
Model and the data base generated by. the Metropolitan Transporta-
‘tion Commisssion and Santa Clara County for the Guadalupe Corri-
dor Project. ‘ ' ' S

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission forecasting. model is

simidar to conventional urban transportation forecasting systems’

The Metropolutan Transportatlon _Commission model lnpuf% fore- -~

casted socio-economic,. network, and level’ of service dataj|n+o_

trip generation equations to produce travel demand projections.

The transportation network timits for travel demand projections

is the same for all alternatives and modes. The network includes

a light rai]/expréSSwayllfapilityﬁin the Guadalupe Corridor. it

“is assumedithat all ramps ‘on  the peak dlrectlon would be metered:
for all of the freeway altérnatives. : :

The Mefropb]f{ah/;Transporfatﬁqn Commission model does not have”b

the capacity to- eétlmate_'tﬁe’HOV. demand d{rectly':f However, a
procedure utilizing: the - moded ~and - avallable travel data was
developed to provide ‘an-HOV aasognment ]wovanalybes,of carpool

1}Vf21 '“' ;w£dhesHéy;-qunp‘1§1«1935f2



alternatives were done, one assuming *three or more persons per
vehicle and one assuming two or more persons per vehicle.
Factors of 3.5%Z (from Guadalupe Corridor Alternatives Analysis
(GCAA)) for 3+ carpools and 184 for 2  person carpools were
applied to the total demand wvolumes, resulting in HOV demand
volumes (vehicle trips) of 21.5%.

The Route 85 study used the same inputs as the GCAA for economic,

land. use, auto mode level of service and supplementary travel-re-
lated data.

The following is a brief explanation of the terms used in the
travel projection demand/usage charts.’

Vehicle Demand

The .total number of vehicles (autdmobiles and trucks) that would
want to use the facility for each alternative in the wyear 1920
regardless of alternative.

The amount of people that would want to use the facility for each
alternative in the year 1220. The person demand is 1.25 X vehi-
cle demand + transit patronage demand for LRT and Express bus.

Usage

The maximum number of wvehicles or persons that —can use the
constructed facility in 19220. Usage volumes in the northwest
peak direction are for ramp metered {(constrained) facilities.

The southeast off-peak direction is not ramp metered.

Transit or vehicle riders on fhe system at given locations.
Transit riders are people riding the LRT or Express Bus.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes require 2 or more passengers
per vehicle. HOV usage is estimated to bhe 21.5% of the total
vehicle usage. Ffor i alternatives that include HOV, the capacity

of the.HOV facility will be equal *o or exceed the projected HOV
demand.. L . ' '

LRT

Lfghf TRail Transit syétem as described in the alternatives

description section of Chapter V.

3]

Express Buses
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Express buses are buses that will
trip on the transitway or freeway.

'M1V7é3 .-Nednéédéy;_Juhe-l

traverse a portion
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-

of their
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ADT

Average Daily Traffic is the total number of vehicles in a typi-
cal 24 hour period.

Transit Patronage is the,numberiof riders on the LRT or LExpress
Buses. For alternatives that contain both HOV and Transit, Tran-
sit Patronage is reduced by 10%.

Patronage usage is derived from vehicle usage wutilizing vehicle
occupany factors. The occupancy factors ‘vary from each alterna-
tive because of the availability of different +transportation

modes to influence rider preference. For AM peak hour and peak

period (& hours) versus alternative tables, the following vehicle
occupancy factors were used: ‘

Freeway alternatives without HOV . . . . 1.25 persons/vehicle
Freeway/HOV Alternatives . . . . . . . . 1.0 persons/frecway

lane vehicles
. . .« 2.2 persons/HOV
lane vehicles

Freeway/HOV Alternatives

For Average Daily Traffic versus Alternative Tables, the follow-
ing vehicle occupany factors were used: '

Freeway Alternatives without HOV. . . . 1.3 persons/freeway

. fane wvehicle
Freeway with HOV alternatives. . . . . . 1.22 persons/freeway

lane vehicle

Freeway with HOV alternatives. . . . . . 2.2 persons/HOV vehicle

The following factors were wused to arrive at the daily ~usage
(weekday 24 hour) in person and vehicles:

Vehicles in freeway lanes (24 hour) = 12 X freeway lanes AM
: : peak hour usage
Vehicles using HOV facilities (&6 hours) = 5 X HOV AM peak
, hour wusage
Patronage using LRT (12 hours) = &6 X LRT AM peak hour
' ' patronage
Patronage using Express Buses (6 hours) = 5 X express bus
' AM peak hour
patronage

Federal Highway Administration planning procedures for highway
projects vrequire that projections be developed for 20 vyears
beyond construction of a project. The projection year should
therefore be 2010 to satisfy the FHWA. . ‘

Table IV-7 has been prepared using the above assumptions. Figure
IV-8 depicts the links on which these table were based. The

IV-24 Wednesday, June 19, 198%
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tables are,séparatéd into links, northwest and southeast peakhour
direction volumes and 24 hour wvolumes.

At the time of the selection of the preferred alternative,
Caltrans will have a subregional computer simulation model in
operation with the latest projections for population. and jobs.
The subregidnat model, with its updated socio-economic data base,
will be used to simulate travel for the year  2010. The results
of this simulation will be wused to ‘refine the project  for the
final environmental impact report, the official decision _and
eventual design. S ' » :
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Table IV-7 (con't.) _
Projections (x1000)-AM-Peak Hour-CAHALAN
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Table IV~7 (con't.)
1920 Travel Projections (x1000)
Daily (Weekday) Usage
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Table IV-7 (con't.)

Projections (x1000)

1990 Travel
Daily (Weekday) Usage
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C._ _COST EFFECTIVENESS

Cost effectiveness measures are of

sion-makers.
project worth,

They represent the "bottom |ine"
These measures are

goal attainment.

.Table IV-8 presents.
Highway alternatives.

Py

critfbal conéern to the deci-
: ~6f the comparative
intended to relate costs to

In practice, they typically  relate costs of

-effectiveness in terms of transit system and the patronage.

the.cost effectiveness data for each of the

TABLE_1Vv-8

<. o
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Table IV-9 presents the cost effectiQénéés data . for thé'Trahéit
.element of each of the alternatives. : L

TABLE IV- 9
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Table IV~-10 presents the combined Highway and Transit cost effec-
tiveness data for each of the alternatlves

TABLE 1V-10
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fommmm bmm e R et o m +
VAFWY with - | : H '
L LHOV. & LRT  15.2 128.6 1 7.0 i
o o m e m e o m e o — +
'4FNY with | : : i i
1 Bus/HOV 5.2 146.2 2 T7.6 ‘
t-————————— tmm +-m—————— e ————— +
V6FWY with ' - S H
'Bus/HOV 14.5 148.7 16.6 ]
A e o e e e Fomm e e dom e +
:8FNY 4.4 1 55.¢2 15.3 i
ke et fomm R atain e e +
i BFWY with | ' ]
ALRT 4.5 125.4 16.1 i
fomm e - b +
* The comb.ined costs are not addiiive but are based on

annual cost per alternative and anrual passenger miiles _
travelled. The highway costs do : .t include the operatlon
and maintenace costs incurred by the motortqt . :

Table IV-11 presents the cost effectiveness measures for each of
the three . LRI 'segments,. assuming only that  segment is
constructed. As mentioned previously, Miyuki Drive to the Moun-
tain(VderCalTra|n station is .the primary segment for this study.
However,, it : is believed that even. if a .short segment <(e.g., to
Stevens Creek Boulevard) is .constrUCted,¢the‘ system should -be;
viewed in the <context of the entire loop -eventually being
constructed. : ' ' e R
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For the -maintenance and dperatibnai.dosf:-of'BUSL ahd'LRT, ‘see

Section F of this chapter.

3. Revenu

a) Transit revenue is based on annual passenger trips dgveléped
from computer generated AM peak hour transit passenger miles for
alternatives containing transit. :

by LRT corridorbtrip length is 16.1 miles ahd.exbress bus corri-

dor trip length is 17,1 miles. TSM daily trip lengths arg_2,25'

miles for additional local buses. and 2.73 miles for additional
express buses. ' ' '

¢) Peak hour factor for LRT is 16.6% of daily {19 hour weekday)

usage and daily weekend usage is 25% of daily weekday usage (286

weekdays per year).

Peak hour factor for express buses is. 20.0% of daily (& hour

weekday) usage and no express buses are assumed to. operate on
weekends . ' ' : o L

d) Fares _are $1.00 per express.bus tfip,'$0460 perA'Jo¢a{'st |

trip and $0.85 per LRT trip (1985 $'s).

4. Usage .

Annual passenger miles developed from computer modef generated AM
peak hour transit passenger miles and highway vehicle miles for

the Route 85 corridor between Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cuperti-

no and Route 101 in south San Jose. Table IV-12, 1990 Travel
Projections, show the two way AM peak hour passenger and vehicle
miles for the various alternatives. ' '
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TABLE IV-=12

{ '1990_TRAVEL PROJECILQN§_éM_EEAK_HQQB_IHQ_Hé!
AND _VEHICLE MILES_(X1000)

: e e e e e e ———————— +
[ ! ! TRANSIT !
( + B it T L TP +
o S :V , iPassenger Miles '
i :Aftérhaﬁive iFNY HOV ,TOTAL #LRT = BUS - TOTAL |

k. o L : A ' ' : © :

‘ + B e ety T T T P o ————— m————- +

: : b .10 ‘NA - ' NA :
[ + + —tmm———— e T tmm +
l ! L | NA. T 164.2 164.2 |

; + + et - fom—— +

’ : L 1 NA 133.6 == 133.6
{ : lea : + -+ R it tom— frmmm— o +

; LAFWY wiith’ P U U . S b :

, 'LRT “'““1 S i83.t -~ i183.1 131.2 -~ 131.2
| ' +————Lbe—4—i~lff~lj-——f+ —————— e et T Lt T p—— +
L CAFWY with T T : : . ] I

; ‘HOV and LRT 1 78.7 127.2 1105.% 128.0 " i-- 128.0
{ e R ettt dm———- —tom——— Fomm fo—im - R —+
i t4FWY with i o ' o : Vo :

: iBus/HOV 183.6 127.2 1110.8 i-- 1292.0 12%.0

o e R R b et o ———— e +
{ 1 6FWY with ' ' : ' : ; :

’ tBus/HOV 1104.1 127.2 1131.3 i-- 27.7  127.7

) e T it St ittt Tt = ———— - +
[ L BF WY 1125.3 §-- 1125.3 i-- 19,7 i9.7 |

. o e e R et R it tmmm e o +

{BFWY with . i ' ; o i : ; A

: T LRT ' 1124.9 -~ 1124.9 130.9  1-- 130.2
‘{ e e et T o m e i o m———
E Notes: Projections for the Route 85 corridor between Stevens Creek

" Boulevard/Route 280 in Cupertino and Route 101 in south San
{ Jose. Projections with LRT assume the other LRT segments

completing the "Loop" are in.place and operational.

- LRT operates from Miyuki Drive to Stevens Creek Boule-

I vard (16.1 miles) in both directions. Express Buses in peak
. direction (NB) from Rute 101 to Stevens Creek Boulevard (17.1

‘ miles) and in off peak direction (SB) in mixed flow between

i' - Saratoga Avenue and Route 101.

L Q;w_ElNBNQLQL_EE6§lBlLlIX

( The selected alternative may contain two elements, hlghway and
{ transit. Highway elements will be constructed using funds gener-

L ated by Measure "A", a Santa Clara County 1/2 cent sales tax
, al located to the improvement of specific highways, one. of which
l is Route B85. FHWA funding will also be sought for highway

. construction if necessary and. State funds  ff_avaiJable,-”"FHNA'A

( - W,!_ o .wf{. IY747‘H. Nednesday, June 19 1985_:,



funding partlctpatlon ‘will be decided by the Measure "A" Traffic
Authority. - : : i'

If TSM s seiected as the preferrred alternalve, it would -be
funded by tocal, State and/or Federal monies. -If thé selected
alternative inciudes transit as ore of the transportatlon modes,
the geometrics will' accommodaté the transit portlbnf Whether it
is LRT. or a Bus/HOV. transitway: It would dot }aelay khe
construction of -the roadway. (If thé selected transtt is LRT;
the entire LRT associated cost would be sodght from UMTA follou—
ing an Alternatives Analysis). If +the selected alterrative

contains the Bus/HOV transitway, UMTA" fundlng wolild Be sought For .

the transit portion; which includés +the costs for thé buses,

maintenance facility and the stations.  The transctway portion
will be considered as part of the highway element (uséed by Hovs)
and would be funded by Measure “"A", FHWA monies if necessary,_and

State funds if available. A detailéd cost breakdown is confalned
in Section V.B.4 under Total Project. Costs, on page V- 43: Table
IV-13 indicates the funding sources for all the alternat|ves..

i
!
r
!
|
{

{
{
T
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PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND COSTS

This ohapter contalns a descrnptlon of all the alternatives and -
. their associated costs. These alternatives. were finalized - in -
June 1984 by the Route 85. Policy Advisory  Board and with the
public's input. State and Federal policy require ‘that a_ANo
Project Alternative ~ (NPA) and Transportatlon System  Management -
(TSM) alternative be considered along wnth the major facility -

improvement alternatives.’

Included in this chapter are -éectiqns describing each a1terna~-

tive, ‘their shared characteristics = and - project data. = This
project data includes - such items ‘as right of 'way".cost

construction:costs, vehicle requirements and costs, operation and_

maintenance costs, construction phasing, and conversion costs.

1. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No Project AlternativeA(NPA) mean's doing nothing within the

Route. 85 -transportation corridor. No . transportation related
facilities, other than those already planned, such as the Guadal-
upe Corridor, would "be built. The NPA is used as a bench mark

for comparison of the other alternatives.

As a result of selebtjng the NPA,‘Caltrahs would sell-the‘right

of 'way it currently owns. This would allow the development ‘of
the corridor to the extent the individual cities would.allow. It
would also allow Caltrans to use the right of way sale proceeds
for other transportation projects throughout .the state, The

.current estimated wvalue of the Caltrans owned right of . way in
1984 dollars is $85,000,000, :

2. TQANSPORTATIDN.SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

This alternatfve, Transportation System Management <(TSM), would

be relatively fow cost and would be designed to maximize - the
utilization of the existing facilities. The alternative would
include improvements to "public transportation facilities,
purchase of additional buses, promotion of vanpools, construction
of park and ride facilities, preferential parking for carpools
and wvanpools, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities, Highway
operational improvements, such as localized widenings, High Occu*"

pancy Vehicle (HOV) lahesg computeérized traffic control systems,
improved signalization, channelization, and restriping would also
be included. The currently owned Caltrans right of way would be
sold., ' : . '

V-2 Wednesday, June 19, 1985 -
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Over the past 20 . years, due to the limited funding, most of the
transportation improvements in Santa Clara County have  been
"TSM-1like" measures. However, additional measures can be taken.

The following TSM measures were suggested by the local cities
along the R0ute 85 corridor as well as by the Santa Clara County
Transit Dlstr}ct These suggestions have been grouped into four
categoriess:. these covered by Measure "A"; those that are TSM
transit. lmprovements, those already in the five year State Transg-

portation® Improvement Plan (STIP); and those that are TSM highway
|mprovements :

These items’ and - their associated costs will not be considered
part of the TSM alternative because they will be studied under
the Measure "A" portions of Route 101, 237 and 85 .north of Stev-
ens Creek 80ulevard projects. The code in front of the

description refers to-that partacular project on Figure V-1, TSM -
Alternatives, on page’ v-4. )

Al Constfuct.the Mary Avenue extension past State

Route 237.
A2 ‘Construct a Mathilda Avenue/State Route 237

;overcr0851ng to bypass the existing signals.

A3 Instltutlon or addltlon of HOV lanes on Routes
101, 85 and 237. :

A4 ;7Grade separate the State Route 237/M|ddlef|eld
' ¢Road interchange.

A5 "Nlden the exiisting ramp from northbound State
Route 85 to northbound Route 101 to provide
two lanes of trafflc

AS Add ramp meterlng_on Route 101 at various locatldns.

The 1985 estimatesnwof capital costs for these measures are $ 50

Million. Transit '~ improvements are constantly being studied,
revised, and implemented by the state, Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Commisssion, local entities, and transit operators and busi-
nesses. Ihe fo||6@|ng items are examples-of the types of transit

improvements that have been suggested by the Technical Advisory
Committee. - - .

Increaée thé7promotion of car and vanpools.

Increase the Ievel of service of CalTrain. (Although
this isia transit management proposal, the heavy.

-

H L s e : it e 3
e v eae e e B : H ¢
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cost of this proposal disallows it from being
incorporated into the TSM cost estimate.

Increase the number of feeder, ‘local and express
buses as proposed under Santa Clara County
Transit's prOJected 750 bus fleet rys‘cem.

Provude addltlonal Park and Ride facilities in the
county to promote transit use.

portation Improvement Plan (STIP)

ans
=g

Caltrans has already made provisions for these proposals in the

STIP.

Their cost, which s approximately $35 million, is not

tncluded, . un the TSM cost estimate.

ST1

w
—
N

w
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Institution or.addition of HOV lanes on Routes 280,
. 880,.and- 17. (Route 17 is renumbered to Route 880

north of the Route 17/Route 280 interchange).

rvaprove the Camden Avenue/ tate Route 17 interchange.

iPrOV|de add|t|onal capacity on northbound Route 17/880
“to alieviate the present bottlenecks

Stripe for a two~-way Ieft turn median on De Anza Boulevard
between Rainbow Drive and Prospect Avenue.

The 1985 estimated capitél cost for the following measures is $15

Million.

TH1

THZ

TH4

THS

Spot‘QLdéning of Saratoga Avenue (Route 2)
from 2 to 4 .lanes between Massol Avenue in Los
Gatos to Ridgecrest Avenue in Monte Sereno.

Elimination of on-street parking, reduced sidewalk
width, and. intersection restriping for additional

. capacity at locations along Branham Lane and
Blossom Hill Road.

Synchronization of traffic-signal at various
intersections in the corridor to faCIIITate
traffic movement.

N Provide HOV lanes on the Lawrence Expressway from
~north of State Route 237 to south of Prospect
.Road.. (This improvement is in the County 5 Year

Plan, therefore the:cost is not included in the
TSM highway improvement).

Widen the De Ania Boulevard/Route 280 overcrossing to
provide an additional through lane.
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THé Provide double left turn lanes from southbound De Anza
to eastbound Prospect.

THY Construct an interchange at Blossom Hill Road and
State Route 17. :

TH8 Widen Lark Avenue overcrossing over State Route 17;

install signal at northbound State Route 17/Lark
Avenue on—- & off-ramps.

THS Widen Los Gatos Boulevard/South Bascom Avenue between
Lark Avenue and Samaritan Drive.

TH1I0  Widen Saratoga Avenue between Los Gatos Boulevard and
Santa Cruz Avenue to provide adequate merge distances.

Many of these suggestions, as well as other planned improvements,
were incorporated into the analytical model that was used for the
Guadatupe Corridor in 1220, (For more information about the
model, see the "Guadalupe Corridor MWorking Paper 4, faor

Discussion Purposes: Travel Model Assumptions, Volume II," 1980).
This "Guadalupe 19220 Build" has become the Route 85 West Valley
Corridor "No Project Alternative” (NPA). Because many TSM meas-

ures were incorporated into the "Guadalupe 1220 Build"” model, the

effect of the TSM alternative on the transportation network would
be relatively similar to the NPA.

3. ALTERNATIVE CHARACTERISTICS

The following characteristics will be found in the appropriate
alternative. Typical alternative <cross sections are shown ~ in
Figure V-2. All dimensions are subject to <change and will be

finalized during final design of the selected alternative.

HIGHWAY ALTERNATIVES

# All would be grade separated, access controelled freeways,
either 4, 6, or 8 lanes.

# All would have metered on-ramps.

# A1l on-ramps would have bus and carpool bypass lanes.

# #1011 would include the reconstruction of the Route 85/Route
87 overlap from a 4 lane expressway to a grade separated
freeway. The number of lanes will be determined during

final design of the selected alternative.

# All would extend Route 85 to Route 101.

V~é Wednesday, June 19, 1985
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# All would include the construction of park and ride facil—.‘

ities.

# All woutld include a 46 foot wide median suftabie “for
future transit and/or HOV facilities.

BUS/HOV _TRANSITHWAY

# Two lanes in the median.
# Peak directional operation only -- reversible lanes.
# 2+ HOV's and buses only.

# Intermediate access at wvarious focations., Figure V-3
indicates a typical Bus/HOV intermediate access facility.

# Reverse commute in mixed flow freeway lanes.
# Extensive feeder bus system to stations.

# Convertible to rail when warranted by»pafronagei

# Park and ride facilities at stations.
# All facilities will be accessible to the elderly and hand-
icapped. :

LIGHT _RAIL_TRANSIT

# Grade separated right-of-way.

# Bi-directional operation.

# Extensive feeder bus system to stations.
# Park and ride facilities at stations.

# All facilities will be accessible to the elderly and hand-
icapped.

UCCUPANCY_VEHICLE_LANES

PARK

# 2+ HOV's and buses only.

# Limited intermediate access.

# Buffered frbm number one freeway lane.
# No stations or station access.

AND RIDE FACILITIES

€3]

# All facilities will have a minimum of 100 parking spaces.,
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# Parking is assummed to be free of charge.

# All facilities will be accessible to the elderly and hand-

icapped.

TRANSIT_STATIONS

Figure V-4 depicts typical rail and bus stations.

# All bus stations will be convertible to rail.

# All stations will have center platforms.

# A barrier free fare collection system will be used.

# Fach station will be handicapped accessible.
Elevators, escalators, stairways, and pedestrian
walkways would enablie ali potential patrons to

access the transit system.

# Station platforms will be designed to accommodate
all projected patronage demand. '

# An improved county bus system would be implemented
to provide extensive feeder bus service to the
station areas.

PROFILE

All of the construction alternatives will use the same vertical
profile as depicted in Figure V-5. The exact vertical alignment
will be determined during final design of the selected alterna-
tive. :

The "Base" profile meets the engineering requirements of Caltrans
and the wishes of the cities =except Saratoga through which the
project passes. This profile was develioped to be compatible with
whichever mode or modes <(either highway, Bus/HOV, or LRT) are
selected as the preferred alternative. "In addition, a profile
design variation through the City of Saratoga is studied. This
design variation is discussed on page V-32.

This profile is comprised of 5.8 miles of at grade, 5.9 miles
of above grade construction, and ~4.2 miles of below grade
construction. This combination of vertical alignments provides a
gently rolling facility without any grades greater than 3%4. This
vertical alignment will be applicable for all of the alternatives
including LRT. " '

Table V-1 tists the interchanges and gréde separatiohs which
would be necessary for alil of the alternatives except the NPA or
TSM. ‘ '
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TABLE V-1

v ALL ALTERNATIVES | FREEWAY (1)
i (except NPA and TSM), INTERCHANGE

LOCATIONS OVER (29 UNDER YES/NO
b e R T R e T T +
i Route 101 i X \ : YES )
i Bernal Road/Tennant Ave. | X ' J YES ;
i Monterey Road _ ' X 1 : NO |
. Great QOaks Boulevard/ . : ‘ :
| Southern Pacific R.R. | X 1 ' YES \
i Cottle Road : \ X f YES H
i Lean Avenue , : X : NO :
i Snell Avenue ‘ : X : NO 4
i Blossom Hill Road \ H X ' YES '
¢+ Branham Lane ) ' X ‘ NO (5> ;
i State Route 87 ; : : YES H
i Pear | Avenue : | H YES .
i Winfield Boulevard : X 1 4 NO H
i Guadalupe River \ X H \ NO :
i Sanchez Drive ' X : ‘ NO '
v Almaden Expressway ‘ X : : : - YES '
i Russo Drive i | X X NO '
¢ Meridian Avenue ' ' X : NO i
 Camden Avenue / i X \ YES !
¢+ Leigh Avenue i ' X ' NO :
i Union Avenue . . X : YES '
i Bascon Avenue : ; X ‘ YES '
i Lark Avenue : \ X : YES '
i State Route 17 \ \ X : YES |
' Knowles Drive l X ' ' NO '
i Los Gatos Creek i X : ' NO :
i Southern Pacific RR ' i X : NO ,
i Winchester Boulevard | \ X : YES i
» Pollard Road : : X : NO (35
i Quito Avenue : X : ' YES :
i Southern Pacific RR : ' X ' :
+ Saratoga Avenue ; X ; (4) : YES '
v Saratoga Creek 1 X : (4) | NO g
. Cox Avenue i i X ‘ NO ;
 Prospect Road ] X : (4) \ YES ‘
¢« Calabazas Creek ; X J (4) ' NO :
i Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road X \ : YES :
i Stelling Road | ' X ' NO '
i McClellan Road ' ' X : NO :
i Stevens Creek Boulevard ' X : YES H
b R e T T SR
(1) The LRT oniy alternative will be grade separated between Route 87

and the existing interchange at Stevens Creek Boulevard.

(23 Over and Under refers to the freeway profile.

(3) Pollard wouid be a 1/2 interchange with the Bus/HOV alternatives.
{4) Saratoga Design Variation only.

) Route 87 interchange

V-13 . Wednesday, June 19, 1985



Figqures
station

V-& through V-2 depict the proposed infterchange

locations for the various alternatives.
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4. LIGHT RdXL TRANSIT

T Light Reil Tramsit (LRT)  slternstive will  srovide for  an
exclusive grade-serasrated right-of-wady  trackeses signaelss vehi-
clesy and  stations for & bi-directiornal LRT swestem within the
Fowte 8% corridor stody limits. The Route 89 corridor LRT would
irclude  exbending the  GCuadsluse Corridor LRT  from the  Route
Bh%/Route 87 interchende in San Jose to Stevens Creel Bouleverd im
Cuertingy @ distance of areroximatels 12 miles.  The LRT maw
mesrcier within  bhe esdisting ristht of  waw so  as to redoce ils
meact on bthe surrounding aress, | Fizsture U-l dericts @ tursical
cross secbion of this alternative. » : '

This slternastive would slso externd the Roste 80 rosdway elemant
sor-tion of the Guedaluse Corvidor sdéodect to Route 101 in south
[ Sr I S .

vzl Jorsie s .

T 1969 costs are esbimsted Lo be $2850 milliorn which incdludes
rigevt of wiee. TP e LRT only sltermative is chosens fondinst for
LRT construction would not use histhwas fundss  Becauwss Lhs State
nas alreasds aceuired  seevoximnstels 40% of the vight of waew with
the vee of hdighwsse furdsey bthe  Stete's hishwswe Puncd woold have Lo
pe reimursed Frior Lo the construction of the LRY alternative.

RS A Morwiaswe Arril 29y 1985
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4. LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT

The Light Rail Transit (LRT) alternative will provide for an
exclusive grade-separated right-of-way, trackage, signals, vehi-
cles, and stations for a double-tracked LRT system within the
Route 8% corridor study limits, The Route 85 corridor LRT would
include extending the Guadalupe Corridor LRT, from the Route
85/Route 87 interchange in San Jose to Stevens Creek Boulevard in
Cupertine, a distancer of approximately 12 miles., The LRT may
meander within the existing right of way so as to reduce its
impact on the surrounding areas. Figure V-10 depicts a typical
cross section of this alternative.

This alternative would also extend the Route 85 roadway element
portion of the Guadalupe Corridor project to Route 101 in south
San Jose,

The 1285 <cost is estimated 1o be $300 million which .includes.
right of way, If the LRT only alternative is chosen, funding for
LRT construction would not use highway funds. Because the State
has already acquired approximately 0% of the right of way with
the use of highway funds, the State's highway fund would have to
be reimbursed prior to the construction of +the LRT alternative.
In addition, the State may sell the wexcess right of way which
would not be needed for the construction of this alternative.

vV-19 Wednesday, June 19, 1285
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5. 4-LANE FREEWAY WITH LRT

This alternative includes a 4-lane freeway between ‘Route 280 in

Cupertino and Route 87 and also provides a 4-lane freeway from

Route 87 to Route 101 in south San Jose.

The LRT portion of this alternative extends the LRT of the
Guadalupe Corridor project from the Route 85/Route 87 interchange
northerly in the Route 85 freeway median to the vicinity of Stev~-

ens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino. Figure V-11 is a typical crass

section of this alternative.

The 1985 estimated capital costs for this alternative aké,$480
million. These costs would include all the costs associated with
the LRT .system. : »

V-21 .~ MWednesday, June 19, 1985
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6. 4-LANE FREEWAY WITH LRT -AND HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE_LANES

This alternative includes a 4-lane freeway between Route 280 in
Cupertinc and Route 87, and provides a é-lane freeway from Route
87 to Route 101 in south San Jose. '

The LRT portion of this alternatiﬁe extends the LRT of Guadalupe

Corridor Project from the Route 85/Route 87 interchange northerly

in the Route B85 median to the vicinity of Stevens Creek Boulevard,

in Cupertino.

Between the LRT and . the inside lane of the freeway, there would
be a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane with a buffer lane. - .

A typical cross section for this alternative can be seen in .

Figure V=12, _ _
The 1985 estimated capital costs for this alternative. are $530

mi{lion. These costs include all those associated with the LRT
system. : ‘ o :

V-23 Nednesday, June 192, 1285
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7. 4-LANE FREEWAY WITH BUS/HOV TRANSITWAY

This alternative includes a 4-lane freeway between Route 280 iin

Cupertino and Route 87 and also provides a 6-lane freeway from

Route 87 to Route 101 in south San Jose.

In the median of this alternative, from Route 87 to the visinity

or Stevens Creek Boulevakd, would be a Z—Iane'transitwgy_ fpf

buses and HOV's. These lanes would be reversible for peak direc~-
tion operation. The Bus/HOV transitway wouid be designed so that

it may be converted to LRT when warranted. Figure V-13  is a

typical ¢ross section for this alternative.

The 1985 estimated capital costs for this alternative are $470

million.

