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FOREWORD

San José and Silicon Valley are at a crossroads. Down one path is the route to atruly vibrant, livable, healthy place—one
of the world's greatest. Down the other is the course to sprawling devel opment, traffic congestion, and the erosion of
quality of life. Nowhere isthis choice clearer than in San José's Coyote Valley.

Over the coming months and years the City and surrounding region have an opportunity to pursue responsible growth in the
Valley that will create anew community of neighborhoods while protecting farmland, habitat, and open space. Achieving thiswill
take new thinking and strong leadership firmly committed to addressing economic vitality, social equity, and environmental
sustainability as equally important parts of any plan.

Greenbelt Allianceis pleased to have worked with a broad array of stakeholders, who care deeply about the future of Coyote
Valley, in crafting thisvision for the region. Community groups, businesses, labor interests, environmentalists, housing
advocates, and others came together to challenge conventional thinking and establish an innovative Smart Growth approach for
development in Coyote Valley.

This publication isthe result of that hard work. It isavision that seeks to respect the beauty and character of Coyote Valley while
acknowledging the City's goal of creating a great new place with at least 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 homes. Instead of
generic sprawl, the vision describes a place where you know your neighbors, where you can walk to work, and your kids can
walk to school. Itisavision for alivable community that includes aff ordable housing and connections to parks, farms, and the
Valley's spectacular rolling hills.

Turning thisvision into reality will take a dramatic change in San José's current approach to Coyote Valley. Thankfully, the City's
elected officials and planners have shown great innovation and willingness to abandon outdated devel opment patterns for new
strategies that balance economic, community, and environmental values.

Done right, Coyote Valley could be anational model of Smart Growth and the envy of other cities. Done wrong, and we'll bein
for traffic jams, smog, and sprawling development for asfar as the eye can see.

Our hopeisthat San José will do the right thing in Coyote Valley, or do nothing at all.

A

Tom Steinbach
Executive Director
Greenbelt Alliance
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The intent of the Vision is to pursue responsible growth in Coyote Valley that will create a new community of neighborhoods while protecting
farmland, habitat, and open space.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Decades of sprawl development have dramatically altered the
landscape of Santa Clara County. The county's once expansive
farmlandslargely have been paved over to create business
parks and residential subdivisions. Poorly planned sprawl has
failed to provide the majority of its residents with housing
choices that meet their needs and budgets. The lack of transit
options has created a car culture where people are required to
drive everywhere and anywhere, resulting in the county's now
legendary traffic congestion. The flaws of past sprawl
development are readily apparent, but future growth can avoid
the mistakes of the past and enhance the livability of
communitiesthroughout the county.

San José is moving forward with plansto develop Coyote
Valley, a 6,800-acre area on the city's southern edge. With
beautiful rolling hills and large swaths of productive farmland,
Coyote Valley isavisible reminder of San José€'s history and
natural beauty. Unfortunately, the City's General Plan opens
the door to paving over this treasure with cookie-cutter sprawl.
The General Plan sets aside North Coyote Valley for massive
office and industrial "campuses' adrift in a sea of parking,
while the Mid-Valley, designated as Urban Reserve, is poised
to become a maze of residential subdivisionsisolated from job
sites, shopping, schools, parks, and basic services.

If Coyote Valley isto be devel oped, it need not be consumed
by sprawl. The Valley's future presents a golden opportunity to
create acommunity based on Smart Growth principles, using
land efficiently to make vibrant neighborhoods with avariety
of housing choices. Valley residents and workers alike would
have easy accessto commercial centers, community facilities,
and open space through a variety of transportation choices
including biking trails, public transit, and pedestrian-friendly
streets. ThisVision will preserve Coyote Valley's agricultural
heritage for future generations while providing ample room for
office, research, and industrial facilities. By creating a mixed-

use community that ishometo a diverse array of businesses,
Smart Growth will help insulate the local economy from boom
and bust cycles.