V-25 Wednesday, June 12, 1285
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8. &-LANE ?REENAY WITH BUS/HOV TRANSITWAY

This alternative includes a é-lane freeway between Route 280 in
Cupertino and Route 101 in south San Jose. - ’

In the median of this alternative, from Route 87 to the vicinity
of OStevens Creek Boulevard, would be a 2-lane transitway for -
buses and HOV's. These lanes would be reversible for peak direc-
tion operation. The Bus/HOV transitway woulid be designed so that
it may be converted to LRT when warranted. Figure V~-14 is a
typical cross section for this alternative. ' :

The 1985 estimated capital costs for this alternative are $490

million. These costs include all costs associated with the
Bus/HOV transitway, stations, and vehicles. " :

v-27 Wednesday, June 19, 1985
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5. B8-LANE FREEWAY

The freeway (FWY) alternative would have full «control of access

and grade separation at intersections. It would include . a wide

median that could accommodate either LRT, Bus/HOV transitway or
additional freeway lanes for future widening. Figure V-15 is the
typical section for this alternative, ' = E :

Between Route 101 and the Route 85/Route 87 interchange,. the
Guadalupe Cerridor, an existing four lane expressway with LRT in
the median, would be widened to six lanes and the at-grade inter-
sections would be grade-separated. Figure [-2 depicts the over-
lap. between Routes 85 and 87. Northerly of the Route 85/Route 87
interchange, the proposed FWY would be a full eight lane facili-
ty. oo ¥ .

The 1985 estimated capital costs for this aLfefnative are $400

miltlion.

V=29 Wednesday, June 19, 1985
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10.  8-LANE FREEWAY WITH LRT
Th?g'alférﬁative; 8-FWY ‘and LRT, is identical to the B-lane free-
way alternative described above, except . that an LRT systém would
be constructed in the freeway median.

The LRT portion of this alternative ‘extends the LRT of the
Guadalupe Corridor Project from the Route 85/Rsute 87 interchiange
northerly in the Route 85 freeway median to the vicinity 6f Stav=
ens Creek Boulevard. . E

Figure ¥Y-16 depicts the - typical section for this Calternative.
Both the interchanges and LRT station locations are listed in
Table V-1, ’ '

‘The estimated 1985 capital costs for this alternative are $530

~“million.  This cost includes the LRT infrastructure and folling

stock.

V-31 Wednesday, June 19, 1985
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11. SARATOGA DESIGN VARIATION
Ihe Saratogas design variation consists of a change in the base
profile through the City of Saratoga. This variation would cause
the wvertical alignment +to be fully depressed +through much of
Saratoga instead of the base profile which is partially
depressed. Significant features of this wvariation include
depressing the profile below the Calabazas Creek floodplain, and
constructing the freeway below Rodeo Creek, and Saratoga Creek.

This variation would apply to all of the alternatives except LRT

onlty, and is estimated to cost an additional $40 and $40 million
1985 dollars, This <cost includes $5.6 million for the improve-
ment of Calabazas Creek as estimated by the Santa Clara County
Water District. This cost differential is between different
alternative widths and assumes dry conditions with no ground
‘watef: Ground water, if erncountered, would . increase the cost
signmificantly. Figure V-17 depicts this design variation through
the City of Saratoga. ' o

V~33 Wednesday, June 12, 1285
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B._ _PROJECT DATA

1. RIGHT OF WAY COSTS

Tables V-2 and -3, Right of MWay Information, compares the number
of acres and costs for each of the alternalives based on the
right of way width required. These -~tables are for the alignment
right of way only and do not inciude right of way costs for util-

ity relocation and park and ride facilities. It is broken down
into different right of way classifications, such'as‘commercial,
multiple-residential, single-family, industrial, - Santa Clara

County and Santa Clara Valley MWater District. Table V-2 depicts
the right of way requirements between Stevens Creek Boule-
vard/Route 280 and the Route 85/87 interchange.

V-35 . Wednesday, June 12, 1985



TABLE V-2

o tomm e e e i e e +
: i Acres i Cost :
iRight of Way Width g ' i
' 1200 100 0’ 1200 100" 0’ '
l VD (2) (3 ) (2) (3) '
o e o o b S o ———— R +

VR/7W Classification '

Commercial 26.5 16 V2

e o o o Fom o NS +
lMultlple Resndent|al : ; ' v Voo ] ‘
' ‘Units - - i36.7 125.0 i11.7 112 110 132 :
Fommme e R e T o I fom fm——— +
'Single-Family \ o ; ‘ ' 1 i
i Residential 162,92 127.0 1120.8 157 118 ' 34 i
e m e SR —— I —— b R R —— S R R ¥
iIndustrlal 19,1 1 1.0 124.2 110 1 7 '
Fom e R o fom e o o +
+Santa Clara County A : ] ‘ ' : ‘ 1
i Transit District 10 ¢ 1 0 0 0 ' O :
b e e e — e T e e e +
iSanta Clara Valley : : | \ ; ' :
t Water District 1 0 1 0 40 10 1 0 10 :
g g L g o T T FER—— .
: TOTALS 1235.2 174 1271.4 1795 1 738 182 :
; . l ' ; V(4) 1 (5) :
fom e e o o — e tm o fmm o ——— +

(1) ZOO' R/W includes remaining property to be aquired for all
alternatives except NPA, TSM, .and LRT.
(2) 100" R/W is additional property required for LRT onily.

(3 0' - This -represents the amount of R/W that the state currentiy
' owns and applies only to the NPA and TSM alternatives.
(4)" - "This is the cost of the LRT right of way which remains to
‘ be acquired. - The total right of way cost including what
the state already owns is approximately $80 million.

(52 Value of State owned land which would be sold.

Fiqure V-18 depicts the right of way requirements for the Route
85 transportation. corridor. It also reflects 1he right of way
currently owned: by Caltrans and that right of way which still
need 1o be aquired. o .

£ N=-36 - Nednesday, June 192, 1985



Table V-3 depicts

the

right of way

requirements between the Route

85/87 interchange and Route 101 in south San Jose.
TABLE V-3
RIGHT OF WAY INEORMATION
ROUTE 85/87 INTERCHANGE
10
ROUTE _101. IN_SOUTH_SAN_JOSE
(MILLIONS OF 1284 DOLLARS)

o e e o e +

| | Acres . Cost ;

‘Right of Way Width : i 1

J 1200 100" 0 1200 100" 0" |

' QD (2) (3 ) (27 (3) :

Fo e e fmmm— - fmm o ——— Fmmm ettt TR +

'R/7W Classification : ' H i Lo A ‘

‘Commercial : 9 A N/A 0 ' 3 ‘N/A 0 H

o e o Fom pom———— b ——— e o +

Multiple-Residential ; \ i ] H : i H

: Units 21 TN/A i 0 8 IN/A 10 1

e T R —— fmm fom - fmm s fm g g

i Single-Family : ' ' ‘ . i '

. Residential 1292.6  IN/A V75 16 N/A 2 :

o e fm————— Fomm b g o mmm b e — +

iIndustrial '55.5  IN/A V12 9 IN/A HE '

e e — e o o b pmm—— e e +

iSanta Clara County : ' i H H N /

. Transit District 141 IN/A 1 0 1 B iN/A 10 :

e —————— tm————- fom e — fmm pm———— e Fm—— +

+Santa Clara Valley ; ' : : H i )

' Water District 131 IN/A 10 v 0 tN/A 10 ;

b e o o e o s to—m - +

: TOTALS V187.1 IN/A 1 87 1 T34 iN/A 112 '

| . : ; L (4) : H ;

e o o o tmmm—m o R +

(ly 200" R/W includes remaining property to be aquired for all
alternatives except NPA, TSM, and LRT.

(2. 100" R/W i1s additional property required for LRT only. If LRT,
NPA, or TSM are selected as the preferred alternative, the
Guadalupe Corridor portion will be constructed as an
expressway with LRT in the median as originally planned.

(3) 0 This represents the amount of R/W that the state currently

‘ owns and applies only to the NPA and TSM alternatives.
(4, This cost except the portion between Miyuki Drive and Route

ive and

10L. will be financed under the Guadalupe Corridor project.
The remaining right of way cost between Miyuki Or
Route 101 is estimated to be $5 million and will

in congunction with the Route 85 project.

he acquired

Wednesday, June 192, 1985



The utility relocation costs are the same for ali the highway
alternatives, estimated to be $10 Million, while the LRT alterna-
tive is estimated to be $5 .Million. The difference in cost over
the highway and LRT alternatives is due to the LRT requiring
narrower right of way. Table V-4 describes the wutilities that
need to be relocated.

N-=38 Wednesday, June 12, 19285
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The Saratoga design variation wutility relocation wfll cost  an
additional $1.0 Million due to profile differences. Table V-5
describes the additional relocations néeded for this variation.
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TABLE_V-5

L EL L +
: PUBLIC UTILITIES ' [
o e e S s St Sttt P
'LOCATION 1 i 2030405060708
t—————— —_————————— e i i et skl Akl Shab e R
¢Saratoga- . ‘ : | i ‘ ' ; : )
) Sunnyvale X UX v X X : : \ ;
iWitdflower Way : : ' VX i ‘ ; : :
1Sharon Drive Y X ' : : 1 ' 1 :
iBrookvale Drive 1x i R \ i : )
iProspect Road Y X X X X : :
1Plumas Drive Y ‘ 1 ] i H : J
vSaratoga Avenue X ; (X X : H S
tGQuito Road ' X ' X : Y 1 1 1 VX 1
b e T e e S Tk ettt TR

Santa Clara Co.. Sanitary Sewers 5 GTE

Cupertino Muni. Water System 6 Pacific Bell

PG & E Gas 7 Santa Clara Valiey Nater
PG & £ Electric 8 OSouthern Pacific Railiraod
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2. CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Table V=4, Construction Costs, details the wvarious construction
related costs for the various alternatives. It is broken down
into three categorjes, highway, transitway and transit (LRT).
The LRT . costs include trackage, welectrical, communications,
stations and structures. The costs include 5 million 19285
dollars for landscaping and revegation of those areas disturbed
by the construction of the selected alternative.
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e pem— p——

o e e e e e e e e e e e e {
: CONSTRUCTION COSTS '
e i o o +
v HIGHWAY | TRANSITWAY | TRANSIT ITOTAL '
: : | L C08TS |
T bomm e o e R o +
VNP A P =0~ . N/A i N/A (2 i
fommm mmm e e e R o +
' TSH v 15 v 0= v 15 130
—————————— e S et T e T
VLRT v 35 (3 i NA ¢ 150 1185
B e e fomm o o — +
VA4-FRY & | i ; ;
i LRT : 230 i NA 110 1340 i
e ——— - - = f————————— t-m = +
VA-FWY w/ i ' V ‘
VLRT & HOV, 280 i Na v 110 1390
o tmm e o e o e +
VA-FWY w/ ; \ 1 K
'BusHOV(4)! 250 ¢ 50 v 25 1 325
Fmm fommm e fommmm e — e — b
VE=FHY w/ | ; ' ' \
‘BusHOV(4): 270 L 50 L25 1345 :
o e ittt Fem e +
» 8-FWY y 280 v 0 ¢ 0 1280
dmmm fomm e — Fom o o Fommm— o dom e +
VB-FWY & / 1 1 |
. LRT ¢ 280 i NA v 110 1320 \
e e e Fmmm o b +
(1) These Costs do not include Engineering or
Contract Administration costs.
{2) Sale of State owned Right of Way would yield $85,000,000.
(3) This is the cost to extend Route 85 from Miyuki Drive to
Route 101 in south San Jose.
(4) The Bus/HOV transitway costs include vehicles, stations
and the matntenance facility improvements.
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3. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

Table V-7, following, shows the operational and maintenance costs
for all the alternatives. The LRT maintenance costs are for the

limits between the Chynoweth LRT station and the Mountain View.

CalTrain station. The maintenance costs for the highway element
of the freeway alternatives are assumed +to be the same because
they all use the same right of way width.

TABLE V-7

| MAINTENANCE COSTS

Fmm Fm e o Fmmm e tm— b
| . TRANSIT « ' i TRANSIT + T TOTALY
e + et e el + _
VALTERNATIVE 'HIGHWAYILRT: BUS & HOVIHIGHWAY TLRT 1BUS & HOV.ICOSGTS!
Fmm e e R oo tm s e B et e +
‘NPA ' O N O I 0 i 0 o 0 0 ‘ o i
e fom - B e it PP Fmm e it o +
¢ TSM g 0 0 7.3 : 0 N 15.4 122 |
Fm e fmm i et o o e t-——— = +
VLRT I 0 2.7 0 i 0 4.0 0 V6.7 T
Fom e e e ittt e oo —m— o fmm e e e 1
cA-FWY & y i ‘ ; ) | " :
i LRT : 1.1 12.7: 0 . 0 4.0 0 7.8 1
Fom e — o tom s e e Fom Fom e —
14 -FRY w/ : v ' i i ; ' ]
LRT & HOV ; 1.1 2070 0 ‘@ 0 4.0 1 0 V7.8 L
et e B T e S fmmmm e ek T o
T4 ~FWY w/ l g : i i ' ) |
«Bus/HOV : 1.1 | i 5.1 0 1 ' 10.7 116 |
e it R e et T o ek P o
VE-FRY w/ : : : : : ! '
yBus /HOV 1 1.1 . i 5.1 \ 0 : } ; 10.7 11¢.
b e e e B oo e e e it b
VB-FRY | 1.1 0 2.2 : 0 H : 4.7 8.0 ;
e m et e D et - e, pom e - Fom b
FB-FRY & I ' : Vo I : S : o
| LrRT | 1.1 V2.7 0 ' 0 4.0 0 V7.8 :
R __,.___ﬂ_'_._.__...+___‘.._.__._+..___+__'__ ~~~~~~ S S B g
* Does not include 5% General Administration Costs
4. VEHICLE REGUIREMENTS AND COSTS
The requirements for both bus and rail vehicles are detailed in

Chapter IV, Transit Plan, starting on page IV-16. The total
vehicle costs per alternative are shown on Table V-8, Progect
Alternative Costs, on page V-43. : :
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5. TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Table V-8, Project Alternative Costs, details the costs of the
various alternatives. It breaks down each alternatives cost into

individual items such as: right of way costs; construction costs;
vehicle costs; and total project costs.

The Saratoga Design Variation will add between $40 and $60

million dollars to each alternative. Table V-2, Project Alterna-
tive Costs, Saratoga Design Variation, displays these costs.

Tablie V-10 is a compilation of the above Tables V-6, -7, -8, and
-9.
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TABLE V-8

F o e +
! RIGHT OF WAY COSTS b
o m tmm e R A tomm fom - +
b VPARKIVUTILITY v CONSTRUCTION v - . SJTOTAL:
'ALIGNMENT.) AND 'RELOCATION: __ COSTS_ ____ _iVEHICLE o
o v RIDE (HIGHWAY TRANSITH COSTS yCOSTSY
; 2y v/ TRANS- - i (3 R I
. i - ’ ITHAY | i i
D e TP TR R Fomm e $m +
P NP A g (4) =03 -0~ i ~0- VN/A N/A F(4) |
o e e T - o tomm e i
i TSM ' 0 5 | -0~ ¢ 15/NA 15 135 V70 :
o o e S o e fmmm— po b
PLRT ' 80 v 10 ) 5 ‘35/NA v 150 120 1300 1
e tmmmm e - - Fomm o e e e +
VA-F WY & | ) | ; ; ' : ‘
| LRT ' 100 v 10 10 1230/NA 1110 120 1480
e e Fomm e e e e o from e ——— ol o ¢
VA-FWY w/ : i : : ; ' ' :
‘LRT & HOVI 100 v 10 10 1280/NA- 1110 120 1530
Fom e b o e o e T b — b—— +
VA-FRY w/ o i | : o ' ' :
iBusHOV (B! 100 10 ) 10 1 250/50 125 125 1470
b Fomm e o m tm e pomm tm— b
VE-FWY w/ : : : ! : : :
' BusHOV(5) 100 10 0 10 1 270/50 125 125 1420 |
i it oo m e e P —m ittt S §
LB F WY 1 100 P10 10 1280 : 110 1410 |
b o m e t——= Fommm e e e it +
P8-FUWY. & b : ! : ; : : :
¢ LRT : 100 10 10 1280 1110 20 (530
o Fomm e — e s B b m fmmm pmmm dm b

(1) These Costs do not include Engineering or
Contract Administration costs. :

(27 Includes Right of MWay costs and Construction of Park and
Ride facility.

(3% Vehicle Costs include the cost of the additional buses
and rail vehicles. '

{(4) Sale of state owned R/W would yeild $85,000,000.

(5) The Bus/HOV transitway costs include vehicles, stations
and the maintenance facility improvements.

(6) Total Costs include landscaping and revegation costs.
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VA-FWY w/
i BusHOV (4!

S~FWY w/ |
' BusHOV (4

The

se Losts

TRANSITKHAY

do not

o mmm e tomm— +
v TRANSIT.: TOTAL .
: » COSTS
o — R it +
¢ N/A v (39 '
o mm o +
v 15 , 30 i
o m o +
¢ 150 ¢ 185 :
b o +
110 i 340 ‘
oo mmm et e
¢ 110 1 320 :
Fmm fom— +
: 25 v 325 :
e i tom—— -
i 25 i 345 1
e tom——— - +
v 0 1 280 |
Fommm e +
v 110 v 320 |
Fommm - tom +-

Contract Administration costs.

These additional

with no ground water.

(39
(4)
and

Sale of the State owned
The Bus/HOV transitway costs
the maintenance facility

include Engineering or

——————————— e
ADDITIONAL . TOTAL:
SARATOGA | SDV
COSTS (2) 1COS8TS
—————————— +-————-—
-0- i =0~
———————————— +—--———.—
-0~ 130
___________ +—_..<A-—..
N/A 1185
_____________ +..-..__._..._
40 1380
i — ——— -~ +——_._.
60 1450
——————————— +.——-—_.-—
50 1375
—————————— +___.__
é0 1405
__________ +-—-——..
é0 - 13490
——————————— +—-.—.—-—
60 1450
e v — ===

costs assume dry conditions

R/W would yeild $85,000,000.

Wednesday,

include vehicles,
improvements.
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TRANSFORTATION STUDIES RTE 85

CAFITAL COST ESTIMATE FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES OF RTE 85

- e * ALL COSTS ESTIMATED IN 1985 $ MILLION X_. .. . .. . . .. . h;;f~"g__
CONSTRUCTION COST . ' R/W COST :
RN e ) |  BASE FROFILE | SARATOGA DESIGN VARIATION:
. UTILITY FARK & BUS OR LRT | TOTAL. | o e
ALTERNATIVE HIGHWAY TRANSITWAY TRANSIT ALIGNMENT RELOC. RIDE xxx VEHICLES | COSTr 4M ! ADD. COST TOTAL COST: $M
KIKKKIOKKIKHORKKIKKKK HORKKKKK  KIOOKKKKKKK  KRKIOKKK  KORRKIKOKKK  KKKKKKK KKK KRIOKKKKOKKK | HROKKKKKKKINKK | KRKIOKKKKKK  HOKIRAK IR IOK IR
‘ . ; _ _ _ | | ) -
NGO PROJECT 0 g N/A ' 0 i 0 ~ N/A N/A | 0 | Q 4
: - - - | | -—
TSH 15 N/A 15 0 0 S .39 | 70 i N/A N/A
. | , )
. : x I |
LRT 35 N/A 180 80 - S 10 20 | 300 i N/A
] |
. . : . : KK » . 1 |
4 LN FWY W/ LRT 230 N/A 110 100 10 10 20 | 480 | 40
—— . | |
. : ) ) xK | !
4 LN FWY W/ HOV & LRT 280 N/A 110 100 ) 10 10 20 | 530 i &0
- : | |
. XX I I
4 LN FHY W/ BUS & HOV 250 50 25 100 10 . 10 25 ! 470 | 50
e - s i !
| o xx ! |
6 LN FWY W/ EBUS & HOV 270 50 29 100 18 10 25 | 490 1 &0
| i
: . : . . KK | |
.8 LN FRY zZg80 0 0 100 . 10 10 0 | 400 - | &0
: - - 1 | :
. - , A KK 1 | - :
8 LN FWY W/ LRT - 280 0 110 : 100 . 10 ’ 10 - 20 | 230 | 60 590
| 1 -
*x TOTAL R/7W COST (REMAINING R/W COST FLUS THE STATE OWNED LAND).
Xx REMAINING K/W COST.
x%xX INCLUDES R/W COST AND CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITY.
NOTES!: ‘ : o .
©1— LRT TRANSIT COST INCLUDES TRACK & ELECTRIFICATION: COMMUNICATIONS r . STATIONS AND STRUCTURES.
2~ BUS TRANSIT COST INCLUDES STATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FACILITY.
3—- THE ADDITIONAL COST FOR THE DESIGN VARIATION THROUGH SARATOGA IS A DRY CONDITION»
NO GROUND WATER. ’ B
4— TRANSITWAY CONSTRUCTION COSTS ARE FOR THE ROADWAY FORTION (INCLUDING STRUCTURES) ONLY.

THE AEOVE COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE ENGINEERING AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. . ;}1



6. CONSTRUCTION PHASING

In a project of this magnitude, construction of any'of the alter~

natives would take a number of years and be done in multipie
phases. Listed below is one possibile approach to the
construction stages for a typical highway alternative in the
corridor once all the necessary right of way has been purchased,.
It should be noted that the following represents the approximate
location limits of construction and not the size of the contract.
According to the States' policy, each limit will be broken down
into different small size contracts.

Location_____ e Activity

Guadalupe River Construct Bridge

Prospect Road to Construct Freeway

Stevens Creek Blvd. and Interchanges

Route 101 to Excavate material from

Route 17 Route 17 to Route 87 and

widen to 6 lanes Route
85 from Route 87 to
Route 101, Construct
Route 101/Route 85
Interchange.

Route 17 & Route Construct Route 85/Route 17
85 Interchange Interchange =*

Route 87 to - Construct Freeway and

S. Bascom Road Interchanges «*

Winchester Bivd. Construct Freeway and

to Prospect Road Interchanges +

Stevens Creek Blvd. Add a lane and modify
to Route 101 Interchanges

# These three stages would be completed at approximately
the same time.

The above construction sequence would take approximately 5 to 4
years to complete.

7. CONVERSION COSTS

In the event that an alternative with a transitway is
constructed, the conversion of the Route 85 Bus/HOV transitway to
a rail gquideway would be expected +to occur when patronage
increases Justifies such a change. This justification would
cccur when the bus/HQV facility had reached its capacity and
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could no longer carry the patronage at an acceptable level of
service. However, prior to reaching its capacity, the HOV compo-
nent of the transitway would have been restricted by access

metering and/or increasing the ridership requirements. Several
other factors concerning bus capacity will influence the decision
to convert to a rail system.  The additional impact on the city

streets of the buses needed to carry the increased patronage will
be a deciding factor on the level of service available with the
bus mode.

The cost of converting the Bus/HOV facility to rail instead of
building rail initially is a factor that cannot be ignored. To
canvert the 13 mile long Bus/HOV transitway and stations between
Route 87 and Stevens Creek Boulevard/Route 280 to a rail system
would cost approximately $20 Million (1985 dollars). The cost of
purchasing rail vehicles in the future would increase the cost by
an additional $20 Million (a vehicle <c¢ost of 1,000,000 and 20

vehicles). Total capital cost to <convert the Route 85 Bus/HOV
facility to rail, between Route 87 and OStevens Creek Boule-
vard/Route 280 would be approximately $110 Million (1285
dollarsy.

If either of the freeway with Bus/HOV transitway alternatives are

selected as the preferred alternative, all transitway facilities,
structures, stations, and access points will be designed to acco-
modate the possibility of future LRT and to minimize the conver-

sion costs.,
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Several technical studies were developed to provide background
data and to assist in evaluating the environmental consequences
of the proposed transportation project. The following studies
were prepared for the Route 85 transportation corridor:

1. Conceptual Stage Housing Study
Caltrans Right of Way Department, June 1784.
2. ‘Natural Environment Study
Caltrans Environmental Analysis, May 1985,
3. Geotechnical Report
Caltrans Materials, October 1984.
4. Historical Property Survey Report
Caltrans Environmental Analysis, November 1984.
5. Social—-Economic-Landuse-Growth Impact Study,
Cattrans Environmental Analysis, February 1985.
é. Air-Noise-Energy Report
Caltrans Environmental Studies, May 1%85.
7. Visual Analysis
Caltrans Landscape Architecture Branch, May 1285.
8. VLocation Hydraulics Study
Caltrans Hydraulics Branch, February 1985.

Al of these technical studies are on file at the Caltrans
District Office at 150 Qak Street in San Francisco and are avail-
able for public inspection during normal working hours.

A._ _PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION _OF AREA

The Route 85 +transportation <corridor, also know as the HWest
Valley Corridor, is located entirely within Santa Clara County at
the south end of San Francisco Bay. See Figure I1l-1 on page 11-3
for the relative location., The Route 85 corridor passes through
the communities of San Jose, Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and
Cupertino.

Santa Clara County is one of the fastest growing areas in the San
Francisco Bay Region and <contains a full range of urban Jland
uses, along with some of the last remaining agriculture land in
the South Bay. The current county population .is approximately
1.3 million people with the majority Iliving in the southern
portion of the county but working in the northern and northwest
portions of the county.
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B, _NATURAL _ENVIRONMENT

1. TOPOGRAPHY

The proposed project is located in the Santa Clara Valley. This
valley is a long, narrow, fertile plain in the center of Santa
Cltara County, situated at the southern end of San Francisco Bay.
The Valley is bordered on the west by the Santa Cruz Mountains
and on the east by the Diablo Range. These two ranges converge
at Coyote Narrows near the community of Coyote which is near the
southern end of the Route 85 transportation corridor where the
corridor originates.  The Route 85 transportation corridor trav-
erses relatively fiat terrain in a northerly direction, along the
base of the Santa Cruz Mountains, with elevations ranging from
160 feet to 320 feet above mean sea level.

2. SOILS AND GEOLOGY

The land surface of the Santa Clara Valley floor, has a gradient
of 10 to 20 feet per mile which is the result of the prehistoric
coalescence of alluvial fans of a number of streams flowing from

the surrounding mountain ranges. The alluvium is composed of
unconsolidated particles consisting of c¢lay, silt, sand, and
gravel. The soil on top of the alluvial plains and fans consists
of deep loams and siity clay locams., This is Class 1 and Il agri-
cultural soil and is considered fertile by the United States Soil

Conservation Service. The basement rock wunderlying the area
ranges from 300 to 1200 feet in depth.

b.__Subsidence

Subsidence, the gradual sinking of the land surface, in the Santa
Clara Valliey has occurred due to groundwater withdrawal for agri-
cultural, domestic, and industrial uses. The withdrawal of water
has been greater than the natural and artificial replenishment
which has resulted in subsidence of up to thirteen feet in down-
town San Jose. The subsidence that has occurred in the vicinity
of the Route 85 corridor has'only been between 0.1 and 0.3 feet.
Recharge of the aquifers, the water-bearing layers of rock, grav-
el, or sand, by natural and artificial (percolation ponds) meth-
ods halted land subsidence in 1271.

Noene of the proposed alternatives will cause any additional
subsidence to occur either in the corridor or in the region.

VIi-2 Wednesday, June 12, 1985
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c.__Seismic _Factors

The Santa Clara Valley is within a zone of moderate seismic
hazard which lies between the San Andreas fault zone and the
Hayward-Calaveras fault zone. These faults +trend in a northwest
direction, are seismically active, and have been associated with
significant earthquakes. ~ The San Andreas fault runs along the
crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains from four fto twelve miles west
of Route 85. The Hayward and Calaveras faults follow the Diablo
Range and are located six to twelve miles east of Route 85.
Figure VI-1 depicts the locations of these and other faults in
relationship to the Route 85 Transportation corridor. A summary
of the most significant historic seismic events on these faults,
the epicenter location, and Richter magnitude is shown in Table
Vi-1.

In addition several smaller, less important faults are in close
proximity to Route 85. These include the Silver Creek, Sargent,
the northeast segment of the Berrocai, Coyote Creek, Piercy, and
Shannon Faults. ©See Figure VI-1 for their locations.

The Silver Creek Fault, which was last active in 1211, lies
approximately 3 miles east of the southern project fterminus and
displays no evidence of recent displacement. The Sargent Fault
lies south of the corridor and is a complex system of intercon~-
necting faults extending northwest between the San Andreas and
Calaveras faults. Recent displacement and fault creep are
evident along the Sargent Fault. The northeast segment of the
Berrocal Fault extends between Los Gatos and Los Altos Hills and
it shows no evidence of vrecent displacement. The Coyote Creek
Fault lies southeast of the projects' southern terminus and has
displayed no evidence of recent movement. The Piercy Fault, just
east of the southern end of the Route 85 transportation corridor,
has shown no recent movement. The Shannon Fault closely paral-
lels Rout 85 from Regnart Creek in the north to the Almaden

Expressway in the southeast. This fault crosses the Route 85
corridor twice, once in the wvicinity of Wedgewood Avenue and
Poliard Read in the north and also in the wvicinity of Leigh
Avenue in the south. There is no reliable evidence of recent

displacement along this fault.

Table VI-2 is a list of the nearby active faults, the estimated
maximum credible seismic event, and the maximum credible rock
accelerations anticipated on the site from such an event. Maxi-
mum credible rock acceleration is an estimate of the amount of
bedrock movement that would occur during a maximum credible
earthquake event. The actual movement wexperienced at the ground
surface would depend upon the depth and type of material overly-
ing the bedrock.

The primary seismic risk to the project is earthquake induced
shaking. On the potentially active Shannon Fault, which crosses
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SIGNIFICANT _HISTORIC_SEISMIC_EVENTS

R tomm e tomm e e o e +
v DATE v FAULT + EPICENTER i RICHTER i
i ' i LOCATION i MAGNITUDE ‘
tomm bmmm e o fmmmmm e m +
¢ 1836 ¢ Hayward ' 7.0 - 7.5 «
fomm - o - fomm e fomm e +
v 18461 i Calaveras : v 8.5 - 7.5 «
b o e et TP o mm e m e +
1 1868 + Hayward ) v 7.0 - 7.5 &
Fommm bom e - O et R it +
i 1906 i San Andreas | Olema i 8.25 + ‘
o o o fmm e +
v 1957 i San Andreas | Daly City v 5.3 :
o b e et fmm +
1272 i Calaveras + Coyote Lake P 5.9 1
bommm - fmmmm e e i e mmmmm e +
1984 v Calaveras i Morgan Hill v 6.1 '
fomm fom e b e Fom e +
# Estimated
TABLE _VI1-2
PREDICTED MAXIMUM_EARTHQUAKES AND INTENSITIES
fommm e o b e +
¢ FAULT i MAXIMUM i MAXIMUM :
: v CREDIBLE | CREDIBLE :
i i EVENT i ACCELERATION :
; i (RICHTERY ¢ (GRAVITY) '
o e T e T +
i San Andreas ¢ 8.25 . 0.62 :
pmm fmm it e +
i Hayward v 7.5 i 0.50 |
pommmm e Fmmmm bom e e +
i Calaveras v 7.5 ¢ 0.48 )
fmm e oo Fom e e +
i Sargent v 7.0 v 0.42 ‘
tmmmmm Fmm e o e +
the corridor at two locations, ground rupture is remotely possi-
bie. However, there has been no evidence of fault movement
during the fast 11,000 vyears. The project is more likely to
experience ground 'shaking from an event on either

Andreas, Hayward or Calaveras Faults.

Ground shaking <can result in one or more of the
impacts: '

Densification of loose granular sails.
{(Densification is the decrease in the

VI-5 Wednesday, June 12,
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volume of sediments as a resultt of
compression’,

Cracking, spreading, and settlement of embankment
materials, especially at bridge approaches.

Liquefaction.

(Liquefaction is the phenomenon whereby the
ground surface and underiying sediments behave
like a liquid when an earthgquake occurs).

Shear failure of embankments.
The potential for densification is considered to be low to moder-
ate. If densification does occur, it would result in local

deflection and misalignment of pavement.

~The potential for l'iquefaction has been estimated as low to
moderately {ow.

Shear failure potential is low becauée of +the relatively strong
foundation and embankment soils.

All of the interchanges and grade separations for this project
Wil require the construction of bridges or undercrossings.
These interchanges and grade separations are listed on Table V-1
on page V-13. All structures will be designed to account for the
seismicity and soil response of the site, and the dynamic charac-
teristics of the structure. In addition, the following measures
w1 be included in the design of bridges, interchanges, and

grade separations to enable them to withstand extensive movement
without collapse. although heavy damage may occur.

Hinge restrainers will be used to hold together the
superstructure elements during extreme motion.

Heavy keys will be used to limit movement between
the superstructure and abutments.

Increased reinforcement will be used in column
sections to assure effective containment of
concrete and to allow large movements to

occur without collapse.

3. HYDROLOGY

The Route 85 transportation corridor <crosses 11 base floodplains
and their respective water courses between Route 101 in south San
Jose and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertine. A base floodpliain
is defined as the floodplain associated with the "flood or tide
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o

(e—— pmm— p——

A e,

ey ey

having a one percent chance of being exceeded in any given vyear".
Listed below are the watercourses and their respective base
floodplains starting from Coyote Creek on the eastern end to
Regnart Creek in the northwest and their approximate location.
Figure VI-2 depicts these water <courses and their respective
floodplains.

Watercourse Location

(Approximate)

Coyote Creek Route 101, San Jose
Canoas Creek Lean Avenue, San Jose
Guadalupe River Almaden Expressway, San Jose
Ross Creek Camden Avenue, San Jose
Los Gatos Creek Oka Road/Lane, Los Gatos
Smith Creek Pollard Road, Saratoga
San Tomas Aquinao Quito Road, Saratoga
Wildcat Creek Quito Road, Saratoga
Saratoga Creek Saratoga Avenue, Saratoga
Rodeo Creek * Blaney Avenue, Saratoga
Calabazas Creek De Anza Road, Saratoga
Regnart Creek Stelling Road, Saratoga

* Rodeo Creek is the eastern edge of the Calabazas
Creek Floodplain.

In addition +to the listed watercourses, there is a base flood~
plain, approximately 200 feet wide, in the vicinity of Wedgewood
Avenue and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks in Los Gatos,
which is not associated with any watercourse. Al of the above
floodplains are based on the Santa Clara Valley MWater Disirict

Flood Contro! Facility and 1% Flood Maps , dated November, 1%83.

All of the alternatives, except for the NPA and TSM, will result
in either a longitudinal or transverse encroachment on the above
listed floodplains. A longitudinal encroachment is one which

parallels the base floodplain while a transverse encroachment
crosses the floodplain.

Table VI-3 on page VI-? is a summary of the floodplain encroach-
ment criteria which is required wunder Presidential Executive
Order 11988, Floodplain Management and the Federal Highway
Program Manual 6~7-3-2.

The Route 85 transportation corridor, where it overlaps with the

Guadalupe Corridor, will be a longitudinal encroachment on the
base fliloodplain of Canoas Creek, and as such, constitutes a
insignificant encrocachment according to the Federal Highway
Program Manual. This longitudinal encroachment will not change
the size, shape, or characteristics of the floodplain. The
Guadalupe Corridor transportation facility will act as a boundary
for this expansive, shallow floodptain. All the drainage facili-
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ties <constructed in association with +the Guadalupe Corridor

facility will be sized to accommodate the base flood. The widen-—
ing of the Guadalupe Corridor facility proposed by +the Route 85

alternatives will have no effect on the floodpliain.

Saratoga Design VYariation

The following discussion applies only to the Saratoga Design
Variation which depresses the transportation facility for approx-
imately 2.5 miles through the City of Saratoga.

In order for the floodwaters associated with Saratoga Creek to be
confined within its channel and not impact the Route 85 facility,

upstream channel improvement will have to be done. These channe!
improvements will require larger structures under the Southern
Pacific Railroad, but would allow Saratoga Creek to be carried
over the proposed transportation facility in an aqueduct. The
aqueduct will eliminate any flood problems on the transportation
facility.

Although the Saratoga Design Variation crosses over the Calabazas
Creek channel, the profile will be depressed across most of the
Calabazas Creek floodplain. This will create special problems

which can only be solved by the construction of extensive channel
improvements along Calabazas Creek extending upstream and down-
stream past Route 280 to the Lawrence Expressway. The Santa
Clara Valley Water District estimates the cost of these improve-

ments to be $5.¢6 million dollars. These improvements would el im-
inate the base floodplain associated with Calabazas Creek and
allow the Route 85 transportation facility to cross the creek on
a short bridge. With these channel improvements, the depressed
section of the facility would no longer be in the base flood-
plain.

If these channel improvements are not done and the Route 85
transportation facility is depressed across the floodplain, the
Route 85 transportation facility will be subyect to closure and
damages due to flooding. In addition, aqueducts will be required

for the Rodeo and Saratoga Creeks to cross the depressed Route 85
transportation corridor.

In the event of a 100 year flood, Route 85, constructed at the
"base" profile across Calabazas Creek, would be the only roadway
that would remain open to traffic between the Santa Cruz Meun-
tains and Route 280.

The watercourses which cross the corridor are listed in Table
VI-3 on page VI-8, :

The surface water quality is generally considered good with total
dissclved solids of 149 parts per million (ppm) and 183ppm as
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measured at the Guadalupe Reservoir and +the Vasona Reservoir,
respectively (Surface Water Quality 1%245-19279, Santa Clara Valley
Water District, July 1980). Total dissolved solids is a measure
of the amount of dissolved solids in a wvolume of water. The
desirable limit of tota! dissolved solids in drinking water is
500ppm or less.

Existing and potential surface vrunoff problems were identified
during the preparation of the Surface Runoff Management Plan for
Santa Clara County. These surface runoff problems were mainly
associated with silt, debris, oil and grease, mercury, herbicides
and pesticides. Stream siltation as a result of erosion was
considered to be a major problem.

All the creeks and rivers are considered non-game fishery streams
in the area of the corridor except for San Tomas Aquino Creek.
There have been reports of steelhead rainbow trout and king
salmon in the upper sections of this creek.

The major impacts on water quality will 9occur during the
construction phase and in particular during the rough grading
process. 1here will be a short-term increase in turbidity and
sedimentation of the affected watercourses which will decrease to

an insignificant level when construction is completed.

The additional runoff caused by the new pavement constitutes an
extremely small percentage of the total runoff for each of the
affected watersheds. No significant impact on surface water
quality is anticipated from roadway pollutants.

Construction impacts on water quality will be mitigated by
following the Caltrans Standard Specifications which include a
number of requirements which contractors must follow while work-
ing in or near watercourses and for general erosion control.

These requirements a number of those required by the California
Department of Fish and Game.

Because all of the construction aiternatives require the crossing
of the Guadalupe River and its perceclation ponds, special
construction measures will be followed. These include erection

of a temporary wooden trestle as a g¢onstruction platform, dewa-
tering the percolation ponds so that dry construction techniques
can be utilized, and the use of temporary dikes and fill sections
from which to construct +the bridges. As mitigation for these
impacts, several measures have been proposed by the Santa Clara
Valley Water District. These may include those measures |isted
below or others not yet determined.

1. Creation of offsite percolation ponds.

2. Cleaning of the existing ponds.

3 Widening a portion of the Guadalupe River
northerly of Blossom Hill Road.
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The following permits will be required for all of the alterna-
tives except the NPA and TSM.

1. California Department of Fish and Game 1601 Streambed
Alteration Permit

2. U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (required prior to placing dredged or fill
material into watercourses or wetlands)

3. Santa Clara Valley Water District coordination

c._ _Wetlands
There are two wetlands which will be impacted by the construction
of a transportation facility in the Route 85 corridor. These are
the Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area " and the Guadalupe
River Percolation Ponds, both of which are managed by the Santa
Clara Valley Water District. These two wetlands are described in
detail in Section 4.b.4 on page VI-17 of this chapter.

d.__Hazardous Wastes
A review of the locations of known or suspected hazardous wastes
sites was conducted in 1284 and 1985. Information provided by
the California Department of Health Services and the Region 2

KWater Quality Control Board revealed that there are no known or
suspected hazardous wastes sites within +the Route 85 project
area. 1f during construction of the selected alternative, a
hazardous waste site is encountered, all work within the area of
the suspected site will hait. Standard Caltrans procedures will

then be followed to ascertain the nature of the hazard and how it
should be handled and mitigated.

4., BIOTIC COMMUNITY

A field and literature search was <conducted by Caltrans biol~-
ogists to determine the presence of any candidate, listed, or
proposed species of rare, threatened, or endangered plants or
animals. »

A candidate species, the salt marsh yellowthroat (Geothlypis

trichas _sginuosa) was the only species of concern identified by

the JU.8. Fish and Wildlife Service in their letter of March 28,
1984 that may occur in the Route 85 transportation corridor.

This warbler is normally found in wetland and riparian habitats
of central California from Tomales Bay in the north to Santa Cruz
County in the south and the Carquinez Straits in the east. It
nests in fresh and brackish water marshes and riparian habitats
from mid April to mid July.
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In Santa Clara County, the known breeding sites are focated in
the Palo Alto and Alviso marshes. Most observations of the salt
marsh yellowthroat in Santa Clara County have been isolated occu-
rances along streams within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of the-San
Francisco Bay. In the past, the salt marsh yellowthroat had been
observed in the upper reaches of Coyote Creek, the Guadalupe
River, and Los Gatos Creek. Lack of recent observations can be
‘attributed to the disturbance of creek channels and loss of ripa-
rian wvegetation which resulted in +the blockage of migration
corridors from upland sites to marsh lands.

Only one recent comprehensive study (Status of the Salt Marsh
Yellowthroat in the San Francisco Bay Area, California,
1275-1974. Margaret L. Foster) that describes the salt marsh
yellowthroat distribution within the study area is available.
While this study produced no evidence of use of habitat within
the Route 85 corridor by the velliowthroat, its author hypothe-
sizes that 2 years of drought may have influenced the distrib-
ution of the salt marsh yellowthroat. A new study of - the salt
marsh yellowthroat distribution is being performed by the San
Francisco Bay Bird Observatory and should be <complete in +the
summer of 1285. The results of this study will be considered in
the determination of impacts caused by this project. If, based
on the findings of the current distribution study, it is deter-
mined that any of the Route 85 alternatives could affect popu-
fations of the salt marsh yellowthroat, technical assistance will
be requested from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to minimize
and mitigate potential impacts.

b.__Habitats
Prehistorically, the Route 85 transportation <corridor consisted
of the following plant communities or ecosystems: oak savannpah,
grasslands, freshwater marshes, and riparian woodlands bordering
streams. Settlement first brought grazing and then conversion of
the land to agricultural purposes. Very little undeveloped land
remains adjacent to the Route 85 corridor today.

Vegetation within the Route 85 <corridor consists of active and
abandoned orchards, row crops, nurseries, open fields, riparian

woodlands, wetlands and urban ornamental landscaping. Because of
the relatively low biotic value of row <c¢rops, nurseries, and
urban uses for wildlife habitat, these <calegories will not be
discussed. Of the Route 85 corridor, 53 acres or 7% is in row
crops, 16 acres or 2% is in nursery, and 110 acres or 15% is in
urban land use with ornamental landscaping as its only wvege-
tation.

1. Orchards

Most of the orchards, consisting primarily of plum or walnut
trees, have been abandoned in recent years. Orchards constitute

vi-13 Wednesday, June 12, 1285



125 acres or approximately 12% of the Route 85 corridor.

The orchard ground cover, in areas of annual discing, consists of
introduced grasses, such as wild oats and foxtail, and ruderais
such as thistles, sweet fennel and morning glory. In areas which

have had little disturbance, native species are recolonizing.
This ground cover provides habitat for gophers, voles, ground
squirrels and striped skunks. Passerine birds which utilize this

area include mourning dove, goldfinch, and house finches. Preda-
tory bird species include the American kestrel and red-tailed
hawk.

The abandoned orchards provide unique habitat for wildlife.
Unpruned trees develop a tangled growth of branches that provide
protective and nesting cover. As the main branches and trunks
begin to die, they provide cavities used for nesting and roosting
for birds such as woodpeckers, western bluebirds, and screech
owls. Insects inhabiting these trees are a valuable source of
food for woodpeckers, common flickers, brown creepers, wrens and
others. The tree blossoms are used by hummingbirds and house
finches as a source of food during the spring.

Most of the open fields within +fthe corridor were formerly in
agricultural use, either row crop or orchards. This classifica-
tion accounts for 420 acres of land or approximately 54% of the
Route 85 corridor.

Vegetation cover in the open fields consists of the same type of
cover found in the orchards, such as wild oats and foxtail. This
habitat also provides for any of the same types of animal |ife
that are |isted above for the orchards.

Approximately 10 acres or 14 of the Route 85 corridor consists of
riparian vegetation along the watercourses which ranges in biotic
value from low to high., This value is dependent upon the qual ity
of the habitat and the degree of man's influence. This habitat
is usually characterized as having complex communities of woody
plants, including both deciduous and non~deciduous trees and many
shrubs and vines. Many of these species are hydrophytes and are
restricted to moist environments., On the lower, moister slopes

typical species encountered include wiilows, cattails, sedges, -

cottonwoods, sycamore, and box elder while walnut, coyote brush,
ocak, blackberry, and poison oak are found on the higher slopes.

Table VI-4 below describes the watercourses which would be
af fected by any of the proposed project alternatives. Those
watercourses which are of low biotic value for wildliife habitat
will not be discussed in detail. Those watercourses which have
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been left in their natural state have higher biotic wvalue for

(1) Based on 200 foot right of way.

(2) Includes percolation ponds on both sides
of the Guadalupe River.

{3 Does not include impacts associated with
the Saratoga Design Variation. This would
require extensive up—- and downstream channel
improvements having significant impacts.

Coyote Creek - Coyote Creek is <crossed by the Route 85/Route 101
interchange at the eastern terminus of this project. This area
of the creek is a well developed riparian woodland approximately
300 feet wide and is surrcunded primarily by parkland. The tree
species observed during the biological survey include several
species of willow, Fremont cottonwood, black walnut, coast live
oak, and sycamore. Other plants observed were Himalayan black-
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wildlife habitat and wil! be discussed in this section.
TABLE VI-4
RIPARIAN BIOTIC _VALUE
o e frmmm o fmm e e tmmm e +
i v WIDTH OF | BIOTIC i RIPARIAN
i WATERCOURSE + RIPARIAN | VALUE + ACREAGE ;
' i HABITAT  ONSITE/OFFSITE: IMPACTS(1):
b e o mm o e e Fomm +
i Coyote Creek i 300 i High/High g 1.0
o e e Fom e Fommm e e e tmmm e mmmm +
i Canocas Creek : < 50 : Low/Low ' 0.3
e e tomm o o e et +
i Guadalupe River ; 1100+'(2)7 Low/High ' 0.7 |
o m e e b mm e et T e tmmmm +
i Ross Creek ' < 50 H Low/Low ' 0.3 ;
o e o m e pmmmmm—m e tmm +
i Los Gatos Creek i 180 - 3101 High/High : 3.0 '
o e tmmmmm o o mm +
i Smith Creek ' 75 - 170, Medium/Low ; 0.6
T o m e e b +
i San Tomas Aquino i i 1 ‘
. Creek \ < 100 : Low/Medium ' 0.4
o e e o m e b mm +
i Wildcat Creek : 70 - 100 Medium/Medium; 0.6
T it tommm e tom +
i Saratoga Creek i 100 - 150% High/High i 0.5
e mm e e o m o e e o +
i Rodeo Creek | 50" \ Low/Low ' 0.2
o e e b +
i Calabazas Creek (3) ' 130 - 2201 High/Medium 1.4 i
e o mmmmm e o m e e +
i Regnart Creek : 50 - 180, Low/Low ' 0.4
e et o m e o e o +
' TOTAL ACREAGE = 9.4 '
o +



berry and knotweed. To the west of the Route 85 corridor is an
erchard and on the east there are grassy hilis.

The impacts of the new interchange include the creation of new
shadows and the loss of approximately 0.5 acres of riparian habi-
tat. The total area of impact is approximately 1 acre. In addi-
tion, a large coast live oak with a diameter at breast height of
approximately 6 feet will be removed due to the construction of
the interchange.

As mitigation for this loss of riparian habitat, 1.5 acres of
riparian habitat will be —created or enchanced at a location
agreed upon by California Department of Fish and Game, U. S.
Department of Fish and MWildliife, Caltrans, Santa Clara Valley
Water District and others as appropriate. This new habitat will
as closely as possible replace in kind the habitat lost as the
result of this project.

Los Gatos Creek - Los Gatos Creek will be crossed by the Route 85
project on a series of bridges just west of Route 17. The width
of the riparian vegetation zone at the crossing point varies from
180 to 310 feet and, although the area is not fully developed as

a riparian woodiand, indicator species are present. The adjacent

land wuses include a golf driving range and residential and
commercial land uses.

Vegetation along the stream banks includes willow, sycamore,
coast live oak, buckevye, and black cottonwood. Coyote brush,
willow, snowberry and mugwort are also found along the banks in

addition to introduced ruderals and grasses. A wide variety of
birds were observed during the field survey and included the
following: brown towhee, scrub jay, kingfisher, red-winged black~-
bird, Caspian tern, barn swallow, snowy egret and others.

3.0 acres of riparian habitat will be the lost and new shadows
will! be created. As mitigation for the above impact at Los Gatos
Creek, 2.0 acres of riparian habitat will be enhanced or created
Just to the north of the interchange in conjunction with +the
mitigation packages proposed for the riparian impacts to all the
creek crossings within the Route 85 transportation corridor.

Saratoga Creek
Within the Route 85 project corEidor,‘the Saratoga Creek riparian
Zone varies in width from 100 to 150 feet. ddjacent land uses
are primarily residential, abandoned orchards, and open fields.

The stream channel is relatively wundisturbed within the Route 85
project corridor, the tree cover is continuous and includes large

sycamores, black walnut, white alder, coast live oak and willows.
Wildlife observed included mourning dove, western pond turtle,
western fence lizard, western kingfisher, western aquatic garter
snake, and western toad. Mammals included raccoon, opossum,
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skunk, and gray squirrel. Predatory species such as the kestrel
and barn ow! could be expected within the adjacent right of way.

The project will result in the loss of 0.5 acres of riparian
habitat with a high biotic wvalue for wildlife. The riparian
habitat will be replaced by 1.5 acres of new habitat or the
enhancement of existing riparian habitat in the wvicinity of the
project in coordination with all parties concerned.

Calabazas Creek

The riparian vegetation =zone associated with Calabazas Creek
varies in width from 130 feet to 220 feet within the Route 85
corridor. The adjacent land uses are open fields, residential
and a vacant school.

The riparian vegetation area affected, approximately 1.4 acres,
is of high biotic value as wildlife habitat and consists of coast

five oak, sycamore, box elder, black walnut, willows and elder-
berry. MWithin the understory are poison oak, snowberry, covote
brush, blackberry, and manrocot.. Annuval grasses and ruderals

cover those areas not heavily shadowed by the trees. MWildlife
seen or sign noted included mourning dove, scrub Jjay, common
crow, house finch, kestrel, Nuttall's woodpecker, and raccoon.

4.5 acres of habitat will be created or enhanced in the vicinity
of the Route 85 corridor to compensate for loss of the 1.4 acres.

There will be a loss of 2.4 acres of riparian habitat for any of
the alternatives which require the 200 foot of right of way. Of
this .4 acres, & acres is considered to be high quality, 1.2
acres medium quality, and 2.4 acres low quality. The LRT alter-
native will result in a loss of approximately 4.8 acres. This
4.8 acres consists of 3 acres of high quality, 0.4 acres of medi-
um quality and 1.2 acres of low quality.

Based on the high biotic wvalue attributed to riparian corridors,
these losses are considered a significant, adverse environmental
impact. Not only would valuable habitat be destroyed but also
the functional continuity of several of the riparian corridors
would be affected.

Any construction alternative will require the modification to the
stream channels which cross the corridor. This will require that
1601/1603 agreements be reached with the Department of Fish and
Game. The Department of Fish and Game has requested that
Caltrans replace the affected riparian habitat such that there is
no net loss in habitat value. :

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated that replacement

of high quality riparian habitat should be at a ratio of 3 acres
developed for each acre lost. The Depariment of Fish and Game
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and Caltrans both have a policy of tree replacement on a 5 to 1
basis with the Department asking for 5 gallon replacements for
all trees except willows,

For the loss of the high quality habitat associated with any of
the highway alternatives, 18 acres of riparian habitat will be
created or enchanced in the vicinty of the Route 85 corridor,.
For the loss of the high quality habitat in the <case of the LRT
cnly alternative , 9.0 acres of riparian habitat will be created
or enhanced in the vicinity of the Route 85 corridor.

Mitigation measures for the loss of riparian habitat will be
developed by Caltrans in consultation with the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
other agencies such as the Santa Clara Valley MWater District as

appropriate. All mitigation requirements included as conditions
of permits required from these agencies will be included in the
project. Permit conditions are expected to require habitat
replacement or restoration equal in biotic value to the habitat
removed by the project, and located, if feasible, in the immedi-
ate areas of the habitat destroyed. Replacement of equivalent
habitat value may involve development or restoration of acreage

substantially greater than the areas eliminated by construction.

4. _Wetlands

According to the official definition of the U.S Army  Corps of
Engineers, wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration suffi-
cient to support, under normal conditions, a prevalence of vege-
tation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, and similar areas.
These areas are protected and must be identified pursuant to
Executive Order 112920, Protection of Wetlands.

Two wetlands have been identified within the Route 85 project.
These are the Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area and the Los
Alamitos Percolation Ponds. These areas would also be designated
as wetlands under the clasgsification system of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. These two wetlands comprise 4 acres or 0.5% of
the Route 85 corridor. The Oka Lane area is adjacent to and fed
by Los Gatos Creek and is utilized primarily for settling and
percolation ponds. The Los Alamitos ponds are fed by the Guada!-
upe River Jjust norih of Blossom Hill Road and are used solely as
percolation ponds. Both of these areas are managed by the Santa
Clara Valley Water District in their ongoing groundwater recharge
effort.

Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Ares

The Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area consists of several
ponds between Route 17 and Los Gatos Creek. The southeastern
most of these is utilized and managed as a siltation pond so that
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percolation in the other ponds will be wunimpeded., This period-
ically drained desiltation pond is surface-scraped to remove any
surface sediments which has collected. The remaining ponds are
managed and used as percolation ponds.

Figure Y¥I-3 on page VI-20, depicts an aerial photograph of the
Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area. The wildlife reestab-
lishment area consists of all the ponds with the exception of the
desilting basin. The ponds provide wildlife with open water and
brushy upland habitat. The brushy habitat contains native and
exotic species. The exotic species have been introduced as food
sources for the wildiife. A wide wvariety of birds, fish,
reptiles and amphibians have been observed utilizing the wildlife
reestablishment area.

There will be no direct impacts to the Oka Lane Wild!ife Reestab-

lishment Area as a result of the Route 85 project alternatives.
The proposed Route 17/Route 85 interchange will be designed to
minimize the impacts to the ponds. There are, however, indirect
short—-term adverse impacts which will be associated with
construction activity. These impacts are primarily increased
noise and dust. There will be indirect ltong term impacts from

the increased noise and human activity adjacent to the ponds. 1In
addition, the possible construction of the extension of Knowles

Drive (to provide local access) will increase the noise and human
activity in the vicinity of the ©ponds and the "resting and nest-
ing"” island. All of these indirect impacts, while <considered
adverse, are not significant. Caltrans' Standard Specifications
and special measures as required will be followed during
construction to control dust and noise. These measures include

the use of watering to reduce the amount of dust, and the use of
proper mufflers to reduce the noise pollution.

Los_Alamitos Percolation_Ponds

The Los Alamitos percolation ponds are located adjacent  to the
Guadalupe River near the junction of the Almaden Expressway and
Blossom Hill Road. They are part of the Santa Clara Valley Water
District ground water replenishment system. See Figure VI-4 on
page VI-21.

Much of the ground surface around the ponds is devoid of vege-
tation and +the banks of the ponds are relatively steep so that
only a narrow space is available for hydrophytic plants. = The
bareness of the ground and steepness of the banks is due to the

"Santa Clara Valley MWater District's management of the ponds.

Mule fat is the most successful of the native plants inhabiting
the pond borders. Aquatic vegetation <consists mostly of nonvas-
cular plants.

Despite the disturbed nature of the edges of the ponds, many bird
species were evident during the field surveys. Some of these
birds are not common to the area: for example, Canada goose,
white~-fronted -goose, and the black-crowned night heron. The
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ponds are used as a stopover point during the winter migration
months.

Approximately 3.7 acres of wetlands would be eiiminated from the
Los Alamitos ponds with the selection of any of the Route 85
project alternatives except the NPA, TSM and LRT. This would be
a direct, adverse, significant impact. In addition to the direct
losses, adjacent wetlands would be indirectly affected by noise
and increased human activity. Some waterfowl may be adversely
affected by the physical barrier of the 140+ foot wide, 1100 foot
long bridge structure which would bisect the pond area as it
carries Route 85 acroess the ponds.

The LRT alternative would eliminate 1.8 acres of wetland from the
lLos Alamitos ponds. This would be a direct, adverse, significant
impact although it would not be as severe as the 160+ foot wide
bridge. The LRT alternative would have the same indirect
impacts as the 180+ foot wide bridge structure.

Mitigation for the loss of wetlands in the Route 85 oproject
corridor would require, at the minimum, creation of an equivalent
number of acres of new wetlands of comparable or higher quality
than that which was lost., If the habitat lost cannot be miti-
gated adjacent to the impact area, then offsite mitigation could
be used. The two roads that are planned to be built adjacent to
the Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area should be fully
screened from the ponds by landscaping with native trees and
shrubs. This should effectively mitigate the indirect, adverse
impacts to the Oka Lane Wildlife Reestablishment Area.

1. CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY

a._ _Climate
The San Francisco Bay Area, including the Santa Clara Valley,
experiences a Mediterranean type of climate influenced signif-
icantly by the maritime effects of the Pacific Ocean. This type
of climate has warm, very dry summers, and cool, relatively rainy
winters. The average summer temperature is 70 degrees Fahrenheit
while the winter average is 52 degrees Fahrenheit. The Santa
Clara Valley normally averages 14.2 inches of rain per vyesar.
Winds are channelled by the Santa Clara Valley and are generally
from a southerly direction in the winter and a northwesterly

direction in the summer. None of the project's alternatives will"

affect or be adversely affected by the regional climatic condi-
tions of the area.
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The information in this section is based on an air quality analy-
sis which is part of the Route 85 Corridor Technical Stiudies

Report which was completed in February 1985,

In terms of air quality, the only distinctions among the alterna-
tives are the traffic characteristics, that is, speed, volumes,
vehicle mix, profile variations, and transpoecrtation control meas-

ures (TCM's) implemented. Differences in the horizontal align-
ment of the build alternatives create only a 10 foot or less
difference in the computer model, which is not considered to

affect results by a significant amount.

Ambient carbon monoxide (CO) sampling was done during the winter
of 1983-84 from 11/1/83 to 2/25/84 at eight sites along the Route
85 corridor. Figure VI-5 on page VI-23 depicts these locations.
Table VI-5 summarizes the ambient CO tevels.

Figure VI-6 shows the results of the Bay Area Air Quality Manage-
ment District's (BAAQMD) sampling. As Figure VI-& shows, ambient
CO levels are lower in the Roule 85 corridor than in the downtown
San Jose area. The Fourth Street monitoring station in downtown
San Jose showed 2 violations of the 8 hour CO standard of nine
parts per million, two violations of the federal Total Suspended
Particulates (TSP} secondary standard, and nine violations of the
federal ozone standard during 1983. For each of these pollu-
tants, the highest <concentration levels in the Bay Area are
recorded at this monitoring station.

The federal and state governments have researched the effects of
carbon monoxide on human heaith and have established concen-

tration levels at which it can be dangerous. These levels were
then used in establishing air quality standards. The Federal
Ctean Air Act of 1270 and its amendments Trequire states and
regions to develop plans and programs to meet these standards.
The federal 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 35 parts oper
million, and +the state standard is 20 parls per million. The
8-hour CO standard is 2 part per million in both federal and
state standards.

The highest carbon monoxide concentrations, if a8 Route 85 trans-
portation facility is built, are generally expected ko be found

in the microscale ares adjacent to the fresway. The microscale
analysis for this project is a worst case analysis made by using

the Caline3 computer model. The inputs to this model! include
traffic volumes, motor vehicle emission factors, wind speeds and
directions, atmospheric stability classes, temperature
inversions, highway configurations and receptor locations. The

output is the expected carbon monoxide concentration at the vari-
ous receptors for l-hour.

The carbon monoxide <concentration that the wmodel yields s
directly proportional to traffic volumes and emission factors
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Location of
1983/84 Field
Sampling Sites

Russo Street
San Jose

Dent Avenue
San Jose

Cambrian Park
San Jose

Pollard Road
Los Gatos

More Avenue
Saratoga

Saratoga Avenue
Saratoga

Rainbow Drive
Cupertinoe

Bubb Road
Cupertino
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(which are inversely related to traffic speed). Low wind speed
and stable air <conditions produce the highest <concentration;
higher wind speeds and more turbulent conditions tend to disperse
the pollutants over a wider area. MWind direction in conjunction
with site location <can be especially critical, with a 10 degree
change in direction producing as much as a 10 parts per million
variation.