Smart Growth and its urban design corollary, New Urbanism,
are not new concepts. Many citiesin the Bay Area and across
the nation have realized the economic, social, and
environmental benefits of sustainable land use planning. San
José itself has made important commitments to the principles
of Smart Growth and New Urbanism by aggressively pursuing
developmentsin existing urban areas that mix affordable
housing, shopping, and jobs. By planning well for the future of
Coyote Valley, San José can raise its already strong profileasa
national leader in urban planning.

Recognizing the negative impacts that sprawl development in
Coyote Valley could have on quality of life throughout the
South Bay, Greenbelt Alliance undertook a year-long process
to craft a Smart Growth vision for the Valley. Through an
open, public process, Greenbelt Alliance sought the opinions
and wisdom of local residents, environmentalists,
transportation and labor |eaders, developers, elected officials,
and other stakeholders. Getting It Right isthe resulting vision,
showing how the Valley can look if a Smart Growth approach
is employed to achieve San José's devel opment targets of at
least 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units. If implemented,
thisVision will not only create adynamic new community that
is part of San José, but also reduce pressure for more
sprawling development in other parts of the region.

Specifically, Getting It Right suggests the following stepsto
build a strong new community that protects the environment
and agriculture, promotes social equity, and providesfor
economic vitality:



Build Community

Dissolvetheartificial division between North and Mid-
Coyote Valley to enable the entire area to be coherently
planned as anew community.

L ocate the Town Center on Bailey Avenue between
Monterey Highway and Santa Teresa Boulevard. Bailey
Avenue will serve asthe primary retail corridor with each
end anchored by atransit station. The Town Center will
include buildings with retail uses at street level and office
and residential uses on upper floors.

Create distinct neighborhoods, each with atransit-oriented
and pedestrian-friendly center that will include small-scale
retail, service, office, public uses, and community
facilitiesthat will contribute to the identity of each
neighborhood.

Encourage the use of public transportation and
discourage automobile dependency through a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.
The TDM program will promote policies and programs
like shuttle services, ridesharing, reduced parking, parking
pricing, alternative work schedules, and telecommuting.

Co-locate schools and parks and enable them to serve as
civic gathering placesin the neighborhoods.

Protect the Environment and Agriculture

Permanently protect the 3,300-acre South Coyote Valley
as a greenbelt buffer between San José and Morgan Hill.

Establish a network of 860 acres of new regional,
community, and neighborhood parkland that complements
the existing 1,224 acres of regional parkland and golf
course. The park network will be easily accessible to
residents and workers on foot, by bike, and by transit, and
provide avariety of recreation facilities from playing
fieldsto hiking, cycling, and equestrian trails.

Restore Fisher Creek to amore natural condition and
create the Fisher Creek Greenway to serve both as aflood
management facility and as 500 acres of regional
parkland.

Permanently protect approximately 2,380 acres of
agricultural landsthroughout Coyote Valley. The Valley's
agricultural landswill make up the Coyote Valley Food
Belt, which will produce a portion of the community's
food, provide opportunities for education and tourism, and
help preserve the Valley's unique sense of place.

GETTING

IT RIGHT



Ensure Social Equity

GETTING

Dedicate at least 20 percent of al housing units as
affordable housing for low-, very-low-, and extremely-
low-income residents. These unitswill be distributed
throughout the Valley to promote social equity and
inclusiveness. Inclusionary zoning will be established, and
subsidy and incentive programswill be utilized to
facilitate the creation of affordable housing.

Create arobust transit system that will provide mobility
for residents and workers who cannot or choose not to
drive. Thetransit system will include a Caltrain commuter
rail station at the Town Center near Bailey Avenue, a bus
rapid transit line running along Santa Teresa Boulevard,
and a convenient local busloop that connects Coyote
Valley's Neighborhood Centers.

Establish Community Facilities and Services Districts
(CFSDs) in addition to the existing district in north
Coyote Valley. These Districts will help fund and manage
infrastructure projects such as roads and sewers, aswell as
other community amenities such as day care centers,
health clinics, and affordable housing.

Put in place incentive programs and implement policies
that will create opportunities for small business and high
quality jobs.

IT RIGHT

Promote Economic Vitality

Provide for amore diverse economy that isless
susceptible to fluctuationsin the economy.