Table VI-6 summarizes the maximum expected carbon monoxide values
for the wvarious alternatives in 1220. These levels do not
include park and ride lot <carbon monoxide <contributions. MWhen
exact Jlocations and sizes are determined, these lots must be
given consideration since they could, on an hourly basis,
contribute several parts per million of carbon monoxide to neigh-
boring properties. Likewise, receptors at major interchanges may
have to be reconsidered when more detailed geometrics are avail-
able.

The maximum 19220 ambient carbon monoxide level projected for the
project area is ¢ parts per million for the l-hour and & parts
per million for the 8-hour test. These projected 1220 ambient
carbon monoxide values were obtained wusing a rollback method
based on the production rates of carbon monoxide obtained from
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The 1987 values
were reduced 12% for vehicle Inspection/Maintenance and 14% for
Transportation Control Measure #12, which is a special credit for
the San Jose area only.

These ambient carbon monoxide levels were added to the roadway
produced carbon monoxide projected using  the Caline 3 computer
model. A 25% reduction credit was taken off the Light Duty Auto
(LDA) contribution for Inspection/Maintenance (I/M).

e of the alternatives are expected to cause exceedances of the
quality standards.

No
al

a
e

Bay Area Air Quality Plan (BAAQP) Legislative Background

According to the procedure made law in the 19270 Clean Air Act and
its 1977 amendments, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (which
includes San Jose) was declared a non-attainment area for carbon
monoxide and ozone.

This non-attainment designation means +that because no reasonable
measures could bring down the <concentration levels of these

poilutants soon enough to meet the federal standards (or goals)
set for 1982, an extension was granted. The Bay Area now has
until 1987 to meet the federal standards and was required to

prepare a report explaining how this would be done., This report,
the 1982 Bay Area Air Quality Plan, was recently approved by the

Environmental Protection Agency. It contains various control
measures to bring pollutant concentrations down to acceptable
levels by 1987. Vehicle emission controls and +the recently

implemented Inspection/Maintenance program are +two of the more
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i NPA ‘ 12 v 5 '
o tmmmmm o e +
i TSH ' 12 ¢ 5 :
o Fomm e o +
v LRT : i2 .5 '
Form e pomm tom +
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et PP P e b +
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Rt it b m e m o +

i B~lane Freeway ‘ 14 : 4 H
e T pmmm e Fmm +
i B-lane Freeway : 17 7 :
i (Saratoga Cut) ; ' '
R ittt LR R Fomm o +
important control measures as well as the Transportati

Measures (TCM's).

Table V1-7 explains the Transportation Control Measure
~in the 1982 Bay Area Air Quality Plan.

Fach of these measures must be addressed, either by
them as (or in) major aliternatives or explaining the
ation given them and why they are not feasible or envir
desirable for the project or air basin.
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TABLE _VI-7

TRANSPORTATION_CONTROL _MEASURES

1 These involve transit deverlopment :
i in a way not directly related to the |
i adoption of specific projects. ‘

tommmmm o e +

. ¢ HOV Lanes ;

tmm e e o +

i 5 i Ridesharing v ;

R it e e +

HERS v Long Range Transit Improvement f

Fommmm - e e +

v 7 i Preferential Parking for ;

' i Car and VYanpools i

tmmmmm e m o e e +

8 i Park and Ride Lots 3

R e e +

V2 i Bicycle Paths '

o m e i iaralat e +

¢ 10 i Local Government Information :

R s R ittt e +

N i Gas Cap controls ‘

Fom o e e e +

v 12 : Commuter Transportation Program ;

e it e +
Table VI-8 shows the Transportation Control Measures that are
incorporated into each alternative. The NPA develops no Trans-
portation Control Measures even though it will result in tower

microscale carbon monoxide levels in the project area. TCM's 1-3
do not apply to any of the proposed alternatives. TCM 4, HOV
lanes, applies only to those alternatives which include HOV lanes
in their description. TCM 5, Ridesharing, applies to all of the
alternatives except the NPA and LRT. TCM &6, Long Range Transit,
only applies to Bus/HOV and highway with LRT alternatives.
TCM's 7 and 9-12 are not applicable to any of the alternatives,.
TCM 8, Park and Ride, applies to all the alternatives except the
NPA.
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2. NOISE

The cities along the corridor are primarily residential in char-
acter and generally experience low ambient noise levels. The
greatest amount of noise produced in the ©project area is from
motor wvehicles. This traffic noise is a function of traffic
volumes, types, speed and distance to the listener. The major
existing noise source within the Route 895 corridor is vehicle
traffic on all the parallel and cross streets, and especially the
heavily used highways such as State Route 101, 17, 85, ?, Almaden
Expressway and Blossom Hill Road. Small localized noise sources
which also contribute to the noise level, but only for brief time
periods, include farm equipment used in conjunction with the
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small agricultural facilities and railroad activity northwesterty
of Winchester Boulevard.

Potential sensitive receptors located adjacent to the corridor
include over 1,350 residences, seven schools, two parks, . two

hospitals and a recreational facility. Of the 1.350 residences,
approximately 405 (30%) of them are two level structures usually
associated with sleeping quarters on the upper levels. - The
institutional receptors are listed below:

Gunderson High School

Almaden Elementary School
Branham High School

Athenour Elementary School
Rolling Hills Junior High School
Biue Hills School

De Anza Junior College

Good Samaritan Hospital
Kaiser Foundation Hospital

Congress Springs Park
Kevin Moran Park

Noise readings were taken at 12 representative sites in or adja-
cent to the corridor. These locations are shown on Figure VI-7,

Table VI-9 lists these locations, the ambient noise readings in
decibels (dBA), and the projected noise levels for the various
alternatives. dBA is a numerical expression of the relative
Joudness of a sound., All of the build alternatives will have an

adverse impact on the noise environment that wexists throughout
most of the Route 85 corridor and its adjacent communities.

The results of several Z24-hour ambient noise measurements indi-
cate the hourly peak noise to be an average of Legq 56 dBA along
the unoccupied corridor as compared to 76 dBA at Branham Way, a
relatively short occupied sector of the Route 85 corridor. Leg
is the average noise energy for a stated period of time. These
noise levels are the present wvalues for the NPA. Where the
alignment is adjacent to Branham Way, now used as a major Z2-lane
thoroughfare, the receptors should benefit due to the shifting of
many vehicles to the proposed facility.

The schools immediately adjacent to the corridor will be impacted
by the construction of any of the alternatives. The wall heights
and lengths will be designed to attenuate the increased noise
level to the largest extent feasible during the final design of
the selected alternative. Gunderson High School noise impacts

will be determined during the design of +the Route 85/Route 87
interchange,

The noise impacts on Kaiser Foundation Hospital will be studied

in detail during the design of +the Route 85/Cottle Road inter-
change. Preliminary calculations indicate that there will not be
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: i PEAK
; t AMBIENT
| MEASUREMENT + NOISE
: LOCATION READING
| i {(dBA)
T b e
1158 Herlong Avenue ' 51
iSan Jose :
e e e L T
15797 Orchard Park Drivel 52
1San Jose :
o e Fommm
15229 Fell Avenue ‘ 50
1San Jose ;
o b
11393 Dentwood Avenue ) 53
iSan Jose |
e o
114305 Branham Lane : 71
1San Jose '
U VO O
12334 Monaco Drive ) 51
1San ‘Jose ;
e fmm e
1628 Vasona Avenue ; 53
Los Gatos :
o e e S R —
14787 Roundtree Drive ' 48
iCampbel | '
o e e e
118202 Afton Avenue J 5%
iSaratoga '
o e tmmmmm
1192732 Solana Drive ' 52
iSaratoga )
o e o
11130 Scotland Drive ; 52
iCupertino )
e o ———
110130 Bubb Road ; 54
iCupertino i
b o
(1) May not necessarily be at the
{2) CATEGORY <1> é- or 8-iane fre
<3> 4~lane freeway w
{3 Not Applicable
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a noticable noise impact and no mitigation is expected. The

noise impacts associated with Good Samaritan Hospital will be
determined during the design of the Route 85/Route 17/Bascom
interchange. Mitigation is expected to be needed.

The noise level emitted by the transportation mode varies since
there are seven build alternatives; six involve freeways of
different capacity and +the seventh is LRT. These freeway noise
levels were determined by +the Federal Highway Administration
approved wvehicle noise prediction model! with maximum traffic

operating at Level of Service "C", which should produce the high-
est noise levels. This should occur shortly before or after the
peak vehicle wvolume hour associated with <congested and siower
commute traffic.

Table VI-10, iists the typical unmitigated peak hour noise levels
of ali the alternatives based on an at-grade alignment, 200 foot
right of way width, receptors 20 feet, 150 feet, and 500 feet
outside of the right of way, and +the aforementioned traffic
conditions. Since the LRT system should he the same as that
proposed for the Guadalupe Corridor, the data for the noise emit-

ted was taken from that study.

Table VI-10

ALTERNATIVE NGISE LEVEL (dBA)
20 feet 150 feet 500 feet
NPA (average, unoccupied
portion of corridor) 5¢ 56 - 56
NPA (occupied portion, with '
dwellings and streets) 76 67 Y4
LRT (average peak hour) 54 51 464
4~1ane Freeway with LRT 74 3% é4
4-tane Freeway with Z2-lane
Transitway 75 70 é5
4-tane Freeway with LRT and _
HOV 75 70 é5
é6-tane Freeway with 2-lane
Transitway 77 12 &7
8-lane Freeway 77 72 &7
B-lane Freeway with LRT 77 72 67

The noicse mitigation measures for this project are to attenuate
traffic noise by constructing soundwalls at locations where they
are feasible and effective. The location of the barriers varies
with the alignment of Route 85 and the adjacent terrain features.

At this stage of the analysis, the calculations were simplified
by making assumptions which were applied to all the alternatives.

They are as follows:

1. Right of way widths were generally divided into widths
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of 200, 300, and 400 feet (widths over 200 feet can
be found at interchange locations);

2. Cuts and fills were divided into increments of 2 feet,
with 30 feet used as a maximum;
3. All receptors, including commercial establishments,

were considered residential and were conservatively presumed
to be 20 feet outside of the right of way; ’

4, No corrections for grades and superelevations were included.

5. No adjustments for flanking noise were included. (Noise
coming in at an angle from the edges of soundwalls).

In addition, lengths and heights of the barrier were calculated

only between interchanges. Additional noise barriers, where
needed, witl be added at the right of way Iline encompassing the
interchanges, on fill sections approaching structures and on the

structures themselves.

The resuits of the calculations are shown in Table VI-11 on page
VI1-35. These barrier selections were based on the Federal High-
way Program Manual 7-7-3 noise abatement criteria levels and the
guidetines set forth in Caltrans' Design Information Bulletin 58.

The noise attenuation expected from the proposed noise walls
varies from 5-dBA (as required by Design Bulletin 58) to 11-dBA

depending upon the alternative.

Although the LRT alternative may not require a soundwall, a

community wall (six foot high soundwall) shall be —considered
throughout the Route 85 corridor, including areas not protected

by the soundwall of other alternatives.

Al though maximum noise attenuation measures within allowable and

practical means were applied *to the barrier noise height
selection, all of the "build" alternatives will have an adversse
impact on the noise environment that exists throughout mest of
the Route 85 corridor. There will be an average increase of
approximately 12 dBA within the corridor. This increase will

especially impact the approximately 1,350 residences which border
directly on the Route 85 corridor.
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TABLE VI-11

e +
i Wall Heights '
H {Nearest 0.5 Mile) '
T e T B B ket T A B
" VALTERNATIVES ‘No 14" '8 10 11211471146 1 TOTAL
: ‘Wal | : ' ' H ! TWALLS(1)
e B T e e t Taltt Te e P
VALl 8- or B8-~lane Freeways 5.0 ¢ -~ 1.0 114.511.01(2) --716.5
i4-lane Freeway with LRT 8.0 | -- 16.5 ¢ 2.514.5/(2)1 --.13.5
i4-lane Freeway with HOV's 8.5 | -- 12.5 110.57 --3(2): ~--i13.0
o o e T e S et Sk DT +-
tLRT i No walls expected
e e Tt +
SARATOGA DESIGN VARIATION
e +
i Wall Heights ;
\ (Nearest 0.5 Mile) .
o e i it T A S e
yALTERNATIVES iNo 16" 18" 1107 112114016 1 TOTAL
1 HWal I : H H : : TWALLS(L)
e e e T T e e ek Tt TR S
‘All 6- or 8-lane Freeways 7.0 | -— 1.0 113.0:0.5:(2): --114.5
14-lane Freeway with LRT 2.0 V= 146.0 1 2.0:14.51(2)1 ~--112.5
t4~lane Freeway with HOV's 110.01 -- 12.0 2.5, —--1(2)) --111.5
e e e — e e i e e i i e e e e +~
fLRT i No walls expected
e ittt e e +
{1 The above totals do not include 8.5 miles of walls
primarily 8' to 10' in height, attributed to the
interchange areas.
(2> Less than 0.25 miles of wall will be constructed at this

height.

3. ENERGY RESOURCES

Predicting the amount of energy consumed by the various project
alternatives is limited by the accuracy of the traffic data.
These estimates are largely based on speed, which in turn 1is a
function of the predicted level of congestion. A small amount of
traffic growth can change congestion levels dramatically. In
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examining conditions in a single forecast year (1920}, the esti-
mates indicate how well the transportation facility will be work-

ing.

There are complementary ways in which to measure relative energy
conservation, no one of which resuits in an wentirely adequate
picture. These include operational fuel efficiency (galions/1000
passenger miles), construction energy payback period {(years), and
energy conservation in the form of reduced energy usage {(gallons
saved/day).

Figure VI-8, on page VI-38 compares the peak period operational
fuel efficiency of the various alterpatives. As can be seen, the
NPA is the least fuel efficient and the LRT is the most fuel
efficient, for +the number of ©passengers carried. However, the
of f peak penalties of weekend and evening service would lower the
efficiency of the LRT substantially. Buses on HOV lanes would
have a similar penalty, but since cars outnumber buses on the HOV

tanes, there would be Iless apparent effect in +the Freeway/HOV
lane 24 hour efficiencies. The "freeway alternatives" save the
most fuel overall in that they carry the iargest number of

patrons.

The =energy payback period is determined by dividing the
construction energy <cost by the yeariy savings, as compared to
the NPA. Figure VI-92, on page VI-3% compares the energy payback
periods for the various project alternatives. The eight lane
freeway has the shortest energy payback period while the LRT has
the longest. :

Figure VI-10, on page VI-3% compares the various alternatives in
terms of the fuel saved during peak periods each weekday, for the
traffic which is removed from <city streets. These amounts are
based on wvehicle speed and miles travelled. As can be seen in
Figure VI-10, LRT has the lowest short term energy savings while
the eight Jlane freeway with LRT has the greatest savings. The
long term savings are more subjective due to the unavailability
of future traffic volumes but show that the eight lane freeway

with LRT is potentially the most energy conservative.

D. _AESTHETICS_AND_VISUAL _RESOURCES

The information in this section is based on the Visual Analysis
Report done by Caltrans in May 1985 and is available for public
review at Caltrans District 04 office during normatlt working
hours.
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1. VISUAL CHANGES

The wvisual analysis was conducted based on two perspectives.
These are the view from the project and the view of the project.
The visual impacts of the Route 85 project alternatives range
from none to major, depending on the alternative selected and the
location of the viewer in relation to the project.

The visual impacts resulting from the NPA are difficult to deter-

mine as the <corridor would be developed to the extent permitted.

by the individual —communities and +their zoning regulations.
There would be Jittle if any additional visual impact from the
TSM alternative because this only involves the upgrading of
existing facilities and services. However, if the TSM alterna-

tive is selected, the existing right of way would be sold, having
the same impact as the NPA.

The other alternatives have been divided into two groups, those

that utilize the full 200 feet of right of way and LRT, which
would only use 100 feet of the right of way. :

2. LIGHT AND SHADOWS

New shadows from sound walls will be created by the construction
of any of the Route 85 project alternatives except LRT. Shadows
will also be caused by the new bridge structures in the area of
the <creeks and interchanges and by the installation of sound:
walls along the edges of the transportation facility. However,
the LRT only alternative would not have soundwalls or inter-
changes. Figures VI-10 and -11 on pages VI-41 and VI-42 depict
the shadows that a 10 foot high wall woul!d cast at various times
of the wyear. The new shadow patterns will most severiy affect

adjacent homes on the north side of the corridor from Route 101
in San Jose to Saratoga Avenue, and on . the east side of the
corridor from Saratoga Avenue to Route 280.

Proposed construction in the Route 895 corridor is divided almost
equally between development, at grade, on fill, and in cut
section. The design variation through the City of Saratoga would
increase the area of cut approximately 1.2 miles, while reducing
at grade construction by 0.8 miles and construction of fill by
0.4 miles. The project area is fully urbanized with most of the
land used for residential development with some commercial/office
space throughout the limits.

The development of the Route 85 corridor, with any of the highway
construction alternatives, would cause significant visual impacts
to three types of viewers: residents, periodic occupants (such as
of fice workers and patrons of service facilities) and travellers.
The LRT oniy alternative would have a significantly lower visual
impact. The greatest degree of impact would be on residents
because they regularly view the Route 85 project area because
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they live there. Travellers using the Route 85 transportation
corridor generally would have improved views where the alterna-
tives are constructed on fill sections and greatly restricted
views in cut sections or where soundwalls are adjacent +to the
travelled way.

All construction alternatives would have varying adverse visual
impacts on residents and periodic occupants immediately adjacent
to the transportation corridor. The impacts would be less severe
with the LRT alternative since sound walls would not be built and

structures would be less massive. The greatest impacts from the
highway alternatives would occur in residential neighborhoods
where the transportation structures, lighting, and wvehicular

movements would be wvisible to a large number of residents. The
proposed construction would reduce the quality of views to adja-
cent hillsides and open space and would visually divide the
communities along its path.

- Due to the relatively flat topography of the project area, the
adverse visual impact caused by wmuch of he proposed construction
is reduced to insignificant levels as close as one block from the
travelled way, where development occurs adjacent to the right of
way. Large bridge structures at the Guadalupe River, and at fill

areas would stiltl create adverse visual impacts throughout adja-
cent neighborhoods regardiess of their distance from the trans-
portation facility but at a decreasing magnitude as distance

increases.

Construction alternatives which require use of the entire right:
of way would have greater wvisual impacts than alternatives using
only a portion of the right of way. The LRT alternative would
only require approximately 100 feet of right of way, would not
require sound walls, and would provide for larger landscaping
areas than the highway alternatives. The alternatives utilizing
fewer lanes and, thus, allowing wider planting areas would allow
better implementation of mitigation measures.

Successful mitigation would substantialily lessen the adverse
affects of all proposed <construction alternatives. However, the
negative impacts to areas directliy adjacent to the right of way
would permanently lessen the quality of short range views as well
as impair the mid and long range views of the surrounding hill-
sides. The LRT only alternative would have a3 smaller impact due

to the absence of soundwalls. The visual impact of soundwalls
upon adjacent properties.cannot be mitigated. Figure VI-12 is an
example of fong, mid, and short range views from the Route 85

corridor.

The selection of the NPA would <cause Caltrans to sell the corri-
dor right of way it currently owns. This alternative would have
minimal impact on viewers within the project area. The existing
visual quality, and residential character would remain relatively
unchanged, assuming that infill development would be consistent

with current zoning and existing residential character.
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The goal of mitigation measures for visual impacts is to incorpo-
rate the proposed Route 85 transportation system into the exist-
ing urban development without substantially diminishing visual
guality.

The most effective method of reducing adverse visual effects
would be to make the Route 85 corridor development blend into the
existing neighborhoods. This would most likely occur where the
roadway is in a cut section below viewer sightlines and in areas
with full highway landscaping. Soundwalls would reduce attention
drawn to the +transportation facilities and would also screen

undesirable views from community view.

While soundwalls may mitigate the negative impact of corridor
transportation systems for adjacent residents, they may have a
negative impact in themselves. High walls along the right of way
in close proximity to adjacent residences may block views to
surrounding landforms and could <create undesirable shadow
patterns over many residential back yards. These shadow impacts
can not be mitigated.

Mitigation measures for the adverse <effects of construction
‘include depressed roadway, soundwalls, and project landscaping.

Since the cost of depressing the roadway sections is very high,
it is unlikely that this mitigation measure would be used.

A depressed roadway would consist of cutting into existing grade
by six to 20 feet so that the roadway would pass under existing
local streets. By depressing the roadway many transportation
structures would be removed from viewer sight lines. The design
variation through the City of Saratoga would depress the vertical
alignment approximately 20 feet, with a 35 foot cut at Saratoga
Creek.

Soundwalls would block sight Jines to Route 85 +transportation
facilities from surrounding neighborhoods and may block views
from the Route 85 <corridor to the Coastal Foothills and Santa
Cruz Mountains. Soundwalls would be eight feet to 14 feet tall,
the majority being 10 feet tall, and would be built at roadway
grade, or at the top of earthen berms (where sufficient right of

way is available) to further screen highway facilities. In areas
where sound attenuation is not required, community walls & feet
tall may be constructed to block views into the corridor. Land-
scaping would have a minimal mitigating effect on properites
adjacent to sound walis since the walls will be on the right of
way lines. Low sight walls could be considered to screen the
visual impacts of the LRT only alternative.

Highway landscaping (including tree preservation, ground cover,

screen planting - trees and shrubs and plant establishment), in
conjunction with depressed roadway sections, and soundwalls,
would minimize views of the transportation facilities, other than

soundwalls, and would reduce the affects of highway construction
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on existing neighborhoods. Landscaping would help the Route 85

transportation corridor blend into the fully landscaped residen-
tial and business areas adjacent to the right of way. It would
have the greatest effect from the travelled way side of the sound
wall,

Although the development of any of the construction alternatives

would have significant wvisual impacts on residents, periodic
cccupants and travellers on the Route 85 corridor, those impacts
will be partially mitigated by constructing depressed roadway

sections, soundwalls and project landscaping.

E.__CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Historic Properties Survey Report was prepared by Caltrans in
November 1984 and is available for public inspection at the
Caltrans District 04 office in San Francisco.

This report included an evaluation of cultural resources includ~-
ing archaeological, architectural and historical properties and
was prepared to determine the potential impacts of the Route 85
project alternatives to properties on or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. This sftudy was confined to
the Area of Potential Environmental Impact (APEI) which was
established in consultation with the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration. The area of potential environmental impacts for
archaeological resources was determined to be those areas within
the existing or proposed Route 85 right of way boundaries. The
area of potential environmental impact for historical resources
was determined to be those areas within the existing or proposed
Route 85 right of way boundaries plus those properties immediate-
ly adjacent to either side of +the corridor. If additional right

of way is required, further cultural resources studies will bhe

required,

1. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Portions of the Route 85 +transportation corridor have been

covered by 33 partial archaeological surveys for other projects.
Caltrans archaeologists surveyed +those areas not covered by the
above SUFrVeys. The two recorded archaeological sites,

CA-SC1-137 and CA-SC1-295, are within the Guadalupe Corridor
Route B87/Route 85 overlap area. See Figure III-1 on page III-5
for this overlapping area.

CA-SCIi-137 was first recorded in 1274 and was determined eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)Y in 18282.

Archaeological site CA-SCI-137 is characterized by surface depos—

its of midden, fire-cracked rock, ground and chipped stone imple-
ments and shellfish remains. Artifacts found at the site include
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projectile points, small mortars and pestles and waste flakes.

This site also contains burials. There is currently a-phased
testing and mitigation program on this site in conjunction with
the Guadalupe Corridor project. All impacts and mitigation will

occur as a result of the Guadalupe Corridor project.

Archaeological site CA-SCI-295 was first recorded in 1274 and
consists of -surface archaeological material. A significance
testing program was completed by Santa Ciara County. It found
that CA-SCI1-295 does not meet National Register of Historic Plac-
es criteria for eligibility. The Federal Highway Administration
has made this determination and the State Historic Preservation
Qffice have concurred with this finding of non-significance.

If during the construction of the selected Route 85 transporta-
tion corridor project, archaeological remains are uncovered, all
work in the area of the project shall cease until a qualified
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the
find.

2. HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The Historical Architectural Survey evaluated properties within
the existing or proposed Route 85 right of way boundaries and
those properties immediately adjacent to it. Properties adjacent
to the Guadalupe corridor (Route 87) project area were not resur-
veyed because the State Historic Preservation Office has deter-

mined that the Guadalupe corridor project will not affect any
historic properties. Buildings within the area of potential
environmental impact which were constructed in the last quarter

century using a representative sample of buildings were surveyed
architecturally. As a result of the survey, three properties
within the Route 85 corridor were found to be potentially eligi-
ble for the National Register of Historic Places. They are all
located in San Jose at the addresses listed below and shown in
Figqures VI-13 through -15.

The David Greenawalt Farm 14611 Almaden Expressway Figure VI-13
The Le Fevre House & Barn 1444 More Avenue Figure VI-14
The Warner Hutton House 13495 Sousa Lane Figure VI-15

The Secretary of the Interior has established criteria for use in
evaluating and determining the eligibility of of properties for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Those
criteria are listed in Table VI-12 on page VI-50,
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"The quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, and culture is present in districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects of State and local impor-

tance :
that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeliing and association:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in
our past: or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction, or that represent the
work
of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
rperesent a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may yield, information
important in prehistory or history."”

The David Greenawalt Farm, built in 1877, consists of the follow-

ing structures: a farmhouse, a tankhouse;, a barn, and various

frame sheds on an eight acre parcel. The two and a half story
farmhouse of wood frame construction is built in the <c¢lassic
Italianate architectural style. All of these buildings are in

generally. fair condition.

The David Greenawalt Farm appears to meet National Register
Criteria B and C at the local {evel and possibly C at the state
level.

David Greenawalt was born in Pennsylvania in 1824. In 1850 he
came to California in search of gold. In 1851 he married Eliza
Booth, a native of England who was a survivor of the ill-fated
Donner Party. He earned his living in the stock business and

eventually in 1867 acquired the farmstead, which was then over

200 acres. By the time of his death in 1888, his land holdings

had grown to 624 acres.

The David Greenawalt Farm is an extremely rare survivor of the

period of early agricultural development of the Santa Clara
Valley which led to the area being termed the "garden of the
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world" by the late 12th century. With much of the area today
given over to tract subdivisions and the technological industries
of the Silicon Valley, most of these 12th century farmsteads have
disappeared completely. While the remaining acreage is a small
fraction of the original, the combination of large farmhouse,
with its remarkably intact interior decor, tankhouse, barn and
other outbuildings, mature 12th century landscaping elements and
orchard remnant well conveys a sense of time and place which
makes this property extremely significant.

The Le Fevre House

The Le Fevre House is a one and a half story wood frame house
buitt in the Colonial Revival architectural style arocund 19205.
It includes such features as a projecting front gable supported
by Tuscan columns to form a veranda. The property also includes
a Dutch plan carriage barn sheathed in board and batten siding
with a gable roof.

The property was purchased by Alphonse 0. Le Fevre as a 20 acre
parcel in 1904, The Santa Clara County Directory lists him as a

orchardist.

Remnants of the original walnut orchard which the house and barn

served can still be seen in adjoining parcels. With its high
degree of architectural integrity, mature period landscaping +and
a fine barn, this small complex represents an increasingly rare

and good example of an early 20th century farmstead of which

refatively few remain in Santa Clara County. In the context of

both this area and the era represented, this property appears to
meet National Register criterion C at the local level.

The Warner Hutton House

The Warner Hutton House was built around 18%6. It is a one story
wood frame house on a L-plan which was built in the (Queen Anne
architectural style.

Warner Hutton was born in New York in 1842. He came west with
his parents and in 1883 he purchased 175 of his parents’' 200
acres. In 1894 his parents gave him the remaining acreage and it
appears that the house was constructed around this time.

The Warner Hutton House has a high degree of architectural integ-
rity, and in the context of the Santa Clara Valley, is one of
very few remaining houses of its period with this degree of

design detail,

All three historic properties lie within the proposed alignment
of the Route 85 +transportation corridor and will be moved or
demolished by the proposed project. Although the determination
of eligibitity has not yet been made by the State Historic Pres-
ervation Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion; 1t is expected that these properties will be determined
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[ eligiblte for and eventually included on the National Register of
| Historic Places.

mination of Effect has not been made for these three historic
properties. Generally adverse effects occur when a  historic
property is isolated from its surrounding environment; when that
[ _ environment is altered; or when visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements are introduced that are out of character with the prop-
erty and its setting. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that

‘ Because specific project plans have not been developed, no Deter-

any of the construction alternatives will have an adverse effect
l on these historic properties. As the properties appear to be

significant and eligible for the National Register of Historic

Places, the impacts to these properties constitute significant
{ adverse environmental impacts.

The impact on these structures will be mitigated by either of the

( foliowing measures:

1) Relocation of the impacted property with the coordination
of the local historical society.

2) Recording of the affected properties to the Historic
American Building Survey (HABS) standards before demolition.

If the structures are relocated, the parceils onte which the; are
moved will be fully landscaped to approximate the landscaping of
the original parcel.

Which mitigation measure(s) will be applied will be determined by

- Caltrans, and the Federal Highway Administration in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation O0Office and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation.

F._ _DRAFT _SECTION_4(F) EVALUATION

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948 seeks to preserve the natural
beauty of the country side and public park and recreation lands,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. It further
specifies that "publicly owned tand from a public park, recre-
ation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state
7 or local significance--or any land from a historic site of
}' national, state or local significance” may be used for
Federal-aid projects onily if:

[ i. There is no feasible and prudent alternative
to the use of such land, and

, 2. The project includes all possible planning to
J minimize harm to 4(f) lands resulting from such use.
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1. PARKS AND RECREATI

There are 5 parks and o
impacted by the constructio
tives. The parks are liste
on page VI-55.

Coyote Creek County P
Guadalupe River Park

Los Gatos Creek Park

Congress Springs Park
Kevin Meran Park

Table VI-13 is a summary
mitigation measures. All o
désirable by the intrusion

gation of the impacts, to
lessen the undesirableness
sion.

SUMMARY

v Coyote Creek
i Park Chain

i Guadalupe River
i Park Chain
i (undeveloped?

Los Gatos Creek
Park
(Bikepath only)

i Congress Springs
i Park

v Kevin Moran
; Park

# Landscaping will
proposals.

Vi

ONAL LANDS

ne recreational site which will be

n of any of the construction alterna-
d below and are shown on Figure VI-14
ark

Chain

of 1the parks, impacts, and proposed
f the impacted parks will be made less
of the transportation facility. Miti-

the largest extent possible, will
of - the transportation facility intru-

TABLE V1-13

Loss of 0.35
acres of
parkland.

None; Property owned by
Caltrans

i Loss of 1.1
i acres of
. parkland.

Loss of 2.7
acres of

Replacement acreage is
available within the

parkland. .proposed Route 85/
Route 17 Interchange

o e o —————
i Noise Impact | Construction of a
; Only t Noise wall
b e e
i Noise Impact | Construction of =
1 Oniy i Noise wall
e o

be included in all of the mitigation
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Park Characteristics

The Coyote Creek County Park, administered by Santa Clara County,
will be impacted in the vicinity of the Route 85/Route 101 inter-
change with the construction of the northbound on-ramp from Route
101 to Route 85. This park was &established in 1260. That

section of the park in which +the impact will occur is approxi-
mately 2,000 acres in size. The facilities in the area of the
on-ramp are two paved hiking and biking trails on either side of
Coyote Creek. The impact to these trails will be the creation of

new shadows.
Impacts

Figure VI-17 on page VI-57 depicts the area of the park which
will be impacted by the Route 85 transportation <corridor. The
right of way required for the Route 85 transportation corridor
was. purchased for the Route 101 freeway project in the 1%40s and
70s and received environmental clearance with the Route 101 Final
Environmental Impact Statement approved by the Federal Highway
Administration and Caltrans in July, 1278.

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to avoid impact to
this park. To shift +the location of the interchange north or

south of its present location would involve the acquisition of
new right ot way and would entail the same or greater impact on
the park.

Guadalupe River Park Chain

Park Characteristics

This undeveloped Guadalupe River Park Chain was &established in
the 1270s, and is approximately 500 acres in size. This park is
owned by the Santa Clara Valley Water District but is adminis-
tered by the City of San Jose Parks and Recreation Department.
There are no facilities in this area of the park.

Impacts

Figure VI-4 on page VI-22 is an aerial photograph of the Guadal-

upe River/Los Alamitos Percolation Ponds. This impact will be
caused by the bridge structure necessary to <cross the Guadalupe
River and the Los Alamitos Percolation Ponds and will result in
the loss of approximately 1.1 acres of park. ALl of the
construction alternatives will have the same impact. This impact
will be intrusion of structures and the creation of new shadows

and an increase in the noise level.

Mitigation
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There is no mitigation for the intrusion of the new bridge struc-
tures and the creation of the new shadows. The bridge structures

will be of sufficient elevation so that any future trail system
along the edge of the river will be able to pass underneath them.
Ambient noise readings show a noise level of approximately 50

dBA. As a result of the —construction of bridge structure neces-
sary to cross the Guadalupe River and the Los Alamitos Percola-

tion Ponds, the noise levei will be increased to approximately &3
dBA. MWhile this is an increase of 13 dBA, it is still within the
Federal Highway Administration noise guidelines. However, noise
walls will be considered for inclusion on the bridge structures

during final design of the selected alternative.

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to avoid use of this
park property. To shift the location of the interchange north or

south of its present location would involve the acquisition of
new right of way and would entail the same or greater impact on

the park.

Pérk Characteristics

Los Gatos Creek Park, administered by the County of Santa Clara,
is approximately BO acres in size and was established approxi-
mately 20 year ago. Fiqure VI-18 on page VI-5% is an serial
photograph of the area.

This county park chain extends from the junction of Los Gatos
Creek and the Guadalupe River to the Santa Cruz Mountains, a

distance of approximately 10 miles. The existing facilities
include a continuous trail system from the San Tomas Expressway
in Campbell through the Santa Clara Valley Water District's 890

acre percofation ponds to Vasona Lake County Park in Los Gatos
and Lexington Reservoir County Park south of Los Gatos. That

section of the park <chain which will be affected is the area
between Route 17 and MWinchester Boulevard north of Lark Avenue
over which Route 85 will pass on a structure. All +the right of

way necessary for the construction of the Route 85/Route 17
interchange in the area of the creek park is currently owned by
Caltrans. The only facility within the creek park in the area of
the interchange is a recently constructed county bike path which
is in the right of way owned by Caltrans.

Impacts

The impact to the bike path will be an increase in the current
noise levels and the introduction of new shadows. The  noise
level will increase from approximately 53 dBA to 67 dBA. While
this is a 14 dBA increase in noise level, it is still within the
Federal Highway Administration noise guidelines. However, noise
walls will be considered for inclusion on the bridge structures

during final design of the interchange.
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There will be 5 bridges of varying widths going over the bike
path which  wiil intrude into the park area and produce shadows
approximately 400 feet wide. All of these bridges will be of
sufficient height to allow the construction of a new bike path in
the general area of the present bike path, These bridges will
also change the visual aspects of the creek in this area.

Mitigation

No mitigation is currently being considered for these impacts.
During construction of the interchange, the bike path will have
to be <c¢losed and the bicyclists routed around +the construction
site. There is no mitigation proposed for this temporary
disruption. A bike path will be incorporated as part of the
interchange design. The exact location and type of bike path
will be determined once the preferred alternative has been

selected.

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to avoid impact to
this park. To shift +the location of +the interchange north or

south of its present location would involve the acquisition of
new right of way and would entail the same or greater impact on
the park.

Congress Springs Park

o

drk Characteristics

Congress Springs Park, immediately adjacent to the Route 85 right
of way northerly of Saratoga Avenue, is in the City of Saratoga,
is 19.5 acres in area. This park was established in 1980 and is
owned and administered by the City of Saratoga.

The park facilities include 3 baseball diamonds, bleachers, park
benches, siide & swing sets, Jjungle gym, a teeter-tooter, picnic
tables, and a snack bar. Figqure VI-1% depicts these facilities
and their relationship to the Route 85 transportation corridor.

Impacts

The outfields of the baseball diamonds lie directly adjacent to
the Route 85 right of way for approximately 1580 feet. There

will be no actual taking of parkland, but the ambient noise level
is approximately 52 dBA and will be increased to approximately 77
dBA with the construction of an 8-lane freeway.

Mitigation

This impact will be mitigated with the construction of a 10 foot
high noise wall along the edge of the park. The noise wall will
reduce the noise level to approximately &7 dBA. With the Sarato-
ga Design Variation, the transportation facility would be in a
deeper cut and no noise walls will be required.
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There is no prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid affecting
the park. If the alignment were shifted, new right of way would
have to be acquired, more residential displacement would occur,
more utilities would be relocated, including the further realign-
ment of the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the impact to the park
would not be lessened to any great degree.

Kevin Moran Park

Park Characteristics

Kevin Moran Park, immediately adjacent to the Route 85 right of
way in the City of Saratoga, is 10.4 acres in area. It was
estabiished in 1981 and is owned and administered by the City of
Saratoga.

The park facilities include park benches, picnic tables, a siide,
a swing set, and a bike and pedestrian +trail. The park lies
adjacent to the Route 85 right of way for approximately 1235
feet. Figure VI-20 shows these facilities and their relationship
to the Route 85 transportation corridor.

Impacts

Like Congress Springs Park, there will no actual taking of prop-
erty but the ambient noise level of 52 dBA will be increased to
approximatley 77 dBA with the construction of an 8-lane freeway.
Mitigation

This impact will require the construction of a 10 foot high noise
walil along the edge of the park which will reduce the noise level
to approximately 67 dBA. As with +the Congress Springs Park, the
Saratoga Design Variation will be in a deeper cut section and
will not require the construction of a neoise wall at this site.

There is no prudent and feasible alternative +to aveoid affecting
the park. If the alignment were shifted, new right of way would
have to be acquired, more residential displacement would oeccur,
more utilities would be relocated, and the impact to the park
would not be lessened to any great degree.

RECREATIONAL LAND

THe Bramham High School playing field is the only recreational

land impacted by the construction of any of the alternatives
wicthin the Route 85 transportation —corridor. Figure VI-21, on
page VI-63 depicts this area. There will be a loss of approxi-

mately 4.5 acres of playing field and open space which is inside
the right of way needed for the construction of any of “the
proposed alternatives. The athlietic field is adjacent to the
proposed right of way line for approximately 1100 feet and the
nearest building is -approximately 500 feet distant. The tennis
courts at the edge of the right of way will be impacted by the
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introduction of new noise to the area. This impact will be miti-
gated by the construction of a noise wall to attenuate the noise
to largest extent possible.

The history of the interrelationship between the development of
the school site and the Route 85 corridor dates back to 1%43.
The Campbell Union School District was aware of the right of way
boundaries for the Route 85 corridor and maintained close coordi-
nation with Caltrans prior “to the purchase of the school site.

Design of the school facilities was based on the eventual sale of
the 4.5 acres to Caltrans for Route 895 transportation corridor.
The only improvements that have been made to this land are the

planting of grass and the installation of sprinkler systems.

- 2. WILDLIFE REFUGES

The Oka Lane Percolation Pond Wildlife Reestablishment Area as
shown in Figure VI-3 on page VI-21, is a Jjoint creekside develop-
ment project between the City of Campbell, Santa Clara Valley
Water District, and Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation

Department. It lies to the west of Route 17 and north of the
proposed Route 17/Route 85 interchange in Los Gatos and Campbelil.
Facilities include walking trails, foot bridges, a gazebo-|ike
bird observation platform and fandscaping. Santa Clara County

Parks and Recreation Department maintains the trails and +the
observation platform, while Santa Clara vailley Water UDistiricet
maintains the percolation ponds. There is also a pedestrian
truss bridge <connecting the east side of the wildlife reestab-
lishment-area to the percolation ponds on the west side of Los
Gatos Creek. The primary uses of this area are for nature obser-
vation, hiking, and bird dog training.

The Route 85/Route 17 interchange has been designed as to have no
direct impact on the wildlife area. There will be an indirect
impact in the manner of increased noise from the transportation
facility. As part of the Route 85 transportation improvements, a

bridge will be constructed along Knowles Drive over Los Gatos
Creek to provide local access to the Mozart Avenue area north of
the interchange., It will have no direct impact on the wildiife
reestablishment area. There will be an indirect impact in the
manner of increased noise from the new local access bridge and
road. :

3. HISTORICAL PROPERTIES

There are 3 historical properties and twoe archaeological sites
which will be impacted by any of the proposed alternatives.
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The three historical! properties are the David Greenawalt Farm,
the Le Fevre House and Barn, and the Warner Hutton House. Their
locations are shown on Figqure VI-22, page VI-45.

These three properties may be =eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places. The David Greenawalt Farm, built in 1877, is
an extremely rare survivor of the early agricultural development
period of Santa Clara Valley. The Le Fevre House and Barn, built
after 1905, is an increasingly rare and good example of an early
20th century farmstead, a property type which is rapidly disap-
pearing in Santa Clara County. The Warner Hutton House, built
around 1894, has a high degree of architectural integrity, and in
the context of the Santa Clara Valley, is one of very few remain-
ing houses of its period with this degree of design detail.

Atl three of these properties will be impacted by the
construction of any of the "freeway" alternatives. Only the Le
Fevre House and Barn would impacted by the LRT alternative.

The construction of the Route 85/Almaden Expressway interchange
may require the removal of the David Greenawalt Farm. Feasible
design changes which would reduce or eliminate the impact of the
David Greenawalt Farm are being investigated.

If there are no design changes which would eliminate the impact,
the David Greenawalt Farm and outbuildings, after being recorded
to the standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey, will
be relocated with the coordination of the Santa Clara County
Historical Resources Commission.

All of the Route 85 project alternatives will require the removal
of the Le Fevre House and Barn as this property lies in the
middle of the transportation <corridor. There are no feasible
design changes which can be incorporated which would reduce or

eliminate the construction impact on the property.

As mitigation for this impact, the Le Fevre House and Barn will
be recorded to standards of the Historic American Buildings
Survey. The final mitigation decision will be determined during
final design of the selected alternative.

The Warner Hutton House will be impacted by any of the Route 85
project alternatives. There are no feasible and prudent design
changes which can be incorporated which would reduce or eliminate
the construction impact on the property.

As mitigation for this impact, the Warner Hutton house will be
recorded to the standards of the Historic American Building.
Survey. The final mitigation decision will be determined during

final design of the selected alternative.
The archaeological site subjeect to Section 4{(f) involvement is

CA-SC1-137. This site is located in the section of the corridor
that overlaps with the Guadalupe Corridor easterly of the Route
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85/Route 87 interchange. (Figqure I-2 on page I-7 depicts this
overlapping section.) This site will be impacted by the Guadal-
upe Corridor project and is currently in @& phased testing and
mitigation program in conjunction with that project. There will
be no impact to this site from any of the Route 85 transportation
corridor alternatives.

G.__SOCIAL AND_ECONOMIC _PROFILE

1. POLITICAL JURISDICTIONS

The Route 85 transportation corridor passes through five cities
or towns from its proposed interchange at Route 101 in south San
Jose to Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertine, a distance of

approximatetly 18 miles. The cities include San Jose, Campbell,
Cupertino, Saratoga, and the Town of Los Gatos. Figure VI-Z23
depicts the corporate <c¢ity boundaries in rejationship to the

Route 85 transportation corridor.

2. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

Table ¥I-14, on page V1-68, reveals some of the population char-
acteristics of the Route 85 transportation corridor cities. Also
included is the length of the transportation corridor within each
city and its overall percentage of the entire 18 miles.

None of the proposed alternatives will significantly alter the
population characteristics of the Route 85 transportation corri-
dor.

3. LAND USE

The cities, the county, the region and the state all have land
use plans. These plans detail the amount and type of land use in
a particular ares, the planned land uses and the amount of growth
which each of the jurisdictions recommends, and a time schedule
for the implementation of the plan. Table VI-15, Plan Compata-
bility, is a matrix of how each of the alternatives complies with
the various land use plans.” The NPA is the only alternative
which does not comply with any of the land use plans. All of the
other construction alternatives comply with the various land use
plans. In particular, the California Urban Strategy stipulates
that new urban development should be located according to the
following three priocrities:
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[ TABLE _VI-15

( e +
| ; ALTERMNATIVES |
| (YES/NG) :
e s e T B ok ettt SRS,
{ : ‘NPAITSMILRT I 4FKY L 4F WY 1 4F WY i SFWY i BFWY I BFKWY !
LAND USE PLANS : ' : ; & P & L& ¥ : :
: i ; ; i LRT IHOV [Bus/:iBus/i VLRT
g ' g ' : i ; VHOV THOV : :
{ ; g ; i g {LRT ' ; ; ;
o s T T B e et ittt Tt T SR
iState Urban ; ‘ i H ; : ; | ' ;
iStrategy iNo iYesiYes Y/N 1Y/N 1Y/N SY¥Y/N Y/N 1Y/N |
oo s T S B e e S S
iRegional Plan iNo (YesiYesi¥Y/N 1¥Y/N 'Y/N 1Y/N 1Y/N [Y/N |
{ (ABAG) ' : ; : : i | i ' :
e et T T E T T MU S S U
iSanta Clara ‘No i¥esiYes:iY/N [Y/N 1Y/N 1Y/N IY/N - IY/N |
:County 1 ' ' i ; ' i 1 ' )
o e e e T B e et e e &
iCupertino iNo iYesiYesiYes iYes 1Yes iYes iYes iYes |
R R T e B il ettt TP R
iMonte Sereno 'No iYesiYesiYes 1Yes iYes iYes 1Yes (Yes |
T e it e e it B B N Attt
. +Campbell iNo YesiYes:iYes 1Yes 1Yes iYes i1Yes iYes |
[ trm——— +---+---+--—-+----dF----F--—--F--—-F -t -———4+
- 1Saratoga iNo iYesiYesiYes 1Yes i1Yes 1Yes iYes 1Yes |
e s e S B e et e e S
iLos Gatos iNo iYesiYesiYes 1Yes iYes 1Yes Yes iYes |
f- et ettt et e S e A ettt R
. 1San Jose iNo iNo iNo 1Yes iYes iYes iYes iYes iYes |
o e s T e e S kTt S PP AR .
{ First Renew and maintain existing and urban areas in both
cities and suburbs.
1, Second: Develop vacant and underused land within existing
urban and suburban areas already served by streets,
[ water, sewer, and other public =services. Open
\ space, .
historic buildings, recreational opportunities, and
the distinct identities of neighborhoods should be
[ preserved.
Third: When urban development is necessary outside exist-
ing
I urban and suburban areas, use land that is imme-
diately ’
} adyacent, Non-contigquous development is appropri-
ate

where it provides for planned open space, green-
belts,
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agricultural preservation or new town community
development.

To the extent that all of the highway alternatives will
provide improved transportation service for the region and
its commuters, these alternatives are consistent with the
California Urban Strategy land use priorities and with the
goal to redirect commute traffic from residential areas.
The public transit features of these alternatives are
supportive of the Strategy's goals to provide and expand
.pubtic transportation and redice dependence on individual
auto use.

Land wuse within the Route 85 +transportation <corridor
includes residential, commercial, industrial, open space,
and agricultural. Figure VI-24 depicts these wvarious |and

use types in the corridor.

All of the construction alternatives will change the land
use within the Route 85 corridor. There will be a loss of
housing, businesses, open space, and agricultural land.

These land wuse changes within the Route 85 transportation
corridor have been planned for and anticipated by the cities
for many years. The anticipated tand use changes are
detailed in the following sections.

There are approximately 1350 housing units immediately adjacent
to the Route 85 transportation corridor. This represents 0.95% of
the available housing stock in the corridor cities. Table VI-16
gives the number and type of housing units within +the corridor

cities in addition to the vacancy rates for all housing types.

The construction alternatives will require the removal of resi-
dential structures in the Route 85 transportation corridor. The
number of displacements is based on the right of way width

required for each alternative. The NPA and TSM alternatives

require no right of way. The LRT alternative has a right of way

width requirement of 100 feet. The remaining alternatives all
require that the right of way width be 200 feet. However, the
right of way requirement at the interchange areas will be differ-
ent and exact right of way requirements will be determined after
selection of the preferred alternative. This could change the
number of residential units which will be impacted. Table VI-17
depicts the number of residential units which will be displaced

and the number of people displaced, based on the right of way
width required for the alternative. The 200 foot alternatives
would remove 346 units or 0.1% of the housing units of the corri-
dor cities. 71 single family residences and 1 duplex in the
Route 85 transportation corridor are owned by the State. The 100
foot alternative would remove 134 units or 0.04% of the housing
units.
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TABLE _VI-16

+ ______________________________________________
: Housing Type
b e fmmm e Fmmm e — b m e Fmmm e — +
City iSingle iMul ti- iMobile iVacancy
: ‘Family ‘Family ‘Homes iRate %
o Fmm o fomm Fmmm e
iCupertino 111260 15545 12 11.0
o pommmm - et Fommmm b m e
1Saratoga 19198 1910 0 0.2
o o — Fommm e o m T R
iCampbel | 18244 17874 1378 1.6
o e m e Fmmm e Fommmmm - b
iLos Gatos 113004 14208 1147 V1.5
o —————— e T T e e +
iSan Jose 1158818 171635 110638 ' 1.3
e o R e Fmmmm e e m e R et
TABLE _VI-17
RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENTS
e i e T tmmm e ——=1
ALTERNATIVE I TALTERNATIVE 11
1200 foot 1100 foot
iRight of HWay iRight of MKay
e e it o e oo +
iSingle Family ‘ :
iResidential i 255 : 119
o e e R e e el +
iMultiple-Family : i _
‘Units i 59 \ 15
e o e b +
+Mobile Home : 32 i 0
oo e ettt e +
' TOTAL . 34¢ : 134
o et e +
iTotal STATE ; :
1Owned Units ' 72 ‘ 54
B it o e e Fom e e
vApproximate \ |
iNumber of ' :
iPersons ; 200 ; 35¢
Displaced : ;
e et e +
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{ "As mitigation for these displacements, qualifying residents will
: be eligible for a variety of vrelocation payments and services in

accordance with all applicable state and federal regqulations in
{ force. To qualify for relocation assistance, Caltrans must
purchase the residence. Tenants who occupied state-owned proper—

ty after acquisition are not eligible for relocation payments.

] b.__Business_and_Commercial
The businesses affected by the construction alternatives range
[ from seasonal fruit stands to high technology research and devel-
opment firms. Table VI-18 gives the breakdown of the affected
businesses by the right of way width required. This right of way
[ width requirement is the same as that described in the above
section, Housing.

TABLE _VI-1i8

| NON-RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENTS
: e et +
{ VALTERNATIVE I ALTERNATIVE 11 l
L :1200 foot 1100 foot |

iRight of MWay iRight of Way

( Frm e ——————— Fo e o e -+
P iNon-Residential : 25 ; 16 |
T et ettt oo +
Non-Profit =+ 1 1 ' 0 ]
[ o e o e +
i TOTAL : 26 | 14 ) :
e e e o e e e e +

1Total STATE i
1Owned Units \

(- * This is a church which is leasing a State
-owned building.

There witll be an adequate supply of replacement sites for all the
businesses displaced with two exceptions: those currently leasing
large parcels from the State and the lLos Gatos Swim and Racquet
{ Ciub. The businesses leasing from the State such as the nurs-

( eries, the driving range, and the church, will probably go out of
business since there are no available low <cost parcels in the
vicinity of the Route 85 corridor. The Los Gatos Swim and Racquet

L Club will be unable to locate a large vacant parcel in its clien-
tele area since the only vacant land in the town may not be
economically wviable for this +type of operation. In-lieu of

( payments will be made to those businesses who are eligible. The
extent of the impact and specific relocation problems will be

determined after the selection of the preferred alternative.
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c.__Open_Space

Approximately 420 acres of open space will be removed with the
selection of any of the —construction alternatives. This land is
ptimarily abandoned orchards and grassy fields.

There are 53 acres of agricultural ltand within the right of way
which will be required for any of the alternatives. The majority
of this land is being farmed with row crops and other seasonal
produce and is located near the eastern end of the project

between Route 101 and Cottle Road.

In consultation with the U.S. Soil Conservation Service, required
by the Farmliand Protection Policy Act of 1981, it was determined
that, with the exception of the Cambrian Park area there is no
"prime" agricultural land which would be protected by the Farm-

fand Protection Policy Act.

The Cambrian Park area was a gol!lf course until 1984 when it was
converted into 2 industrial parks with the proposed Route 85
transportation corridor splitting the parcel. This conversion of
the farmland tand makes it ineligible for protection wunder the
Farmland Protection Policy Act.

All the other areas of the proposed corridor, even those in
active agricultural wuse at the present, have been committed to
urban development. Therefore, they are not protected by the
Farmland Protection Policy Act and no further coordination with
the U.S., Soil Conservation Service is required.

4. ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT

Table VI-12 gives the breakdown of the various employment catego-
ries for each of the corridor cities. This breakdown is based on
the Association of Bay Area Governments Projectiocns 83.

The construction of any of the alternatives will generate new
short term employment opportunities. The number of new jobs is
based on the construction cost of the individual alternatives at
the rate of 12.5 person-years per million dollars for "basic”
jobs and 18.5 person-years for "service" jobs. Table VI-20 gives
the cost of the alternatives and the number of new jobs which may
Be. created.
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i  ROUTE_85_CORRIDOR CITY EMPLOYMENT

[ TABLE VI-19

o m e m $m—mm— Fomm e pmmm tm———— tomm - R +
I v CITY tTotal 1AgricultureiManufact-iRetailiServiceiOther |
\ ) i & Mining -\ uring ' : : ‘
tom e o o e o —— R o mm e +
{ iCampbel | 1199257 1 180 13988 14758 15923 5108
\ tmmm e R tommmmm e — pomm e tom— pmmmm—— e +
iCupertino 142765 | 351 1187192 16615 113204 13176
Fommm fmm tmmm e pmmm tmmm pm————— e +
f iLos Gatos 113379 | 120 11868 13532 15371 12438
o tm————= tmmm e pmmm to— - b m o m +
1San Jose 12292171 2664 154820 142098 1465814 144519 |
[ tommm e tom——— tmmm e — et - e R +
1Saratoga 15782 | 153 1281 1957 13118 11280
fommmmm R o e e tm—mm e R o +
| iSanta Clara! ' : : : : :
[ » County 1698250, 8779 1255413 11284461214654 121695 |
o e o fmmm e fommm o e tomm - e +
L Source: ABAG Projection 83
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TABLE V

1-20

tommmmm e +--
iAlternative Cost )

: i 1985¢%¢ |

| ' Mitlion:
Fommmmm e m— o pommmm R
| i «Basic (1)
bomm e e Fom o
i NPA i ¢ -
b fommm Fom
| TSM ¢ 30 1375
b e ittt e
(LRT 1185 12310
tommmm e — Fommmmm Fom e
4-FKHY & i '

' LRT 1 340 14250
o — o e it e i
V4-FWY w/ ' H

VLRT & HOV 1 320 14875

fmm e e e pommm = o
VA-FUWY w/ ' : :

i Bus /HOV 1 325 14060

Fommm e e Fomm b
{&-FHY w/ : :

i Bus/HQV 1 345 14310
o e B e o
1 8-FHY 1 280 1 3500

fom e m e dmm e fom
(B-FWY & f i

v LRT 1 320 14875
T Fommm o pom

(1) Basic = approximately 12.5

$1,000,000 of constructioen
approximately 18.5 person years
for each $1,000,000 spent.

(Z2) Service =

H. _TRANSPORTATION_ NETWORK

Employment
(In person-years)

Fmmmm tommmm e +
yService (2 1Total :
Frm o o e e +
et R PP e +
1560 1 935 ;
o e o e +
1 3465 15775 :
b e T +
16375 110625 :
o e o e +
7310 112185 : j
b e Fom e +
160920 110150 ,
fommmm e m e m o b +
16465 v 10775 '
b e e ———————— +
15250 18750 1
tmm e tmmmm e +
17310 112185 :
tomm e e e +

person years for each

spending.

The impact on the transportation network can be divided into

two catergories: 1)

impact.

operati

1. OPERATIONAL IMPACT

Fach of the Route 85 project

on the existing

roadway network,

VI-78

onal .impact;

alternatives would have some
which consists of

Wednesday,

and 2) physical

impact
the highway
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network and the local road network. In order to study the
effects on the roadway network, the Guadalupe Corridor model of
Santa Clara County's transportation network was used. The model,
which incorporated some State Transportation Improvement Progranm

"projects, existing Route 85 between Routes 280 and 101l as a

é6-lane freeway, existing and projected street capacities for

1290, and planned local street improvements, produced the "Gua-
dalupe 1990 Build" analysis of the transportation network. This
information, as well as, information about the network supplied
by the local agencies along the Route 85 corridor —coupled with

field observations, was used to produce the No Project Alterna-
tive AM peak hour traffic congestion as shown in Figqure VI-24.

Tables VI-21 and -22 define the legend used in Figure VI-24 in
terms of level of service.

The TSM atternative will have no significant effect on the exist-
ing transportation network. The LRT alternative, due to the
projected low patronage, will have minimal impacts to the trans-

portation network. For the same reason, the 8-lane freeway with
LRT is considered to have the same impact as the 8-lane freeway.
Table V¥I-23 indicates the impact each alternative would have on
the existing transportation network.

With all the freeway alternatives, typically +the local roads
crossing the corridor where there is an interchange planned will
experience more traffic because of the vehicles wanting to access
the freeway through those interchanges. Conversely, local roads
that only <c¢cross the corridor (no interchange) would typicaily
experience less traffic.

2. PHYSICAL IMPACTS

The physical impact of each major construction alternative on the
local roads is not well defined. Exactly which streets would be
affected, and to what extent, will depend on the final design of
the selected alternative, which has not yet been determined. In
addition, the final design will be based, in part, on the freeway
agreements for each interchange, which will be negotiated with
each city during preparation of the Final Environmental Impact

Statement for the preferred alternative. However, there are some
consequences a construction alternative would have <(there would
be. little or no difference between each freeway alternative
because the right of way lines would be very similar) and there
are numerous mitigations measures available to reduce ‘these
impacts.

These consequences may be divided into twe major areas: 1) those

local roads that cross the corridor where an interchange or grade
separation would not be provided; and 2) those local roads adja-

VI-79%. Wednesday, June 12, 1985
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TABLE_VI-21

Low volumes; high speeds; speeds not festricted.
by other vehicles; all signal cycles clear withi
no vehicles waiting through more than one i

signal cycle.

Operating speeds beginning to be affected by ;
octher traffic; between one and ten percent of Ve
of the signal cycles have one or more vehicles |

which wait through more than one signal cycle
during peak traffic periods.

Operating speeds and maneuverability closely
controlled by other traffic; between 11 and 30
percent of the signal cycles have one or more
vehicles which wait through more than one
signal cycle during peak traffic periods;
recommended ideal design standard.

+ _________________________________________________
Tolerable operating speeds; 31 to 70 percent of
the signal cycles have one or more vehicles
which wait through more than one signal cycle
during peak traffic periods; ofter used as
design standard in urban areas.

Capacity: the maximum traffic volume an inter-
section can accommodate; restricted speeds; 71

to 100 percent of the signal cycles have one or
more vehicles which wait through more than one

signal cycle during peak traffic periods.

Long queues of traffic; unstable flow; stop-
pages of long duration; traffic volume and
speed can drop teo zero; traffic volume will

be less than the volume which occurs with level
of service E.

Highway Capacity Manual. Highway Research Board Special
Report 87. MNational Academy of Sciences, Washington D.C.,
1985, page 320.
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Highway Capacity Manual.

TABLE_VI-22

Freefiow operation; operating speed generally
> 60 mph; a vehicle is not affected by
other vehicles in the traffic stream

Stable flow operation; operating speed

generally > 55 mph; volume between 35% and 50%

of capacity; some slower vehicles may have
effect on vehicles.

Stable flow operation; operating speed
generally > 50 mph; volume doesn't exceed
75% of capacity; speed has become primarily
a function of traffic densities.

Approaching unstable flow; operating speed
generally > 40 mph; volume doesn't exceed 20%
of capacity; potential conflict points begin
to have greater effect on operations.

Unstable flow; operating speeds 30-35 mph;
service volume regulated by capacity at
critical locations; demand does not greatly
exceed capacity, therefore, long backups

do not develop upstream.

Forced flow; operating speeds from 30 mph
(at capacity) to stop-and-go type flow to
zero in a complete jam; acts as a storage
for vehicles backing up from a downstream
bottteneck.