Reduce the cost of infrastructure to landowners and the
City.

Reduce household costs associated with transportation and
energy consumption through the use of compact, mixed-
use, and transit-oriented nature of development.

Increase land values by providing for more rentable and
saleable building area and reduced per capita
infrastructure costs.

Enhance devel oper flexibility to respond to market
conditions across amix of land uses.

Provide for a sensible approach to devel opment phasing
that reduces upfront capital costs, allows for development
of relatively small increments of land, and encourages the
early establishment of the Town Center and Neighborhood
Centers.

If implemented, Getting It Right will create acompact, healthy,

and vibrant community where housing, jobs, and shopping are
well integrated. People of all economic backgrounds will be
ableto live and work in Coyote Valley and be part of the
community's robust economy. Outdoor recreation
opportunities, wildlife habitat, and farms will be on the
community's doorstep, not miles away. Making the Vision a
reality will not be an easy task. It will require innovation and
political will, but the results will be worth the effort. The
ultimate future of Coyote Valley isin the hands of the City of

San José. Greenbelt Alliance hopes that Getting It Right, which

has been shaped by the input of abroad array of stakeholders,
will serve as aguide and inspiration for San José asit
continuesto plan for Coyote Valley.




I. THE VISION

A. Sprawl: The Failed Model
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has long outlived the
problemsit was intended to address. Whatever the rationale
may once have been for the segregation of land uses, for total
dependence on automobiles for every human transaction, for
the dispersal of the elements of community, and for the
rampant consumption of open space and farmland, it no longer
makes sense. No one believes that these are good things, yet
many people continue to act as if they are somehow ordained
by history, asif any other future is unimaginable.

This document isintended to challenge the entrenched
planning practices that produce sprawl. While it does not
purport to be afully developed plan in the conventional sense,
itisinstead aproposal for the spirit and intention that should
inform any future plan for Coyote Valley. This Vision presents
an argument for those elements and topics that should be
addressed in such aplan, and amodel for where the plan
should be prescriptive and specific and where it should be
general and permissive. Its objective isto respond to the ever-
changing conditions of the real estate market while redressing
the acknowledged problems of sprawl.

Sprawl has been so widely criticized over the |ast decade that
it hardly seems necessary to enumerate its shortcomings.
Nonetheless, for the sake of clarity, it isworthwhile to describe
the specific characteristics of the recently built and still
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proposed suburban landscape that the Vision seeks to
supplant. Itisnot hard to imagine exactly how Coyote Valley
will look a generation from now if it is consumed by sprawl of
the conventional sort.

It will contain one, two, or perhapsthree very large
concentrations of employment, which will bereferred to
euphemistically as“parks’ or “campuses.” In fact, these
areaswill be low- to medium-density clusters of very large
sprawling office buildings, surrounded by vast seas of surface
parking. Whileit may be physically possible to reach these
“campuses’ by public transit, the experience of walking from
atransit stop through the undifferentiated sea of parking will
be so grim that only those who cannot afford to drive to work
will undertakeit. Inside the workplace, the buildings’ daylit
edges will be reserved for an upper echelon of workers with
the rest of the workforce consigned to awindowless, air-
conditioned, fluorescent-lit netherworld in which the weather
and the time of day are unfathomable mysteries. If one wants
to leave this environment at midday, say for lunch or to run
errands, one must drive, and each car that makes thisjourney
must be provided with at least two parking spaces, one at work
and another at the midday destination.

The sprawl that could consume Coyote Valley would aso
contain housing. However, it will be segregated from
employment areasin walled enclaves. Theresidential areas
generally will not be very densely built, will not support public
transit, and will be an auto trip away from every service that
exists outside the home: schools, shops, churches, parks, and
offices. Even when a house happens to be just afew hundred
feet from aregular destination, such as a store, the likelihood
isthat the trip to the store will involve driving, more often
than not on alarge, multi-lane arterial. Nobody walksto the
store in sprawl because the store and the land it sits on are

Typical Silicon Valley corporate campus swims in a sea of parking while being segregated from residential, commercial, and open space areas.
Robert Cameron, 1998. Above San Francisco, Cameron and Company

designed for the automobile, and pedestrians are an
afterthought.