-+

Highway Research Board Special

Report 87. National Academy of Sciences, Washington D.C.,
1965, pages 245-252.
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TABLE VI-23

TRANSPORTATION_NETWORK_CONGESTION_RELIEF

Fom e b e e +
Alternative: Congestion | Remarks :
' ' Relief :
Fomm o —————— e et +
+NPA iNone iNo effect on improving traffic '
: : iconditions :
o mm— o e T T TR ——— +
+ TSM «Minimal iMost TSM type measure have :
H ' ialready been impiemented throughout the |
N i rcounty ' '
o Fmm e e e - +
' LRT only iMinimal iLow patronage projections ]
' ' iindicate minimal effect on improving
; A vexisting traffic conditions 1
Fommmm e o +
VAFRY with : ‘
i LRT 1 Some 'This alternaive typically accomodates ‘
' ; 1less than half of the projected demand,
‘ ' ihowever, improvements to traffic i
: ] vconditions would be noticeable H
tom tmmm e o +
VAFWY with : :
+LRT & HOV ilLarge 1 Two thirds to three quarters |
AFWY with 1of the demand could be handled by i
1BusHOV ‘ ithese two alternatives :
o — Fomm e e e +
rall é- and : |
18-lane iMajor yThese alternatives could accomodate 1
valternative: i a significant amount of the g
: ‘ rprojected demand ;
o Fom e e e +
cent to or partially in the corridor that will be altered in some
way.
in the first major area, local roads would be severed at the
Route 85 <corridor boundary. The impact of these road closures
would be relatively minor because there would be other focal

roads that would cross the corridor as an alternate route.

Table VI-24, Local Road Closures, indicates possible roads which
would be closed fto through traffic and the closest alternate
street that would be available for travel across the corridor.
The added mileage required to reach these alternate streets
would, in no case, be greater than 0.7 miles.
In +the second "major area, local roads might be relocated or
realigned, extended, or partially eliminated. Those roads near a
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TABLE _VI-24

OFE.
ce off

e et o e e +
| Local Road to be ' Closest Alternative Route |
: ‘ Closed ;
e e +
1 Cleo Avenue : Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road

b e e b o +
: Rainbow Drive : Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road .
et e EERREE e e e +
" Glen Brae Driie Cox Avenue i
o e e +
: Oka Lane i Winchester Boulevard '
T o +
H Harwood Road . Camden Avenue ;
ittt e L PP o e +
| Carter Avenue : Camden Avenue |
e e e +
: Dent Avenue H Meridian Avenue :
o e e e +

proposed interchange or grade separation (especially for the LRT

only alternative), are the most likely to be impacted.
Preliminary designs which include freeways would physically
affect the following streets as |listed in Table VI-25, excluding

grade separated or interchange streets.
However, there may be other roads that would be affected that
cannot be determined at this time, including roads that might be

severed by the Route 85 corridor boundary.

Because the LRT only alternative would be grade separated and

would not include interchanges, the number of local roads
impacted would be smaller than those affected by a freeway alter-
native. In addition, it is possible that not all the local roads

that would be closed by a freeway alternative would be severed by
the LRT only alternative.

Al though the exact impact of each alternative is unknown, during

final design efforts will be made to keep the physical impacts to
a minimum and to mitigate any impact that remained.

2. TRANSIT FACILITIES

There are two aspects of how the transit facilities, within all
of Santa Clara County, would be impacted by each alternative: (1)

VI-84 Wednesday, June 12, 19285



| TABLE _VI-25

+ _____________________________________________________________
{ Festival Drive, Cupertino - Cleo Avenue, Cupertino
Rainbow Drive, Cupertino Sharon Drive, San Jose
Plumas Drive, San Jose Dagmar Drive, San Jose
{ Sousa Lane, Saratoga Aspesi Drive, Saratoga
: Del Loma Drive, San Jose Wedgewood Avenue, Los Gatos
Pollard Road, Los Gatos Van Dusen Lane, Campbell
{ Harriet Avenue, Campbell York Avenue, Campbell

Little Harriet (Private), Los Gatos
Teakwood Drive, San Jose

Palmer Drive (Private), Los Gatos
Hooke Lane (Private), Los Gatos

Albright Way, Los Gatos Capri Drive, Los Gatos
West Mozart Avenue, Los Gatos Oka Road, Los Gatos
{ Burton Road, Los Gatos East Mozart Aveune, Los Gatos
Wanda Lane, Los Gatos Oka Lane, Los Gatos
Knowles Drive, Los Gatos Samaritan Drive, San Jose
£~ National Way, Los Gatos Branham Lane, San Jose
: Sandy Lane, San Jose Tony Drive, San Jose
Anna Drive, San Jose Trent Drive, San Jose
‘ Tilden Drive, San Jose Mary Jane Way, San Jose
( Harwood Road, San Jose Pinmore Drive, San Jose
i Winfield Boulevard, San Jose Cheynoweth Avenue, San Jose
. Pear| Avenue, San Jose Calahan, Avenue, San Jose
{ Blossom Hill Road, San Jose Linwell Court, San Jose
- Perimeter Road, San Jose Bathurst Way, San Jose

Tennant Avenue/Bernal Road, San Jose

How would each specific element of the transit network be
impacted? and (2> What would be the overall impact on the entire
system?

The transit network consisting of +two modes of transportation,

g, bus and rail, has been analyzed using the Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Commission model. If the NPA or TSM alternative s
selected, the transit network would operate at a level shown on

Table VI-26, "NPA" for the year 1290. Table VI-24 compares each
alternative to the NPA/TSM, because that would be 1the existing
1990 condition if none of the alternatives were chosen,

ey

t What is not included in these comparisons is how the existing
transit network, projected into 1920 without any improvements,
compares to the NPA/TSM level. This NPA/TSM level comes from the
"Guadalupe 1990 build" model which had an improved 750 bus system
incorporated into it. This difference between the existing bus
network projected inte 1220 and the 12920 TSM network is an
increase of approximately 77,000 daily passenger trips or 58%.

P S .
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TABLE _v1-2¢

tmmm - tmmm Fmmm R o +

LOCAL tEXPRESSILRT i BART 'Southern :

. BUS ¢ BUS i Pacific |

i ; : ' +{(CalTrainy |
Fmm e T o ——— R e o +
TNPA/TSM 122,300 112,800 12,500 11,400 16,400 |
tomm tmmm o m e o o o e b
VLRT 121,200 12,200 115,700 1,300 14,000 :
tmmm Fomm Fomm— tom e Fommm Fommm e m e +
T4-FHY & } 1 ' ' :
v LRT 121,600 12,600 115,300 11,300 15,9200 :
Fomm - b — tmmm Fom o Fommm e +
FA-FHY w/ | | ' : : i
LRT & HOVIZ21,400 12,600 114,700 11,300 15,200 i
o b fFomm tmm e o +
VA-FRWY w/ | f { \ :
'Bus/HOV 120,600 (17,100 19,100 11,300 15,9200 '
e ——— Fm————————— t——————— F—m————— tm————— e ————— +
P E=FWY w/ | ' i ' _ i ‘
iBus/HOV ~ 120,400 116,200 18,200 11,300 14,000 H
o pommmmmmm— tomm R R b o +
i B-FWY 121,300 111,200 12,500 11,300 16,200 ‘
o Fmmm e et o Frmmm e +
P B-FWY & ' 1 : ' :
i LRT 121,400 12,300 114,200 11,300 15,900 1
fm e ——— T o fom R e — +

a Buses

Within the Route 85 transportation corridor, Santa Clara County
Transit operates 22 local and ? express bus lines. Figure VI-27
depicts the bus lines which intercept the Route 85 transportation
corridor. Headways on the local lines range from 15 minutes
during peak periods, 30 minutes midday, to &0 minutes after &
P.M. Twelve of the 22 local and two of the 2 express lines are
wheelchair accessible.

In general, local bus ridership would decrease, anywhere from 400
to 1,200 passenger trips, regardiess of which alternative s
chosen. The two alternatives which include a bus/HOV transitway
would have the greatest impact, whereas, the LRT only alternative
would have the least. However, the transitway alternatives would
greatly increase the ridership on express buses, by almost . 33% or
about 4,300 passenger trips per day. All the other alternatives,
except the 8-lane freeway, would reduce patronage on express
buses by more than 22% or a minimum of 2,200 passenger trips.
The reduction caused by the 8-lane freeway is only 74 or 200
passenger trips. Table VI-27 tabulates these trip differences
for each of the alternatives.
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From a different, less numerical perspective, it is easy td see
why the bus patronage would be impacted as above. For example,
the express bus element would lose passengers to the LRT because
of the reduced travel times for LRT and immunity from congestion

on the freeways. However, if a transitway is built and the LRT
i's not available, express buses would be able to wutilize that
transitway, stay out of traffic jams and reduce the travel time,
thereby gaining more passengers. Express buses would still be
effective on the 8~lane freeway as its loss of passengers to
driving on the freeway is less than its loss of passengers to
LRT.
b Rail

There are three rail elements: Light Rail Transit (LRT?>, Heavy
Rail Transit (HRT) which includes Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)
and the Southern Pacific Railroad (CalTrain’.

In the case of the LRT element, the LRT network ridership would
increase by more than 50%, between 5,200 and 6,200 passenger
trips with any alternative that includes LRT. Ridership would
decrease slightiy, less than 5%, with a bus/HOV transitway alter-
native. The 8-lane freeway alternative would have no significant
effect on the number of passenger trips on the LRT system.

Ridership on BART and +the CalTrain would decrease with each
alternative. The impact on BART is the same for each alterna-
tive, a loss of 100 passenger trips per day. The CalTrain would
lose between 200 and 500 passengers trips per day, with the
B-lane freeway having the least effect.

¢.__Transit_Network

The overall effect on the transit system is that the total number
of transit trips would, at most, increase by only 4.6% or 2,400
trips (LRT only). The greatest loss in transit trips would occur
with the 8-1ane freeway, but the loss would only be 4.2% or 2,200
trips. Each of the alternatives, wexcept the 8-lane freeway,
would ‘increase the transit ridership, but only by less than 1 to
4.6%.

It is <c¢lear that the effect of .each alternative on the entire
transit network is slight. Adding new transit facilities - LRT
or Transitways — will bring few, new transit riders; rather what
will occur is "mode switching." Mitigation efforts to increase
ridership would have to concentrate on promoting transit within
Santa Clara County.

These impacts on the transit element, however, must be looked at
in relationship to the entire transportation network, which also
includes the highway and local road elements (see Section. VI-H-1
on page VI-78).
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The vehicle trips to fthe transit stations, whether LRT or Bus,
are generated from mode of arrival; drive alone, Kiss and Ride,
bus and taxi. Bus and taxi arrivals will have a negligible
impact.

The vehicle trips associated with each transit station have the

potential to impact intersections immediately adjacent to the
parking facility. Analysis indicates that the volume of trips
during the A.M. peak hour will average 250 vehicles at each of

the stations except Camden. At Camden, the volume is projected
to be approximately 700 trips. The peak hour volume of 250 trips

is not expected to result in any significant impacts on the-

affected intersections. At Camden, the 700 projected +trips can
cause traffic congestion which will be mitigated.

Measures to mitigate the effects of vehicle trips include upgrad-
ing the existing intersection signalization; restriping to add or
change lane configuration; or widening. The design of the Route
85 interchanges to provide access into and +through interchanges
is5 another mitigation, The vehicle trips resulting from the

stations will not have any significant impact on the affected
intersections.

The LRT facilities in the Guadalupe Corridor overlap are consid-
ered as existing. If any of the freeway alternatives are
selected as the preferred alternative, the existing LRT facili-
ties will be upgraded.

3. PARKING FACILITIES

There are two aspects to the impact on parking facilities that an
alternative would have: 1) the elimination of parking facilities
due to the construction of one of the alternatives and the meas-
ures that could be taken to reduce this impact; and 2) where new

parking facilities could be located for those alternatives that
include transit.

Existing parking facilities would only be impacted by a major
construction alternative. The impact of each major alternative
would be the same because each alternative has the same profiile
and similar geometrics.  If the NPA or TSM alternative is chosen,
the existing parking facilities would not be significantiy
impacted except for the possible increase in use of the park and
ride lots. '

¥I-90 Wednesday, June 12, 1985
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There are S parking lots, outside the Guadalupe Corridor, that
would be eliminated or reduced if a major construction alterna-
tive is selected. Table VI-28 on page VI-88 gives the location
of these lots and the impacts +the alternatives wouild have.
Figures VI-28 through -32 depict the actual location of these
parking lots in relationship to the Route 85 corridor.

TABLE _¥1-28

1 TYPE OF LOT LOCATION i NUMBER OF

1 SPACES LOSTINOTES

Business iBerg Avenue (east of ] :
:Parking Lot iGreat Oaks, north v T 175 : 1
i1See Fig. VI-3510of Tennant Road \ :
N T e bom e
iPark and iCorner of Camden & v 150 |
¢ Ride iBranham H \
1See Fig. VI-_3: ' :
o e o fom e o
+Business iCorner of Route 85 and: :
iParking Lot vAlmaden Expressway ¢ 0-10 ‘ 18
i1See Fig. VI-37) ; :
o e e b e
iBusiness iDell Avenue and \ 1
-wParking Lot iKnowles Drive i 735 ; 1
iSee Fig. VI-38, ; :
o e e o e e o m e o
1Business yCorner of Route 85 ; :
Parking Lot tand Winchester v 175 ‘ 1
1See Fig. VI-32 Boulevard ’ : |
Fom e e it e tom e o
Notes: 1) The number of parking spaces lost will depend on

the final design of the facility.
2) The entrance to this parking lot from the Almaden
Expressway would be eliminated.

Within the Guadalupe Corridof portion of the study between Pearl
and Miyuki Drive, an expressway with LRT has been approved with
parking facilities at Cottle Road, Snell Road, and Blossom Hill

. Road. When this portion is converted +to a freeway under the
Route 85 project, the conversion will be designed to minimize the
loss of parking spaces to the existing parking facilities. The
exact number of spaces lost will depend on the final design of
Route 85. ’ : ' - S o o

Some residential parking (local on-street parking) would be elim-
inated at various locations along the corridor where local roads
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are severed or eliminated. However, the need for roadside park-—
ing would also be eliminated or substantially reduced with the
removal of some buildings and state purchase of land within the
right of way. The impact will be negligible.

b

Mitigation

As mitigation for the park and ride facility at Camdenm and Bran-
ham, parking would be provided at the same, general focation
which would negate the loss of the existing parking facility.

Those parking facilities located within the Guadalupe Corridor
overfap would either remain with, some alteration, and/or be
relocated at the same interchange or grade separation. Efforts
would be made fo minimize the number of parking lots lost. Over-
al'll, there will be no significant loss of parking spaces within
the Route 85 corridor.

For those business parking facilities that would lose spaces,
which are an inmtegral part of that business' operation, due to a
partial acquisition, there would be many ways to mitigate that
loss -— for example, restriping, use of adjacent nearby land, or
canstruction of parking structures. However, wuntil the Right of
Way Branch has reached the appraisal and acquisition stage and a
fimal alternmative is chosen, the overall impact and the most
appropriate mitigation measure cannot be determined.

During the construction of each: interchange or grade separation,
the parking facilities now in use would be impacted. The park
and ride facility at Camden Avenue and Branham Lane would be
unusable during constructien. However, once construction is
completed, there would be parking available. For those parking
lots located within the Route 87/8%5 overlap, it would not be
possible to completely close them during construction, because of
the tremendous inconvenience that it would cause the commuters
along Route  87. In order to minimize the impaect that
construction activities would have on these parking facilities,
construction would be staged to keep to a minimum the number of
parking spaces unavailable for use.

d.__New Parking Facilities

Parking facilities would be provided at every LRT station for all
the freeway alternatives. Figure VI-33 on VI-926 depicts these
tentative park and ride locations. These parking facilities

would be incorporated within the existing right of way in the

interchanges or on vacant lamd in the vicimity of the stations.
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At the Almaden Expressway, Camden Avenue, Union, Scuth Bascom and

Pollard stations, parking facilities can be incorporated in the
interchange design without acquiring additional right of way.
The exact location and size of the parking facilities witll be

determined during the final design of the selected alternative.

At the Winchester Boulevard, Quito, Prospect and Sarato-
ga/Sunnyvale Road stations, there are wvacant parcels in the
vicinity of the stations which could be used as possibie park and
ride locations. Figure VI-33 shows the locations of the proposed
transit stations. Figures VI-33 through -35 depict the location
of these vacant parcels. ‘

At the Saratoga station, there are two possibilities; one is a
Joint use of the Paul Masson Winery property and the other is to
acquire the vacant land immediately north of the winery.

At the McClellan station, there are also 1two possibilities; one
is the joint use of the De Anza College parking lot and the other
is to construct a structure over the freeway for parking.

For the LRT only alternative, all the park and ride sites can be
incorporated within the existing right of way requirements.

All the park and ride facilities will be designed for a minimum
of 100" wvehicles on approximately one acre of land. There s
assumed to be no charge for use of the parking facilities.

The main impact of these new park and ride facilities will be the
traffic impact at the station locations which are described in
Section VI-H-4 under Transit Facilities. It should be noted that
due to the low patronage projected for the LRT, the traffic
impact caused by the LRT patrons on the intersections adjacent to
the stations will be insignificant. No mitigation for these
minor traffic impacts is proposed.

4. AIRPORTS

San Jose International Airport, located north of the Route 85
corridor, is the closest airport +to the corridor. The airport
network would not be directly affected by any of the alterna-
tives, however, travel to the airport would be impacted.

The NPA and TSM alternatives would provide 1ittle or no assist-
ance in making travel to the airport more accessible or faster.

Those alternatives that do not include LRT would have a minor
impact on travel to the airport. Construction of any one of
these alternatives would ©open up other routes to the airport
utilizing Route 85 and Route 87, which goes right to the airport.
Also, traffic on Route 280, another route leading towards the
airport, between Route 85 and Route 17, would be reduced, espe-

VIi-28 Wednesday, June 12, 1985



T R

" s EOR—1 S [—— [

m...v [77]
$ -~
&0
. S ! O
. & -4
- \%\
, &L w
: o
4
o < a0l \5 MYUKE m
25 U, - - .
p; S 3 & :
e > z f —COTTLE m
. F
. m P—read | Z
.wp n. lmzmr.M X
N ¢
Al
AHALAN LI <,
s .‘ pEARL [\
o] WINFIELD
a@o.— e m...l.ur‘u. [ sancrez
e T ADEN
W F TRt L AUSSO
WQ\\\\\ EXP Nw“ .
[d A\
2
Lo e .
=3 ﬂﬂzﬂa » R
W »»,cﬂ ! it
o .I— LEIGH ja
UNION
ROUTE 17 \ m._u
Hoog i«
1£:] FS w
=] N . ~
Q
w " " ' —
8 i W
3 3,
£ 2 ‘ o, {
W E\\S L
S =5 .
w
&
[
D‘
=
£
SIYAKNNNS
i -¥9OVHYS
" | owrTELs

MCCLELLAN

'SARATOGA-
SUNNYVALE

PROSPECT

—

SARATOGA

QuITo

REQUIRING R/W

WINCHESTER

H = B 8 ROUTE 85 ALIGNMENT

B

|
=

FIGURE VI



QUITO

.

PR

- FIGURE Vi-Ba4™



SRS

B B B ROUTE 85 ALIGNMENT

1
i

SARATOGA-SUNNYVALE

FIGURE VI1s5 .~ -




cially on weekends, because travellers heading south would be
able to use Route 85 to connect to Route 17 and Route 101.

Alternatives that include the construction of LRT may have a
significant impact on the accessibility to the airport. The
Guadalupe Corridor Project (Route 87), will have an LRT station
approximately one mile from the airport. If there are shuttle
buses from the Odell Road station to the airport, people would be
able to ride the LRT to the airport. If the LRT system s
extended to Stevens Creek Boulevard with the Route 85 transporta-
tion corridor, additional people would be able to use the LRT to
travel to the airport. Furthermore, if the LRT "Loop" in Santa
Clara County is completed, (the LRT would be extended along Route
85 to Route 101 in Mountain View and then connect back to Route
87>, then north county residents would alsoc be able to use the
LRT system for travel to the airport.

5. BICYCLE ROUTES

For each construction alternative, bicycles would not be allowed
to travel within the corridor. As a result, only those bicycle
facilities or routes that cross the corridor would be affected.

Policies regarding these ©bike routes are many and varied. Each
city and the County has its own priorities and policies. The
City of Los Gatos has specific bike routes, while the City of San

Jose has a policy that all roads should be accessible to bicy-
ctists. However, these policies may fluctuate, depending upon
many factors; for example -- the make-up of city councils, local

& national trends (e.g. energy conservation), emphasis on modes
of travel, and the extent of bicycle traffic.

Because of these possible fluctuations, it is difficult +to
predict what these policies and routes will look like in twenty
years. For this study, it is a safe assumption that any proposed
bike route that would cross the <corridor would be on an existing
street. Therefore, it is important to see how local roads would
be affected by the corridor alternatives as well as how the
existing bike routes would be affected.

The major existing bike routes are shown on Figure VI-34, on page
VI-100. Only one path is not on an existing road and that is. the .
route paralleling Los Gatos Creek.

The project will replace in kind existing major routes for nonmo-
torized traffic severed or destroyed by freeway construction. It
is the State's contention that there are reasonable alternative
routes for those routes that would be severed, see Figure VI-42,
on page VI-100, and there are existing nonmotorized transporta-

tion facilities that allow bicyclists to travel along the general
direction of the corridor. Therefore, nonmotorized transporta-
tion facilities do not need to be incorporated into the design of
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any construction project along the —corridor. However, the
impacts on the routes that cross the corridor will be discussed.

The NPA would not involve any construction, therefore, the exist-

ing bike routes and any proposed bike routes would not be
affected.

The TSM alternative would involve minor construction on existing
roadways. If this alternative is selected, existing bike routes
would not be eliminated and -any construction would make
provisions for continued bicycle use.

The impacts of each of the major construction alternatives on the
bicycle routes would be the same as each alternative has the same
vertical alignment and similar geometrics. Some roads would be
permanently closed to traffic across the <corridor and others
would be closed during construction. Those possible roads that
would be permanently closed to traffic across the corridor are as
follows:

Road City

Cleo Avenue Cupeftino
Rainbow Drive Cupertino
Glen Brae Drive Saratoga

Oka Lane Los Gatos
Harwood Road San Jose

Carter Avenue San Jose

Dent Avenue San Jose

At each interchange and/or grade separations, local roads would

have to be closed for some period of time during construction.

The bike route at Los Gatos Creek would be <closed during
construction of the Route 85/Route 17 interchange and would need
to be reconstructed.

As mitigation for the above impacts, the following measures have
been proposed to reduce the impacts:

¢ During construction of interchanges and grade
separations where local roads would be closed, there
would be detours designated for motor vehicle traffic
that the bicyclists would also be able to use.

¢ For those roads that would no longer cross the

corridor, there would be alternate routes (i.e.
other local roads) that might be taken to cross
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the corridor. Table VI-2%2 shows approximately
the additional time it would take to get to the
closest street that would cross the corridor
from the affected street, which would be a minor
inconvenience.

¢ At all the grade separations and interbhanges,
there would be shoulders to ensure that bicyclists
would be able use each local road.

¢ For the bicycle route along Los Gatos Creek, the
abutment fill for the Route 85 overcrossing (regardless
of which major construction alternative was chosen)
would be designed so that a paved bike lane could
be provided. ‘

é6. PEDESTRIAN ROUTES

Pedestrian routes, like bicycle facilities, are considered by the
State as non-motorized transportation facilities. As was
described in the above section, "Bicycle Routes”, the State would
accommodate any routes severed by any major construction and
ensure that alternative routes for travel along the direction of
the corridor exist  or are provided. Because of safety reasons,
pedestrians would not be permitted to be in the corridor for any
of the major construction alternatives. Howewver, there are many
local streets alongside the corridor that are available to pedes-
trians, indicating that alternative routes do exist. Therefore,
only those routes (basically local streets) that cross the corri-
dor would be affected.

Due to the numerous paths available to pedestrians, mostly along~-
- side local roads, it is important to look at the <effect of each
alternative on local roads.

The NPA would not involve any construction, therefore no local
roads would be impacted nor would any existing or proposed pedes~—
trian routes.

The TSM alternative would involve minor reconstruction on exist-
ing roads. If this alternative is selected, existing pedestrian
routes would not be eliminated and any construction would make
provisions for continued pedestrian use.

The impact of each of the major construction .alternatives on
pedestrian routes would be similar to the impact on bicycle
routes. Some roads, and <concurrently, some pedestrian routes,
would be permanently closed to traffic across the corridor and
others would be closed during construction.

Those possible roads that would be permanently <closed are as
follows: '
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TABLE VvI-22

tmm e e m e e - +
iStreet iNearest Distance & Time* to Nearest Parallel Street;
iClosure iParallel iNorth of Corridor " South of Corridor ;
: 1Street iDistance Time Distance Time :
R et tommmm e pomm e m e o Fom e e +
iClea iSaratoga- | NS« NS \ 1200 1.4 Mind
vAvenue iSunnyvale i i | '
' iRoad ' : : i ;
Fmm e o tommmm e frmmm e Fmm et
iRainbow iSaratega- NS i NS v 400" 1 0.5 Ming
Drive ‘Sunnyvale | : : ; :
: 'Road ] : ' ' ;
o o o Fmmmmm e o b +
1Glen : H | : 1 :
iBrae iCox ' NS 1 NS ; 1450 1.7 Mind
Drive iAvenue : ' i : |
Fom o e o Fmmmm e fmmmm tom e +
10ka LaneiWinchester | 3000 ' 6.8 Min i 3400 1 3.9 Mini
' iBoulevard ' i : ' '
- pomm e Fmmmmm Fommmmm e pomm Fommmmm +
iHarwood i{Camden ' 340" ¢ 0.8 Min ! 1300" 1.2 Ming
iRoad 1Avenue ' \ ' i ;
o — o mm— Fmmmm Fommmm e o tmm +
iCarter ‘Camden H 750 : 1.7 Min V2200 2.5 Min
tAvenue tAvenue ' ‘ i 1 '
o b Fomm e tmm e mmm e o e +
‘Dent ‘Meridian : 2250 v 5.1 Min | 1700 2.0 Mind
iAvenue i i i i g :
fmm Fmmmm e Fommmmm e tmmm e m e o m Fommm e +
# Assume the bicyclist travelis at a rate of 10 mph
#% NS = not significant

Road City

Cleo Avenue Cupertino

Rainbow Drive Cupertino

Glen Brae Drive Saratoga

Oka Lane Los Gatos

Harwood Road San Jose

Carter Avenue San Jose

Dent Avenue San Jose

At each interchange and/or grade separations, local roads would

have to be closed for some period of time during construction.
The pedestrian/bike route at Los Gatos Creek would be <closed

during construction of - the Route '85/Route 17 interchange and
would need to be reconstructed.
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Efforts to minimize the impact of the major construction alterna-
tives would be similar to those for the bicycle routes -- detours
during <construction, reconstruction of the path at Los Gatos
Creek, and alternative routes for crossing the corridor for those
routes severed by construction. More details are provided in the
bicycle section on page VI-104.

In addition to the efforts mentioned above, there would be addi-
tional measures taken to mitigate the impacts as follows:

¢ FEach intersection or grade separation wouild have sidewalks.

¢ Newly constructed or reconstructed local roads
would replace in kind any existing pedestrain
facilities.

¢ Pedestrian overcrossings (POC) will be constructed
where warranted and reascnaible alternative routes
are not available. The mostprobabie location
for the construction of a POC is for the area
between Branham High School and Athenour Elementary

School in San Jose and the surrounding neighborhoods,
for children in those areas crossing the corridor.
This POC will cross over the corridor in the

vicinity of Dent Avenue. Another POC may be required
for the LRT station between Cox and Prospect if an
alternative with LRT is selected. Figure VI-37 on
page VI-104 depicts a typical pedestrian overcrossing.
This figure is an artists conception and is one

of many design available.

7. RAILROADS

The Southern Pacific (SP) railroad tracks would oniy be impacted
by the major —construction alternatives. As there will be no
construction within the corridor for the NPA or TSM alternatives,
the location of the SP trackage will not <change. The remaining
alternatives will necessitate the relocation of the SP tracks
between approximately Saratoga Creek and 750 feet .west of Quito
Road. In addition, the SP spur leading into the Paul Masson

Winery will need to be relocated. Figure VI-38 depicts the
location of the trackage and spur which will need to be relo-
cated. Also, all construction alternatives will cross over the

railroad tracks at Monterey Road and Winchester Boulevard.

The purpose of this relocation is to keep the railroad trackage
on the south side of the Route 85 corridor. Figure VI-39 depicts
the typical cross section in this area. By keeping the trackage
to the south side of Route 85, the need for structures to facili-
tate the railroad crossing the corridor twice within approximate-
lv 1 mile would be eliminated. This relocation would include
adding approximately 5100 feet and removing about 5000 feet of
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railroad trackage. There would also be a need for a railroad
overcrossing at Saratoga Avenue.

If the spur into the Paul Masson Winery is relocated, approxi-
mately 550 feet of trackage and an overcrossing structure would
be added and approximately 200 feet of trackage would be elimi-

nated. This relocated spur would only be built if it s
warranted. At the ©present time, Paul Masson MWinery is planning
to move and it is unknown at this time who will occupy the prop-
etty. The decision whether or not to build the spur will be made

at a later date when the occupants are known.

The impact of this relocation would be relatively minor. Those
living adjacent to the corridor on the north side would end up
with more distance between their vresidences and the railroad

(approximately 200 feet), whereas those living adjacent to the
corridor on the south side would have less distance between their
residences and the railroad (approximately 120 feet). = The
difference between the noise generated by the trains before and
after the relocation is relatively insignificant. The relocation

of this trackage will be <closely coordinated with the Southern
Pacific Railroad. :

1.__PUBLIC _FACILITIES

1. UTILITIES

The relocation of existing utilities, overhead and underground,
which «crogss or are within the corridor .right of way will be
required for all alternatives wexcept the NPA and TSM alterna-
tives. The precise location of the utility facilities will be
determined during the project development process. Conflicts, is
any, with the proposed construction will be resolved jointiy with
the wutility owners in accordance with established procedures.
The wutilities that wexist in the corridor from Stevens Creek
Boulevard in Cupertino to Route 87 in San Jose are:

& Santa Clara County Sanitary Sewer

] Santa Clara Valley Water District

L San Jose Water Company

& City of San Jose Sanitary Sewer

L Cupertine Municipal Water Systems

L PG & E Gas Facilities

¢ PG & E Etectric Facilities

* GTE Underground and Aerial Facilities

] Pacific Bell Underground and Aerial Facilities
] Gill Cable

The approximate locations of the affected utilities are shown in
Table V-3 on page V-39,

'
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In addition to the above facilities, there are three PG & E tran-
smission towers that are located within the corridor right of way
between Saratoga Avenue and Quito Road. These towers will have
to be relocated if an aiternative that includes freeway is built
in the corridor.

The Saratoga design wvariation will require the relocation of
additional utilities for any of the construction alternatives.
The approximate locations of these additional relocations are
shown in Table V-4 on page V-42,

Major utilities relocation work from Route 87 to Route 10! in San

Jose will be completed in conjunction with the Guadalupe Corridor
Project.

Under certain circumstances, wutilities may be encased or capped
to save costs. The process of utility relocation, encasement, or
capping would be completed during earthmoving activities prior to
the construction of any transportation facilities. ,

All of the affected utility companies will be notified well in
advance of any proposed relocation. Close coordination with the
affected companies wil! occur so that there will be no disruption

of service to the customer during relocation.

No mitigation is proposed as there will be no significant impact.

2. SCHOOLS

Table VI-30 lists the schools which are located either within or
in close proximity to the Route 85 transportation corridor.

Branham High Schools' playing field will be impacted by any of
the construction alternatives. [t will lose approximately 4 1/2
acreg of their playing field. This impact is covered fully in
Section F, Section 4(f), of this chapter.

There will be a noise impact on the schoois immediately adjacent
to the Route 85 transportation corridor. These impacts are
discussed in the noise impact section of +thig chapter on page
VI-31.

3. PARKS

Table VI-31 lists the parks which are adjacent to or may be
impacted by the Route 85 +transportation corridor. Those parks

which will be impacted by the construction of any of the alterna-
tives are described fully in Section F, Section 4(f), page V1-54,
of this chapter. Al'l of the construction alternmatives will
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TABLE_VI-30

e it e +
v SCHOOL LOCATION 1
i Anderson Elementary Rhoda Drive, San Jose :
i Miner School _ Lean Avenue, San Jose i
i Oak Ridge Elementary Bufkin Drive, San Jose i
i Calero Elementary Calero Avenue, San Jose '
i Frost Elementary Gettysburg Drive, San Jose ‘
i Gunderson High ‘ Gaundabert Lane, San Jose i
i Almaden Elementary Dentwood Drive, San Jose ;
i Hammer Elementary Bouret Drive, San Jose l
i Branham High Branham Lane, San Jose '
i Athenour Elementary Dent Avenue, San Jose i
y Lone Hill School Harwood Road, San Jose i
v Rolling Hills Jr. High More Avenue, Campbell i
i Congress Springs Elem. Via Escuela, Saratoga !
i Blue Hills School De Sanka Ave., Saratoga H
\ Joltlyman Elementary Jollyman Dr., San Jose i
i De Anza Junior H
‘ College Stevens Creek Boulevard, i
' Cupertino :
b +

result in improved access to all of the parks in the vicinity of

the Route 85 transportation corridor.

TABLE _VI-31

PARK_LOCATIONS
e e e e e o +
+ Park Location :
i Coyote Creek County Park =« Route 101, South San Jose ;
t Playa Del Rey Park Glenburry Way, San Jose )
+ Guadalupe River Park Chain + Guadalupe River, San Jose i
i Los Gatos Creek Park =+ Oka Lane/Road, Los Gatos |
i Congress Springs Park =+ Glen Brae Drive, Saratoga '
i Kevin Moran Park =* Scully Road, Saratoga ]
i South Oaks Park , San Jose(?) :
. Joliyman Park Stelling Road, Saratoga ;
b +

# Section 4(f) Impact described on page VI-54.

4. LIBRARIES

Table VI-32 lists the libraries which are in the study area of
,the Route 85 transportation corridor. These libraries will bene-
fit from the <construction of any of the alternatives because of
the improved access to them.
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TABLE VI-32

o e +
i Almaden Branch Library Calabazas Branch Library |
i 6455 Camden Avenue 1230 South Blaney Avenue |
i San Jose, CA 95120 San Jose, CA 95219 :
i Campbell Library Cupertino Library i
i 70 North Central Avenue 10400 Torre Avenue :
i Campbell, CA 25008 Cupertino, CA 95014 i
i Los Gatos Library Pear!| Branch Library :
‘ 110 East Main 4270 Pearl Avenue :
i Los Gatos, CA 25030 San Jose CA 9513¢ H
« Saratoga Community Library Village Library ;
{ 13650 Saratoga Avenue 14410 Oak Street ;
i Saratoga, CA 25020 Saratoga, CA 25020 ;
e e e e e +

5. HOSPITALS

The following hospitals are adjacent to or near the Route 85
transportation corridor. There will be improved access to all of
the hospital facilities in the corridor. There may be a noise
impact on Good Samaritan Hospital as a result of the construction
of any of the proposed alternatives. This noise impact will be
determined during the final design of the Route 85/Route
17/Bascom Avenue interchange complex and the appropriate miti-
gation proposed at that time. The Kaiser Foundation Hospital
impacts, if any, will be determined during the design of the
Route 85/Cottle Road interchange. There is not expected to be
any noise impact at this location which requires mitigation.

HOSPITAL LOCATION
Kaiser Foundation Hospital Parkway, San Jose
Good Samaritan Samaritan Drive, San Jose
Plum Tree Convalescent Samaritan Drive, San Jose
Los Gatos -
Saratoga Community Pollard Road, Los Gatos
Saratoga Place Residential Sousa Lane, Saratoga
There will be no negative impacts to the hospitals mentioned
above from any of the proposed alternatives. None of the alter-
natives will increase the ambient interior noise levels above the

Federal Highway Administration recommended levels.
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6. EMERGENCY SERVICES

There wmidl be a beneficial impact from the comstruction of any of
the highway alternatives on emergency services. This wiild be the
creation of a new route by which emergency wvehicles can travel in
the gcorridor. In addition, in case of the 100 year flood, the
Rowte 85 dtransportation facility would be the wonily highway open
for travel im the Route B85 corridor. g

7. MNATIONAL OUEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION MONU-
HENTS

The National QOceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NBAAY will
be notified in advance of any construction activities that would
disturb any geodetic control survey monuments. The cost of relo-
cating any NOAA monuments wili be included as mitigation for this
~i-~rm,p act.

J._ CONSTRUCTION_ IMPACTS

The degree of short term construction impacts would be similar
for atl the major construction alternatives as each alternative
has the same profile and similar geometrics. These impacts would
be very significant due to the tremendous amount of construction
that wowuld occur and the length of time it woudd take to complete
it. In +the NPA, no «construction would occur, therefore, there

would be mo construction related impacts. The TSM alternative

would require only relatively minor comstruction, not wuniike some
projects already in progress or completed within the county (e.g.
widening projects on Route 101 and HOV 1ane additiens om Route
237), and as a resvilt, the construction related impacts wowld mot
be sigmificant. It should be noted that +the TSM alternative
woudd take one to two years to complete whereas, each  major
construction alternative would take five %o sevem years *to
compilete.

For each of the major <construction alternatives, the following
type of construction itmpacts could occocurs?

a. Noise and Air pollution

b. Traffic disruption and/or comgestion

c. Impacts on businesses and residential
properties and their associated activities

d. Disruption and/or relocation of wutility
SErViCtes

e. Rerouting of emergemcy services

f. Safety problems

9. Materials transportation and removal probilems
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The degree of impact will depend on each project. Since most of
these alternatives are very similar in scope, having the same
profile and geometrics, most of the impact differences are negli-
giblie.

The above impacts discussed below are applicable to all -the
alternatives, except the NPA" and TSM alternative. Significant
differences between the alternatives, if any, are noted.

1. NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION

The construction impact on noise and air pollution would be very
significant. The severity is due, in part, to the &extensive
length of time it would take to complete the project.

For those living or doing business directly next to the corridor,
the impact would be greater. There would be more dust, noise,
and fumes from equipment for those closest to the construction
areas. The greater the distance from the corridor, the larger
the buffer from the noise and air pollution. The LRT alternative
may reduce this impact slightly because the buffer would be about
100 feet greater that the rest of the major construction alterna-
tives (the right of way requirement, exciuding interchanges,
would be approximately 100 feet for the LRT alternative and
approximately 200 feet for the freeway alfternatives).

It is possible that there would be night construction for inter-
change and grade separation work, which would adversely affect
residential areas. However, this night work would probably be
for short periods of time, unlike other construction work.

These impacts would be mitigated by having contractors follow
standard Caltrans noise, dust and air pollution reduction proce-
dures and all applicable local statutes.

2. TRAFFIC DISRUPTION AND/OR CONGESTION

Every major construction alternative would ©produce short term
increases in traffic congestion, some traffic re-routing, and
lane closures on Routes 17 and 101.

Most of the traffic problems would occur during interchange. and
grade separation <construction. As work is done at each grade
separation or interchange, the local road would have to be closed
and traffic re-routed. However, construction would be staged to
minimize the amount of congestion and the inconvenience of
detours.

The major traffic disrupfion would be for the Guadalupe portion
of the project between Route 87 and Miyuki Drive. This section
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under the Guadalupe Corridor project is approved as a four lane
expressway with LRT in the median. If any of the freeway alter-—
natives are selected as the preferred alternative for the Route
85 project, the Guadalupe portion will be upgraded to a six lane
freeway. This would involve the <construction of interchanges at
Cottle Road and possibly Blossom Hil!l Road. <(The interchange
would only be built at Blossom Hill Road if funding is not avail-
able under the Guadalupe Corridor Project). Also the inter-
sections at Lean, Snel! and Cahallan will be converted to grade
separations. All these modifications will be done under full
traffic conditions which will cause major traffic disruptions.

The following mitigation measure can be taken at each location to
minimize the traffic impact. It should be noted that most of the
work will have to be done during off-peak hours and at night with
traffic control.

The Cottle Road and Route B85 intersection, when <converted to an
interchange, will <c¢ross over the freeway on its present align-
ment. This will involve closing Cottle Road to traffic during
construction. There are two options available: 1) to provide a
temporary roadway west of the wexisting Cottle Road during
construction for through traffic; and 2) the detouring of through
traffic on Santa Teresa, Lean, and Herlong to bypass Cottle Road.

The Lean Avenue overcrossing can not be constructed on the exist-
ing alignment without Lean Avenue being closed to traffic. There
ts no area on which a temporary road can be constructed for
detours to mitigate this closure. The Cottie Road interchange
will be constructed prior to Lean Avenue so that the Lean Avenue
traffic can be rerouted on to +to Cottle Road during the Lean
Avenue construction.

Cahalan Avenue

The Cahalan Avenue overcrossing can be constructed with minimum
traffic disruption as it is not connected to Route 85 at this
time.

Snell Road
The Snell Road overcrossidg can be constructed on the present
alignment if Snell Road can be <closed during the approximate 1

year construction period, or if an alternate park and ride facil-
tty is provided. It would be highly disruptive to <close Snell
Road for such a long time period as it is a major city street.
Another possibility would be the use of the park and ride facili-
ty as a detour for Snetltt Road and construct the Snell Road over-
crossing on the present street alignment. Once the overcrossing
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is constructed, the park and ride facilities would be recon-
structed as presently planned.

It should be noted that all the above construction impacts on the
Guadalupe portion of the corridor can be minimized to insignif-
icance if construction of the expressway <can be delayed till the

preferred Route B5 alternative is selected, so that this portion
of the Route 85 corridor could be initially built as a freeway
and not an expressway,

Regardless of staging, there may be some <congestion throughout
the project caused by the entrance and exit from the Jjob site by
trucks and equipment. There would also be many heavy trucks and
equipment travelling on local streets. This increase in local
truck travel would be controiled by determining specific routes
and hours of operation which the contractors would be reguired to
adhere to.

3. IMPACTS ON RESIDENTIAL & BUSINESS PROPERTIES AND THEIR
ASSOCIATED ACTIVITIES

Almost the entire <corridor is surrounded by houses and busi-
nesses, many with their backyards adjacent +to the right of way
boundary. Those areas nearest the corridor would be most direct-
ty affected. The noise and air pollution, as discussed above on
page VI-116, and congestion, as discussed on page VI-114, would
create a nuisance. The street closures and traffic rerouting
required to move traffic around construction sites, would reduce
access to businesses and residences near the construction sites.
Residences would be significantly inconvenienced. There may be a
loss of patronage to nearly businesses if access to their facili-
ties is impeded.

The distance from the business or residence to the actual
construction site would determine the severity of the impact
because the distance acts as a buffer to construction generated
impacts.

For the children in the areas, it may not be as safe a place to
play as before because of the many trucks in the area and
construction going on in the corridor. Section & on page VI-115
describes the safety issues in more detail.

4., DISRUPTION AND/OR RELOCATION OF UTILITY SERVICES

For each of the major construction projects, there would be major
relocations of utilities. Efforts will be made to minimize the
amount of inconvenience to nearby residences. Section VIII-D on
page V-39 provides more details. :
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5. REROUTING OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

The construction impacts of each alternative (except the NPA and
T8M) on emergency services would be the c¢losure of some local
roads., To minimize this impact, local emergency services will be
notified and kept informed seo that alternate response patterns
can be devised. '

é. SAFETY PROBLEMS

Fach major construction alternative, because of the length of the
construction period and the size of the construction area, would

have some major safety concerns. Unattended equipment parked in
the corridor may be susceptible to vandalism, theft, or unauthor-
ized use. Materiasl!s, like sand piles or freshly placed concrete,

or equipment, may be disturbed if the corridor is used as a play-
ground because there would be easy waccess to the corridor from
nearby neighborhoods.

Most important is the concern that people, especially children,
may get into the corridor, for whatever reason, once construction
has begun. Currently, there are a few well-worn foot or bicycle
paths in part of the —corridor that are owned by the State
(although trespassing is prohibited) which indicate that it would
be very difficult to control access to the corridor.

Mitigation measures might include the fencing of strategic
focations along the  <corrider where <construction has begun,
fenced-in equipment yards and night and weekend security patrols.

7. MATERIAL TRANSPORTATION AND REMOVAL PROBLEMS

For each alternative that requires work in the <corridor, there
would be problems associated with the hauling and removal of
materials.

Hawl roads would be established to ease movement within the
corridor for the contractors and to reduce the amount of time
that equipmeént and trucks would be traveiling on local roads.
However, these haul roads would begin and end where local streets
intersect the corridor. There would be problems with +trucks

crossing these streets without the benefit of a signatized inter-
sectian. These trucks would be a hazard to local traffic and/or
cause a disruption in the traffic flow.

There would alse be the concern that the use of these haul roads
during dry weather would cause . a considerable amount of -dust
wh-ich would be controllied by keeping the road moistenmed. Once
these roads become wet, especially during or after a rain storm,
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mud would be tracked onto local streets once the trucks leave the
haul road.

Mitigation efforts to reduce these impacts would inciude the
determination of safe crossing patterns, requiring the contractor
to be responsible for the <cleanup of construction-related mud or
dirt on local roads and prohibiting any street crossing which is
deemed unsafe. Figure VI-40, Materials Disposal Locations, shows
the tandfill sites which may be available for the disposal of the
excess material. '

If the Saratoga Design Variation is chosen as part of the
preferred alternative, there will be between 1.5 and 1.8 million
cubic yards of excess material to be disposed. The disposal of
this excess material would mean 120,000 to 140,000 truck trips on
and.- through the local streets along the corridor in Saratoga and
other communities depending on the location of the disposal
sites. This truck traffic would increase the disruption of the
existing traffic flow,
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VII.

GROWTH_INDUCEMENT _AND _CUMULATIVE_ IMPACTS

The term growth is site specific and refers to a change in the
size and structure of a population, =economic activity or land
use. This includes the expansion of urban activities into open

space, agricultural, rural or vacant-urban land as well as the
recycling of land for new and generally higher density wuses or
more intensive economic activities. The growth induced by a

project is defined as the portion of the projected growth within
the study area and surrounding communities that would not have
cccurred had the project not been built.

Between 1250 and 1960, Santa Clara County changed from a rural,

agricultural to an wurbanized, industrial economy. Initially,
Palo Alto, Mountain View, the City of Santa Clara and Sunnyvale,
commonly know as Silicon Valley, were significant areas for

industrial development. The rapid growth of an electronics and
aerospace industry in the northern portion of the county led to a
high demand for single family housing in these cities and the
study area. By the 1970's most vacant land zoned for residential
use was in the <central and southern parts of the County.
Commutes grew longer with new employment opportunities located in
the north and with residences located in the central and southern
part of the County. The disparity between housing location and
job location is generally referred to as the job/housing imbai-
ance. This imbalance has driven up local housing prices, making

it difficult for families to move into the County and for indus-
try to recruit new employees, The same imbalance which forced
many people to work in North County and to ltive in outlying areas

causes severe congestion on local freeways and expressways during
the peak commute hours.

In a report issued in November, 19272, the Santa Clara County
Industry and Housing Management Task Force stated wvis a wvis
industrial growth:

"There are limits to the total amount of growth that can be
accommodated by environmental and <constructed systems with-
out creating serious problems., The problems we are current-

ly facing in Santa Clara strongiy suggest that we are
already at or rapidly approaching the limits of +those
systems we are dependent upon for our comfort, convenience,
health and general well-being."

Among the limiting factors listed are a <clogged transportation

system. Long and congested commutes, along with a housing short-
age, high housing costs, and a shrinking labor pool are credited
Wwith exerting a dampening effect on industrial growth.

As housing costs skyrocket and commuter congestion becomes more
severe, companies are finding it harder and more expensive to

VIIi-1 Wednesday, June 12, 1985



retain and recruit the employees needed +to maintain the level of
productivity it takes to compete. MWith the average price of a
new home wel!l above $150,000, with a housing vacancy rate down to
1.7% and the influx of commuters bringing 44,000 vehicles a day
into the County, some Silicon Valley firms have decided that
‘S8anta Clara County may be the place for white collar research and
development but not for bilue collar assembiy.

All of the alternatives except the NPA and TSM wil]l shorten the
commute time to jobs on North and South County from homes in MWest
County. The alternatives support the <current and planned indus-

trial activities in Silicon Valley, Southern San Jose and Coyote
Vailey. The question that needs to be answered 1is whether this
will stimulate growth? Or conversely, will the NPA with its
congested commutes suppress potential development to the extent
that industrial and/or residential growth will fail to reach
planned levels of development? Will projected land wuse activ-

ities differ significantly with or without the project?

The present circulation system is barely adequate for handiing
current commute transportation demands. The potential for break-

down may well discourage firms from expanding existing operations
or new firms from location in Silicon Valley.

B. _IMPACTS

The existing transportation network <can —constrain industrial
expansion in North County. Automobile <commuter access {(as meas-
ured by travel time) to Silicon Vailey will be substantially

improved by alternatives 4FWY with Bus/HOV, 8FWY, and BFHWY with
LRT; somewhat less so by alternatives 4FWY with LRT, 4FKY with
LRT and HOV, and 4FWY with Bus/HOV; and substantially less by the
TSM and LRT alternatives. It is unlikely that a LRT system that
ends in Cupertino would be used by many commuters travelling to
the Cities of Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Mountain View or Paio Alto.
To the extent the "Freeway"” alternatives and TSM. reduce
congestion and improve the level of service, thus removing
constraints to expansion they will reduce the likelihood of firms
relocating elsewhere. To this extent, the alternatives can
infiuence the level and timing of industrial development in North
County. The "Freeway" alternatives will encourage commercial
development on West County sites adjacent to the corridor. Car
oriented facilities such as gasoline stations are tikely to clus-
ter around ramps. Sites along major streets leading to ramps
will become preferred locations for retailers. Transit and bus
facilities «could encourage commercial business that caters to
transit patrons to concentrate at transit and bus stations.

The County and the City of Los Gatos have adopted specific poli-
cies that relate land use decisions to transportation capacity
and <congestion. Where development is proposed in congested
areas, development <can be disallowed until adequate transporta-
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tion <capacity is avaitable. Should the county or city halt
development because of local street <congestion, the "Freeway"
alternatives, and the LRT and TSM, to a much lesser deqree, could
be growth inducing to the extent that they will reduce local
street congestion and hence allow for more vresidential, commer-
cial and industrial development in the study area than would
otherwise be the case.

Coyote Valley contains acres of flat, developable land presently
vacant or in agricultural use. These provide ideal sites for
industrial parks and high-tech firms and pressure to develop this
tand is great. The completion of +the Highway 101 freeway bypass
between Morgan Hill and San Jose, the light rail system currently
under construction in the Guadalupe <corridor and & new major
transportation facility in the "85" <corridor reduce the relative
isolation of Coyote Valley. These facilities alter the way in
which developers wview the potential of Coyote Valiey +to become
another "Silicon Valley." High- tech firms are seeking new
locations that are accessible to an educated and skilled labor
pool such as can be found in western Santa Clara County. A new
transportation facility provides ' the accessibility heretofore
missing. It links the predominately residential West County with
a potential employment center in the South. It will enable Hest
County residents to commute to South County jobs within a resona-
ble time.

As compared to the other alternatives, the LRT is most restric-
tive spatially. The LRT alternative and those alternatives which
contain LRT would tend to make Edenvale's industrial sites within
walking distance of the transportation corridor more accessible
and hence more attractive than other sites in Edenvale and Coyote

Valley. These alternatives favor higher density industrial
development along the LRT route. Since buses are not limited to
a fixed transitway, the alternatives with busways or HOV lanes
can serve all portions of West County, (assuming intermediate

access on the busway) North County, and Coyote Valley. However,
sites within walking distance to bus routes would have the great-
est accessibility and would be the preferred locations for indus-
trial and commercial development. As compared to those
alternatives with LRT, alternatives with busways and HO¥s are
less restrictive and would promote industrial and commercial
development over a wider area. Freeway alternatives permit ful
freedom of movement for all but transit dependent commuters and
are less restrictive. Under the "Freeway" alternatives, indus-—
trial and commercial uses would most likely be developed at the
lowest densities and over the widest areas.

Transportation is unlikely to be a key <consideration in a
person's decision to move to Santa Clara County. Other factors
such as employment opportunities and the c¢ost of housing are far
more significant. However, new jobs in North County, Edenvale,

and Coyote Valley are likely to bring new people into the county.
Many of these new jobs may be fiitled by employees who come from
other areas and are in the market for bomes. Housing demand
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could imncrease substantially, putting severe pressure on the
residentiak communities along the corridor, on Central Coyote
Valtey, Almaden Valley, and on South County generally to meet
this demand. The current high prices for housing would escalate
further and development of residential parcels accelerated.
Cities would be pressed .to increase housing densities, change
zoning designations, and allow more residential development than
s presently comsidered desirable, especially in the mountain
areas along the cities' western fringes. Open space within the
cities could be reduced substantially.

Im Horizon 2000, the City of San Jose has designated South Alma-
den Valley and Central Coyote Valley as urban reserves. These
areas wikl previde 11,000 dwelling units together with suppoarting
commercial and public facilities to accommodate the lomng range
hewsing needs of +the County's growing work force. However,
construction of a major tramsportatien facility im the 85"
carridor is one of several preconditions for the development of
the urban reserve areas.

Tabte VII-1l, Growth Inducement summarizes the impacts of growth
imducement on North County, the study area, and Coyote Valley.
These impacts are compared and ranked relative to each other.
The area with the highest impact is assigned a rank wvalue of 17
the area with the next highest impact is assigned a 2, and so
forth. Areas of progressively smaller impacts are assigned
correspondingly higher rank values.

To the extent that the alternatives remowve poor access as a

constraint to industrial development, influence development deci-
sions and stimulate existing development forces, the alternatives
are considered growth inducing, some more se& than ethers as is

indicated in Table VII-1.
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In Chapter VI, all the environmental impacts of the wvarious
alternatives were presented in detail, along with some of the
mitigation measures intended to reduce or eliminate adverse these

environmental impacts. However, not all of the adverse impacts
identified in Chapter VI can be mitigated to a level of insignif-~
icance. Those impacts that are probably unavoidable are listed

below with a short summary, For a more detailed discussion of
these impacts refer to the proper section of Chapter VI.

A._ _SHORT _TERM_CONSTRUCTION_IMPACTS

If a major construction alternati?e is selected, the short term
construction impacts would be very significant due to the tremen-—

dous amount of construction that would occur and the fength of
time it would take to compliete it (5~7 years); unlike the NPA and
TS8M alternative where <construction related impacts would not

exist and/or be insignificant,

Each of the major construction alternative's impacts -- noise and
air polilution, +traffic disruption and/or congestion, impacts on
businesses and residential properties and their associated activ-
ities, disruption and/or relocation of utility services, rerout-
ing of emergency services, safety problems, materials
transportation and removal problems ~- would be similar in scope

as each alternative has the same profile and similar geometrics.

Each short term construction impact is discussed in greater
detail in Chapter VI on page VI-115.

B._ _LAND_USE_CHANGES

1. CONVERSION OF PARKLAND

Approximately six acres of parkland (including parks and recre-
ational areas) will be converted to transportation facilities
with the construction of any of the alternatives wexcept the NPA
and TSM. The construction of the LRT would result in the conver-—
sion of less acreage due the narrower right of way required.

2. CONVERSION OF OPEN SPACE

Approximately 420 acres of open space {(grassfands, abandoned
orchards and the like)Y will be converted to transportation facil-

VIIl-2 Wednesday, June 19, 1985



"\

— (i
N ¢

ities with the construction of any of the alternatives except the
NPA and TSM. The construction of the LRT would result in the
conversion of approximately 210 acres only due to the narrower
right of way width required.

3. CONVERSION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND

Approximately 69 acres of farmland, consisting of 53 acres of

rowcrops and 16 acres of nurseries, will be <converted to trans-
portation facilities and lost to agricultural use. None of this
land is considered to be prime agricultural land as defined by
the U.S. Soil Conservation Service and according *to the Farm

Protection Pslicy Act.

4., RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

All of the construction alternatives will require the displace~
ment of residential units. Those alternatives requiring 200 feet
of right of way {(all except the NPA, TSM, and LRT) will disgplace
348 residential units. The LRT only alternative will reguire the

displacement of 134 residential units.

5. BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT

Those alternatives requiring 200 feet of right of way for the

transportation corridor will displace 26 businesses. The LRT
only alternative, because it only requires 100 feet of right of
way will only displace 16 businesses.

C._ _VISUAL EFFECTS

The development of any of the construction alternatives would
result in significant visual impacts on residents, periodic occu—
pants and travellers within the Route 85 transportation corridor.
These impacts may be partially mitigated by the construction of
soundwalls and project iandscaping.

D,__UTILITY RELOCATIONS

The relocation of existing utilities, overhead and underground,
will be required for all the alternatives except the NPA and TSM
alternatives. The utilities which would have to be relocated
include, but may not be Jlimited to, water, gas (local distrib-
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utioen and high pressure), sewer, storm drain, electric, tele~
phone, high tension towers.

At} of the affected utility companies will be notified well in
advance of any proposed relocation. Close coordination with the
affected companies will occur so that there will be no disruption

of service to the customer during relocation.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN_LOCAL _SHORT _TERM_USES _OF MAN'S_ENVIRON-

Implementation of any of the alternatives will have short-term
impacts on the corridor's land use, population or natural envi-
ronment. These impacts or uses of the environment should be
considered in the context of the long-term impact, that improved
transportation service will have on the productivity of Santa
Clara Valley. :

The primary short~term uses which are adversely impacted are the
following:

& Construction activities would temporarily reduce
business opportunities in the vicinity of the
construction sites. Reduced business patron-
age and possible business failures could

pccur.

& Construction would impede mobility and change
circulation patterns in the wicinity of the
construction sites. There would also be

noise, dust, unpleasant odors, and other
construction nuisances.

& Some businesses and residents wodld be
relocated by the proposed project.
] Air quality will be temporarily degraded due

to exhaust emissions and dust generated by the
construction equipment.

& Visual blighting will occur from temporary
storage of construction materials and equipment
on the various sites.

The proposed +transportation improvements within the West Valley
Transportation Corridor would provide the opportunity to inte-
grate more effectively the human activities of the valley. This
integration will improve the productivity of the valley in terms
of the quality of life (the activities to which residents have
access and the extent of their productive leisure time) and in
terms of economic-productivity by increasing the work force with-
in commuting distance of industry and by improving the ability of
industry, to —conduct business dependent upon the transport of

people and goods.

Efficient wuse of Ilimited natural resources can be enhanced,
particulariy energy resources. By causing future travel to occur
in a more energy—-efficient manner in the future, it is possible

to develop a transportation system for the future when petroleum
is expected to be scarcer than it is today. Further, the quality
of the natural environment can be enhanced by reducing future air
poliution through a current investment in future transit capaci-
ty .
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Thus, in addition to the benefits which will be derived by the
user of any of the proposed alternatives, the valley as a whole,
transit riders and non-riders, will experience benefits. Specif-

ically, the different alternatives, fto varying degrees,

&

]

Improve the accessibility of the labor force to
employment opportunities.

Expand the size of the jabor force within
commuting distance by highway or ftransit of major
locations.,

Improve business efficiency by improving
accessibility throughout the valley.

lLink dispersed employment centers with the
coutlying residential centers.

Expand opportunities for employment through
creation of jobs and new facilities.

Increase the transportation capacity of the
corridor. '

Decrease the individual travel time.

Improve accessibility to services and recreation.
Provide improved mobility to those dependent upon
transit.

will:
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This chapter summarizes the primary and secondary impacts of the
use of non-renewable and irretrievable resources, and discusses
any irreversible damage that could result from the envirgnmental
impacts associated with this project.

A.__LAND _USE _CHANGES

This project is located in an urbanized area and ‘the land adja-
cent to to the corridor is generally committed to public or
private urban uses. Land wused for transportation facilities

would be used for that purpose inte the forseeable future. The
project may (in <concert with other factors) wengender associated
commercial, residential, of industrial development that would not
have otherwise occurred.

B. _CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS
The use of steel, concrete, Iumber,'plastios and other materials
and equipment would differ among the various alternatives.

No construction materials would be used in the No~Project alter-
native. Because of the minor nature of construction in the TSHM

alternative, no significant irretrievable wuse of construction
materials would occur.

Al'l  the build alternatives would require significant wuse of
building materials such as concrete, lumber, copper, and steel.
The irretrievable use of these resources could have some slight
impact on supply for the time period required for construction.

Ample supplies of all these materials exist.

The materials needed to manufacture buses or rail cars for the
various alternatives would be small compared to the amount used
to manufacture the wvehicles annually produced in the United
States or Canada. Some of the metals used in vehicle

construction would be used irretrievably.

If +the Saratoga Design Variation is —chosen as part of the

preferred alternative, there will be between 1.5 and 1.8 million
cubic yards of excess material to be disposed. This material
will become the property of the contractor who shall furnish to
the Caltrans resident project engineer evidence that this materi-~
al will be disposed of in an environmentally cleared site and
that he, the <contractor, has obtained all necessary permits,
ficenses and clearances prior to disposal. Figure VI-__, Materi-

al Disposal Locations, on page VII-1 depicts the location of the
possible disposal sites.
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C.__PUBLIC_EUNDS

All alternatives would have some financial impacts. If the NPA
or TSM alternatives are gelected, the existing Caltrans owned
right of way between Route 87 and Stevens Creek Bouievard would
be soid. This is expected to generate approximately $85 Million.
This money would be recyclied into the Caltrans budget and spent
on other transportation project throughout the State.

"The capital expenditure for the highway element of all
construction alternatives will be raised by the Santa Clara Coun-
ty 1/2 cent sales tax increase wunder Measure "A" and the Federal
Highway Administration if necessary. The transit element would

be funded by UMTA after the approval of an Alternatives Analysis.
Most of this money would be recycled back into the local economy
by construction and other employment opportunities that Route 85
will create.

D.__ENERGY

The construction of any of the alternatives, except the NPA, will
require the use of direct and indirect energqy. Direct energy is
that energy which is used to propel the vehicies while the indi-
rect energy is the remaining energy used. Indirect energy
includes constructing the vehicles and facilities, exploring for
energy resources, power generation, mining or refining the fuel
and transporting it to the user.

K11 of the construction alternatives will result in an energy
savings. The short range (1990) savings range from approximately
5,000 gallions saved in the weekday peak period for LRT, to
approximately 25,000 gallons for +the 8 lane freeway with LRT.
Long term savings are even higher ranging from 18,000 gallons for
LRT to 40,000 for the 8 lane freeway with LRT. Additional energy
information can be found on page VI-37%.
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COMMENTS_AND _COORDINATION

The analysis process consists of developing alternatives, analyz-
ing the affects the individual alternatives have on the existing
traffic facilities and the environment, and selecting a preferred
alternative.

The Route 85 transportation corridor analysis process began in
December of 1282 with the determination of the initial set of
transportation alternatives. The alternatives were developed
based on local and regional +transportation needs, interface with
the Guadalupe Corridor project, and incorporating existing
concepts for Route 85. Caltrans, the Policy Advisory Board, and
the Technical Advisory Committee, worked closely in developing
these initial alternatives. Through public meetings the alterna-
tives were modified, added or deleted as necessary to arrive at
the nine alternatives that are being assessed by this environ-
mental document. A preferred alternative will be selected after
the completion of the environmental process which includes the
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement by the appro-
priate requlatory agencies, the public, and a wunanimous vote of
the Policy Advisory Board members. The preferred alternative
will be given a detailed description and impact assessment for
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. If the preferred
alternative containg a transit element, an Alternatives Analysis
(A/A) will have to be conducted for the transit element. Howev-
er, this would not delay the construction of any highway element.
Table XI-1 on page XI-2 is a chronology of the events that have
taken place and the proposed time schedule for those events still
to take place. After the completion of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement, final engineering and design will take place
followed by the staged construction of the selected alternative.

Route 85 was adopted by the state highway commission in 1956-1958
and constructed as a freeway in 1945-1271 from Route 101 in Moun-
tain View to Stevens Creek Boulevard/Route 280 in Cupertino.
Figure __-__ on page __-__ depicts the existing Route 85 freeway.

The uncompleted portion of Route 85 between Stevens Creek Boule-
vard. in Cupertinoe and Roue 101 in south San Jose remains as an

adopted but unconstructed route in State and local plans. The
route was conceived as a freeway and "Freeway Agreements" showing
the routing and ltocation of interchanges were signed between the

State and all affected cities in the 1960's. No work was done in
the corridor after 1972 except the acquisition of right of way
under hardship and protection cases. In the middie 1970's, the
portion of Route 85 from Route 87 south to Miyuki Drive in south
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TABLE_XI-1

o e e e e e +
i EVENT ' DATE '
o E L T TP +
i Final Environmental Document : :
i For R/W Protection i February 1982 i
s o e +
« West Valley Transportation j i
i Corridor Study Begins i December 1982 '
b e e e e +
i Public Meetings to Develop - :
i Original Alternatives v April 1983

e e i LT +
i Public Meetings to Reduce : :
i Number of Original i March 1984 )
i Alternatives ; '
R e e e e e B e e +
i Alternatives Selected for ' '
: DEIS i June 1984 '
e et e Pt e +
i Circulate DEIS to ' i
g Public v Fall 1985 '
e o +
i+ Public Hearings i Late 1985 g
e T +
i Selection of Preferred H ]
: Alternative v Early 198¢ :
b e o +
i Completion of Final \ H
\ Environmental Impact i End 1986 )
\ Statement ' : \
e e e e T +

San Jose, a distance of 4 miles, was incliuded in the Guadalupe
Corridor. The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Alternatives
Analysis for the Guadalupe Corridor project, approved in August
1983, recommended the construction of a four lane expressway with
LRT in the median for that portion of the Route 85/Route 87 over-
lap.

Over the vyears, the "freeway only" concept has <changed to a
"transportation corridor" concept including not just a freeway
but also a Bus/HOV transitway and/or light rail transit system.
This Draft Environmental Impact Statement is focused on the
transportation corridor concept.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the regional trans-

portation agency, and the local and county planning departments
~have been involved in all phases of this study.
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The proposal itself is not in either the regional (RTIP) or state
(STIP) transportation improvement plans as there is no "project".
The outgrowth of this study is expected to produce as “progect”.
The breakdown of funds for a project has not been clearly
defined, but in recent actions in Santa Clara County, the voters
passed "Measure A", a 10 year funding program for several routes
including Route 85. It is expected that a major portion of the
funding will come from monies generated from "Measure A".

C.__PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public participation has taken several forms including direct
public meetings to mass mailing of a newsletter. The following
events have taken place in an effort to keep the public informed
as to the progress of the study and to receive their input.

A mailing list was initially developed from the participants in
the public meetings and names provided through the FAB and TAC.
This list includes individual citizens, groups and businesses. A
detailed mailing 1list of property owners and residents in and
immediately adjacent to the <corridor was developed from Santa
Clara County assessor maps. From this tist, a newsletter was
mailed to all those listed, with a postage paid card included for

the updating of the mailing list. Additional newsletters are
being prepared and additional public meeting arranged as neces-
sary. Public hearings will take place prior to the selection of
the preferred alternative. The public at any time is welcome to
participate in the PAB or TAC meetings which are held bi-monthly.
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TABLE _X1-2

Public Meetings

{PAB) Meetings

Public Meet1ngs

Newsletter

San Jose

Campbel

Cupertino
Saratoga
Los Gatos

Saratoga
Los Gatos
San Jose
San Jose

Campbel |

Los Gatos
+ __________________ - — - — t——— b ‘— —— o ——

Meetings
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Early 1983
Present
______________________ +
March 15 & 29,
e e +
June 1984
______________________ +
January 1985

January 19285
January 1985

March 1985
March 1985
1985
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Wednesday,

April
April
______________________ +
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1985
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XII.

DISTRIBUTION LIST

This Draft Environmental

Impact Statement will be

available for

public review at the following locations:

California Department of
Transportation
District 4

150 Oak Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

CITY _HALLS

Campbell City Hall

75 North Central Avenue
Campbel!, CA 95008

Cupertino City Hall
10300 Torre Avenue
Cupertino, CA 95014

Los Gatos City Hall
110 East Main Street
Los Gatos, CA 25030

Monte Sereno City Hall
18041 Saratoga-Los Gatos Road
Monte Sereno, CA 25030

Mountain View City Hall
540 Castor Street
Mountain View, CA 94042

San Jose City Hall
801 North First Street
San Jose, CA 25110

Saratoga City Hall
13777 Fruitvale Avenue
Saratoga, CA 925070

Sunnyvale City Hall

454 West Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 924084
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LIBRARIES

Almaden Branch Library
6455 Camden Avenue

San Jose, CA %5120

Calabazas Branch Library
1230 South Blaney Avenue
San Jose, CA 9512%

Campbell Library
70 North Central Avenue
Campbetl, CA 25008

Cupertino Library
10400 Torre Avenue
Cupertino, CA 25014

Los Gatos Library
110 East Main
Los Gatos, CA 25030

Pear! Branch Library
4270 Pearl Avenue
San Jose, CA 925136

San Jose Main Branch Library
180 West San Carios

San Jose, CA ___
Saratoga Community Library
13650 Saratoga Avenue
Saratoga, CA 925020

Village Library
14410 QOak Street
Saratoga, CA 25020
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Washington D.C., 20515
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FEDERAL AGENCIES

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Office of Federal Activities

401 "M" Street, SH

Washington D.C., 20440

Director

Office of Environmental Review
U.S. Department of Interior
18th & "C" Streets, NH
Washington D.C. 20242

Director

Office of Environmental Compliance
Department of Energy, RM 4G-064
1000 Independence Avenue, SH
Washington D.C., 20585

Chief, Airports Branch

Federal Aviation Administration
831 Mitten Road

Burlingame, CA 24010

EIS Coordinator, Region 9
Environmental Protection Agency
215 Fremont Street

San Francisco, CA 24105

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps Of Engineers
211 Main Street .

San Francisco, Ca 24105

Environmental Clearance Officer
Department of Housing and

Urban Development
450 Goldengate Avenue

P.0. Box 34003

San Francisco, CA 94102

Director

Federal Railroad Administration
Office of Policy and Plans
400 7th Street, SH

Washington D.C., 20590

Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management

Agency
211 Main Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Soil Conservation Service
Area Conservationist

Area V

344 Saiinas Street

Suite 203
Salinas, CA 23201

Director

Office of Environmental
Department of Health and

Human Services

200 Independence Avenue,

Room #537-F
Washington D.C.,
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STATE_AGENCIES

Assistant Vice President
Budget, Analysis, and Planning
247 University Hall

University of California
Berkeley, CA 24720

Vice Chancelior

Physical Planning and Development
Trustee of the Catlifornia
University and Colleges

400 Golden Shore Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Curator

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology
2593 Life Science Building
Berkeley, CA 94720

Commander

California Highway Patrol
Golden Gate Division

455 Eight Street

San Francisco, CA %4103
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Executive Director

California Pubtlic Ut:l|t|es
Commission

350 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 24102

California Air Resources Board
P.0. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

Executive Secretary
California Natural Areas
Coordinating Council
1505 Sobre Vista Way

Sonoma, CA 95474
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State Clearinghouse

Office of the Governor

Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street, Room 250
Sacramento, CA 95814

{ Note: The State Clearinghouse distributed this DEIR/DEIS +to th:
following State agencies for their comments:
Director Director _
Department of Water Resources Department of Health Services
1416 Ninth Street 744 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 25814
Executive Officer Directar
State Lands Commission Department of Fish and Game
1807 13th Street, Room 101 1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor
- Sacramento, CA 25814 Sacramento, CA 25814
: Director Executive Officer
\: Department of Conservation State Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street Control Board
; Sacramento, CA 5814 1414 Ninth Street
{ Sacramento, CA 95814
- Executive Director
Energy Resources Conservation Executive Officer
" and Development Commission Solid Waste Management Board
[7 1111 Howe Street 825 K Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 25825 Sacramento, CA 25814
{ Director Executive Officer
- State Department of Housing and State Air Resources Board
? Community Development 1102 G Street
{ 921 Tenth Street Sacramento, CA 25814
: Sacramento, CA 95814

End of State Clearinghouse
Director Circulation
Department of Parks
and Recreation
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 25814
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Friends of the Earth
State Capitol Office
717 K Street, Suite 209
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474 Yalencia Street
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GLOSSARY

Alluvial Fan: A fan-shaped accumulation of sediment at the mouth of a

ravine.

Alluvium: Sediment which has been deposited by flowing water, such as

gravel, sand, or clavy.

Anpualized Energy: Total energy consumed annually for the operation

and construction of an =energy system, expressed in EBO or BTU per
year, One time energy consumption, (including ‘that for project
construction and vehicle manufacture), is annuslized by dividing it by
the project's useful lifetime or 30 vears.

Agquifer: A water bearing layer of permeable rock, sand or gravel,

APEI: Area of Potential Environmental lmpact

Automobile QOccupancy: Number of persons f{(including the driver) per

Averaqe Daily Traffic (ADT)>: An average of the total volume of traf-

fic during a given number of days.
Bbl: Barrels of oil (one Bb! equals 42 U.S. Gallons).

BTIU: British Thermal Unit. An energy unit equal to the quantity of
heat required to raise the +temperature of one pound of water one
degree Fahrenheit. One therm equals 100,000 BTU.

BTU per Passenger _Mile: The energy content of fuel required to propel
a vehicle for a distance of one mile. The reciprocal, passenger miles
per BTU, is sometimes used as a measure of energy efficiency. (Seat
miles per BTU is a measure of potential efficiency resulting from

maximum vehicle occupancy.)

Bugway: A lane or lanes within a roadway which are used exclusively

for buses, wusually operating in express service. In some instances,
high occupancy vehicles would also use the facility.

Carpool: Automobile with two or more occupants.

Clean Air_Act: A federal law enacted to ensure that the National

Ambient Air Quality Standards are attained.

C0: - Carbon monoxide. A colorless, odorless, tasteless gas and
pollutant released by the combustion of fossil fuels. It is consid-
ered one of the criteria air pollutants for which standards have been
established to protect human health. ’

Construction Energy: The energy used to build transportation facili=

ties; such as, stations, terminals, roadways, trackbeds, and vehicles.
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Rare _Species: A designation in the State of California for animals
that are not presently threatened with extinction but occur in such
small numbers throughout their range that they may become endangered

if their environments deteoriates or their numbers decrease.

Recharge: The repienishment of groundwater by infiltration of water

Right of Way: Land which is dedicated to transportation uses (whether

or not it currently contains a transportation facility).

Riparian: A type of habitat associated with stream and lake margins,

usually characterized by dense vegetation and an abundance and diver-
sity of wildlife.

Runoff: The amount of rainwater leaving an area in surface drainage.

SCVCE: Santa Clara Valley Corridor Evaluation. A report written in

1979 studying the +transportation alternatives proposed for the Santa
Clara Valley.

Section _4(f): Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act
requires that a federally-funded transportation project may not use
land from a publicly-owned park, recreation area, historic site, wild-
life or waterfow! refuge unless it has been established that there is
no feasible and prudent alternative to its use and that all possibie

planning has occurred to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property.

Section 104: A portion of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1266 which establishes a review procedure of cultural resources which
may be affected by projects recieving federal funds.

Threatened Species: According to the Federal Endangered Species Act

5?—i§§§:‘;;; ~;E;;Tes which is likely to become an endangered species
within the forseeablie future, throughout all or a significant portion
of its range.

Tota! _Suspended Particles__(TS8P): Air pollutants which consist of

solid particles (dust, lead, salts, etc.) suspended in the atmosphere.

Transitway: A transportation facility for the use of HOVs and buses

which is separated from the mixed flow traffic tanes.

Transportation System_Management _(TSM): The low cost improvement or
upgrading of existing transportation facilities or +transit systems,
such as ramp metering, HOV bypass lanes on ramps, traffic signal

synchronization, increased transit service, etc.

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio: Relationship of transportion system usage
to the number of vehicles or patrons which could be accommodated
0

during the same period

the California Highway Commission. The corridor averages 200 feet
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wide and extends from State Route 101 in South San Jose at the Bernal
Road/Tennant Avenue/Highway 101 interchange to existing State Route 85
at Stevens Creek Boulevard in Cupertino.

Wetlands: According to the official definition of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to
support, under normal conditions, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for |life in saturated soil <conditions. MWetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, and similar areas. '
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_Federa]’H1ghway'Adm1n1strat10n

if;RECORD OF”DECISIGN-:t

L4 STATE ROUTE 85 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR
State Route 101 “in Southern San Jose to Interstate 280 in Cupert1no
' Santa C]ara County, Callforn1a : '

: - , | : e ‘ :
BACKGROUND: The'unconétrutted State Route 85’(SR 85) transportation corridor”

- extends for approx1mate1y 18 miles with a nominal -width of 200 feet from the
SR 101 freeway in’scuth San-Jose to Interstate 280 ° ~(1-280) in Cupertino.  The .
transportat1on corridor passes through- or”'is -adjacent to the cities of. San

Jose, Saratoga, Campbe]l, and Cupert1no the Town of Los ‘Gatos, and the County
of Santa Clara. - G e '

F— Ser - Tm

*This record of dec151on completes the second t1er of a two t1er eva]uat1on of
~the SR 85 transportat1on corridor. The first-tier evaluation, which began in
1978, resulted ~in a corridor right-of-way: protectlon “final environmental
“impact statemént-and section 4(f) evaluatiof (f]na] EIS/4(f)) entitled: “West -

Va]ley Transportat1on {Corridor, Unconstructed :State. 'Route 85, °Santa “Clara-* -

.' County. “The record ‘of -decision .for ‘this-action’ -was’ approved ‘on ‘May 26, " -
. ‘1982 Through October 1986, about $35:million had been’ spent on: rlght-of-way

protect1on and. hardsh1p acqu1s1t1on under this document,’ . The subject record g
e of decision- is :the  culmination:of the ‘second-tier: “draft ‘and ‘final EIS/4(f) © -

- process to evaluate and select a transportat1on fac111ty within the reserved
transportatlon corr1dor.- L e

2In add1t1on, the SR 85 transportat1on corrldor is d1rect]y assoc1ated w1th the"
" Guadalupe corridor. . The Guadalupe corr1dor is a _ north-south transportatlon

"~ .corridor- - that - provxdes “both h1ghway and .- 11ght “rail . transit (LRT)

* improvements. -South of I-280 the LRT'is in ‘the median.of a grade-separated,
access-controlled expressway that follows the SR 87 corridor to SR 85 and then
along the SR 85 corridor to Miyuki Drive. -The SR 85 ‘transportation corridor
overlaps "the Guadalupe corridor for a distance of approximately four miles
Miyuki Drive to the SR 85/SR 87 interchange and north on SR 87 to Branham
Lane. Portions of the Guadalupe corridor are constructed or under
construction north of SR 85. However, for the purposes of the SR 85 corridor
EIS/4(f), the Guadalupe corridor project is considered to be a constructed
element of the transportation system.

: S : ST~ o

- DECISION: ‘The selected alternative for the SR 85 transportation corridor is a
a six-lane freeway along the adopted SR 85 corridor between SR 101 near Bernal
Road and I-280. The median will be of sufficient width to accommodate future

mass transportation and two of the six lanes will be designated for high
occupancy vehicles (HOV) and buses during peak periods.  The design of the



' xi-Lane Will-be revised to. -provide the selected freeway a]ternat1ve With LRT n .

"the ‘median instead. of the Buadalupe corridor _BXpressway design. sThe “fipal =
EIS/4(f) :identified ‘this alternative a5 ‘the~ 9referrea/project a]ternative.7
AL interchanges,- separat1ons, bridge - structures,.‘reta1n1ng wa11s, sound

“ walls, grading, and -other design features will.be designed as appropriate to': >

- .accommodate future transportation. options in the ‘corridor. See pages Y- 27 to
R ¥-38 in-the final EIS/4(f) for additional 3nformat1on.

e ALTERNATIVES ~CONSIDERED: - . The following- a]ternatlves were -studied during
project development and env1ronmenta1 analysis.’ See final EIS/4(f) pages
V-6 to V-14, V-24 to V¥-26, and those referenced -below for more information,’

No-Project - A]ternau1ve . No transportat1on fac111ty would .be constructed ln;
- the corridor.other than those currently- proposed. Page v-1. i

Transportat1on ‘System Management (TsM): . Low-cost projects to improve .and

upgrade ex1st1ng transportat1on fac111t1es, both roadway and transit. Pagesf'; .

V-2 to V-6..

_Light Rail TranSIt (LRT) A grade-separated ]1ght ra1l facility that extends:

| _,' " the Guadalupe corridor’ LRT system from -the SR B5/SR 87 interchange northerly I

to ‘a terminus “in the.vicinity of Stevens Creek ‘Boulevard in Cupertino. The SR

7"M1yuk1 Drlves to SR 101 in south San Jose. _Pages V<6 to_v -15,-

r".'.jh' 't

: Four-Lane Freeway w1th LRT-t A grade—s parate
L freeway w1th LRT in the med1an.. Page V- 16

‘hj‘-{?fFour—Lane Freeway w1th LRT . and HOV A grade—separated access contro11ed
;7 2 four-lane freeway with-LRT :in the median and an HOV:-Jane between the LRT and
" first mixed-flow traffic lane, - This-is essentially the selected alternative, |

" except ‘that the median ‘has been .reserved :for: .future mass transportat1on ..
options instead of providing an LRT. Page Y- 17 T S '

Four-lLane Freeway with -Bus/HOV "Transitway: A grade-seoarated access-

controlled, four-lane freeway with a rever51b1e bus/HOV trans1tway in the
median. Page v-18. :

Six-Lane Freeway with Bus/HOV Transitway: - A grade-separated; access-

controlled, six-lane freeway with a reversible bus/HOV transitway in the
median. Page V-19,

Eight-lane Freeway: A grade-separated, access-controlled, eight-lane freeway

with a median wide enough for an LRT system or future freeway widening for
mixed-flow or bus/HOV 1anes Page V-20.

Eight-Lane Freeway with LRT: A grade-separated, access-controlled, eight-lane
freeway with LRT in the median. Page V-21. '

© -85 highway -element .of - the Guadalupe . corrldor woyuld also be extended from_ig..;:’ K

ac ss-contro]led four-lane;_l;fﬁ-ﬁ;



;'fySaratoga De51gn Variation: Th1s des1gn var1atlon _equested by the C1ty of N
" Saratoga,” would : fu11y depress ‘the ““base prof11e ‘of all “'of . the =build

:?alternatives except the LRT-only through most..of. the City of Saratoga, rather LoE

ffthan the selected base prof11e which is partzaily depressed Pages V- 22 to V-,lx T

-BASIS FOR. DECISION State Route 85 current]y ex1sts as a four- ]ane freeway

between SR 101 and -I1-280/Stevens Creek Boulevard and a conventional highway

(Saratoga- Sunnyvale Road/De Anza Boulevard) between Stevens Creek Boulevard

and SR 9 in Saratoga. The conventional highway varies from six-lane. roadway

at Stevens Creek Boulevard with traffic signals at major intersections to a
~ four-lane road where it meets SR 9. :At this time there is no freeway fac1]1ty
. -connect1ng the southern and western port1ons of the Santa C]ara Va]]ey.

"The ex1st1ng transportat1on network 1nc1ud1ng the .many county arterlals
(expressways and boulevards), exper1ences severe' traffic congestion.  The

~ traffic demand on the ex1st1ng major highway corridors (I-280, 1-680, 1-880,
;;and SR s 9, 17 -'82, 101, and 237) exceeds .capacity dur1ng commute hours
*  cauSing . long traff1c de]ays ‘and an “increased number of accidents.. <This’
..*congest1on causes traffic to divert “onto county arter1als and nelghborhood
* s streets“that prov1de alternate parallel- routes. . The traffic overf]ow causes
Q_lncrease nOISe, acc1dents and disruptlons 'n_these nelghborhoods.

.o

L ;QThe no—progect,_1ternat1ve w1]1 not. so1ve the safety and congest1on prob]ems -
" -that currently -exist-and -that. without improvement :would continue to worsén in
~ :the -future. In addition, the existing transportat1on corridor r1ght of-way
" would be _sold, al]ow1ng deve1opment -to-occur .in the corridor which -would
. generate add1t1ona1 “traffic and s1gn1f1cant1y dincrease the cost of . any
. .- transportation. ‘corridor deemed necessary inthe’ futuref For these reasens, -
"the no-project -alternative has not been "selected. - See final EIS/4( f) pages-
~III-1 to III- :10° and V-1 for additional information ‘regarding the need for the
proaect and the 1mpacts of the no-project a]ternatlve.

an th

The TSM LRT, and four- 1ane freeway with LRT a1ternat1ves were not se1ected
because they would not meet the projected transportation needs of the 'SR 85
corridor. TSM would have minimal effect on reducing traffic congestion. In
addition, many of the TSM measures are currently being implemented. The
projected LRT patronage is low and funding sources are uncertain. The

capacity of the four-lane freeway is less than half of the projected travel
demand. .

The four-lane and six- lane freeway with bus/HOV trans1tway alternatives were
- not selected because of operational .problems, higher costs, possible

additional right-of-way requirements, and the dltficulty to convert to other
transportat1on opt1ons in the future.

The elght -lane freeway and e1ght -lane freenay with LRT alternatives were not
selected due to the considerable community and local agency oppos1t1on to an
eight-lane highway facility and the lack of funding for the LRT.



he Saratoga des1gn varlation of the base prof1]e as not se]ected because of
fke additiondl .tost- {440 to $60 million" 1985,sd011ars),"the significant ™
lo1ogﬁca1 1mpacfs ‘to Saratoga, Rodeo,“mnd Calabazas Creeks, &nd the need to -
. rov1de aqueducts to carry Saratoga.and Rodeo-treeks'nver the freeway., e

_ ‘Al] of £he freeway alternat1ves wou1d have s1m1]ar env1ronmenta1 1mpacts a]ong" T
" the worridor alignment as the selected alternative. However, the six-lane B
freeway including HOY lanes and a wide median for future mass transportation '
is being selected because it provides the best overall fac111ty to reduce the
traffic congestion and accident rate, encourage the use of HOV's, and maintain
. flexibility for future mass transportation options. 1In addition, the vehicle
miles -travelled within the corrldor' area Will be. reduced; community
access1b1]1ty, including police and fire response times, will be improved;
‘energy- consumption wWill be reducéd;. and reg1ona1 air quality will be improved .. .~
.slightly. -~ For these -reasons, '. the . se]ected alternative 1is- considered =
: preferab]e from a str1ct1y env1ronmenta1 p01nt of-v1ew T . '

‘-fsMEASURES T0 MINIMIZE HARM: " The following méasures have been incorporated.into
~° the project "to reduce the impact. . 'of. constructing  the 'selected SR. 85 -
.._:;transportataon .corridor project. - Other'measures to m1t1gate prOJect impacts,
. -7 in¢luding standard . specifications and : pract1ces, are included 1in -final' _
-EIS/4(f) Chapter VI, ®Affected. Env1ronment “and Envrronmenta] Consequences - .
-pages "VI-1-to VI-175 and Chapter XI,* Section D,"‘“DEIS/DEIR Comment ;and - .: -
Question Responses, pages XI-9 “to. ’XI 182, 'These -‘ddditional m1t1gat1ng g RN
measures are 1ncorporated 1nto th]S record o? dec151on by reference.

) g.”_l Res1dent1a] ‘and - Business D1sp1acement The se]ected a]ternat1ve w111
- displace “approximately 408 .résidences. and 69 ‘noni-residential "units : (non-
“.profit and business estab11shments) ‘The" 1mpacts of d1splacement will be
.- mitigated by providing relocation payments and services in accordance with
-the Uniform Relocation Assistance” and: Real Property Acquisition Policies

- Act and its- implementing regu]ations.;;.PrOJect relocation studies have
concluded ‘that sufficient replacement’ hou51ng is available ‘in the cities
‘along the SR 85 corridor. Some of ‘the businesses, however, will not be
‘able to relocate locally due to the unava11ab111ty of large tracts of

vacant land. . See final EIS/4(f) pages VI-127 to VI-130 for add1t1ona1
information.

2. Highway Traffic Noise. The selected alternative (including the
Guadalupe/SR 85 overlap section) provides for the installation of about
27.8 miles of noise barriers to reduce the proaected highway traffic noise
in adjacent neighborhoods. The approximate heights and locations of the

- noise barriers are provided on page VI-66 and depicted in Appendix A of
the final EIS/4(f). These noise barriers will be subject to further
modification during final project design through additional aesthetic and
cost-effectiveness reviews and coordination with the local governments and
affected residents along the SR 85 corridor. See final EIS/4(f) pages VI-

52 to VI-66 and VI-169 for add1t1ona1 1nformat1on regard1ng project noise
impacts and mitigation.



23, :Het]ands The selected a1ternative Wil jmpact a total of.15.1 acres of
'.;;;r1par1an and . open-water Wetiands 1ocated yxthin the 14 ¢reeks,” ‘rivers ‘and

?j'percoiat1on pond traversed by the project.” M1t1gat1on plans have been
" ~developed intorsultation with the Ca]]forn1a Department of Fish and Game, =

“the Fish and Hildlife Service, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Santa ~ ..

Clara Valley Water District to create and/or enhance wetland resources at ; :

Loyote Creek, Huadalupe River Percolation Ponds, Buadalupe River, and
‘within the SR B5/SR 17 dnterchange area. Mitigation specifics will be
finalized during project design and further coordination with the above

agencies. See final EIS/4(f). pages VI-23 to VI-38 for further
information. ‘ ' :

: 4.4-H1stor1ca1 and Archaep]oglca] Resources.- Thrée Jistorical properties (the
' David Greenawalt farm, the Le Fevre house and barn, and the Warner Hutton
house) ‘and oné significant = archaeological - site (CA-SC1-137) will be
impacted by the selected alternative. - Mitigating measures for the
historical structures will be in accordance with the approved section 106
memorandum of agreement included on pages -VI-114 to VI-117 of the final
EIS/4(f). - Archaeological 'site CA-SC1-137 .is located within the Guadalupe
/SR 85 over]ap section and is currently in & phased testing and mitigation
program 1in conJunct1on with the Guadalupe corridor project. See final .
EIS/4(f) pages VI 84 " to  VI-96 and VI- 110 .to VI- 117 for add1t1ona] e
1nformat10n R N el R

setting along " the " SR B5 ‘corridor. . .-Landscaping, - depressed highway "
sections, soundwa1ls, and architectural treatments on highway structures
"will be included in the project as appropriate to reduce the visual

_impacts.  See f1na1 EIS/4(f) pages VI-70 to VI-84 for additional -
~1nformat10n. ' . ’ : ‘

-
Vo

SECTION 4(f): The section 4(f) evaluation for the use of land from Coyote
Creek County Park, Guadalupe River Park Chain, Los Gatos Creek Park, Saratoga
‘Creek Park, Branham High School recreational land, the David Greenawalt farm,
the Le Fevre house and barn, the Warner Hutton house, and archaeological site
CA-SC1-137 4s included in the final EIS/4(f) on pages VI-%6 to YI-120. Based
upon the considerations outlined in the section 4&(f) evaluation, it is
determined that there 1is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of
land from these section 4(f) properties and that the proposed action includes
all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use.

MONITORING OR ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM: Special monitoring or enforcement programs
have not been adopted for specific project mitigation measures. Current
Federal Highway Administration and California Department of Transportation

policies and procedures are adequate to ensure that the mitigation measures
prescribed above are carried out.

_ w;Aesthet1cs “Jhe" seTected a1ternat1ve will subStantla]IyAchange the Visual P T