There will be green open space in sprawl, but most of it will be
fragmented and formless and generally remote from the people
who use it. There will not be even atrace of the beautiful and
bounteous farmland that once composed Coyote Valley.

Sprawl! development is designed to facilitate the use of the automobile
with little concern for pedestrians or the quality of the environment.

GETTING IT RIGHT



B. Smart Growth: A Model for Livable Communities

Sprawl in Coyote Valley is
easy to imagine because
thereisso much of itinthe
65 miles between San
Francisco and Morgan Hill.
In this same stretch,

I . Ei however, there are other
models of community
building, older models that
in recent years have been
re-energized with new vitality and investment. Palo Alto,
Mountain View, Burlingame, parts of San José itself
demonstrate that there is nothing unrealistic about mixed-use,
walkable communities. While these communities have much
yet to accomplish in the realms of affordable housing and
transit choices, their physical structure demonstratesthat it is
still perfectly possible for buildings to define the public spaces
of atown. Stores and offices do not need to float in an
undifferentiated sea of parking, but can contribute to the fabric
of atown and help to make great placesto live, work, and play.

Housing in and around these revitalized centersis dense and
the streets that the houses define are pleasant for walking.
Parks, stores, and schools are located nearby, and some people
live close enough to their workplace to walk or bike. Under
these circumstances, families can live comfortably with one
car, not one for everyone over the age of 16.

Walkable town and neighborhood centers, dignified settings
for public buildings, and residential squares framed by housing
cannot be shaped by land use maps alone. The Vision demands
that future planning define the obligations that all buildings
have to the public spaces of a community, the specific waysin
which buildings face the space of streets, squares, and parks,
and the ways that parking can be accommodated without

GETTING IT RIGHT

becoming the dominant feature of the town. The methods and
instruments of planning that produce the landscape of sprawl
cannot produce its opposite. The pages that follow suggest
different tools and approaches capable of shaping a vibrant
new community.

The planning movements known as Smart Growth and New
Urbanism are a rediscovery and adaptation of enduring and
successful patterns of American town building to our current
circumstances. On many levels these patterns redress the
negative environmental, social, and economic conseguences
of sprawl. The environmental advantages of the Smart
Growth vision described herein include reduced automobile
use, decreased energy consumption, less pollution of air and
water, increased conservation of land, and enhanced habitat
protection. The social advantages include the integration of
affordable housing and meaningful employment into the
community, and atown structure and density that makes
schools, services, retail, and employment accessible by
transit, bicycle, or walking. The economic advantages include
amore diverse economic base that is less susceptible to
cycles of boom and bust, enhanced real estate values,
reduced long-term transportation and energy costs, and new
employment that is part of an attractive mixed-use
community, rather than in isolated, single-use “ campuses.”
Thriving town centers such as Mountain View, Walnut Creek,
and San Rafael provide amodel for the evolution of Coyote
Valley into aprosperous, attractive, livable, and
environmentally responsible community in itsown right—one
that retains the imprint of its environmental setting and its
agricultural heritage.

With the revitalization of its downtown and its recent
emphasis on neighborhood centers, San José has led the
nation in recovery from the outdated conventions of sprawl.
Coyote Valley can be San Jos€'s next great opportunity.

A vibrant Town Center includes a mix of retail, office, service, and residential uses within a framework that preserves key sites for public buildings and
view corridors to the surrounding landscape.

walkable community.

Smart Growth involves finding a sustainable balance between urban
growth, agriculture, and open space.

. THE VISION



C. Elements of Town Building: The Making of a Place

The diagrams on this and the following page compare and
contrast the familiar pattern of sprawl, asit might consume
Coyote Valley if development is allowed to occur under a
“business asusual” scenario, with the more orderly pattern
that would result from a Smart Growth approach emphasizing
the creation of acompact, transit- and pedestrian-friendly
community integrated with the natural setting.

The Coyote Valley Vision has evolved from the overlay of
several interdependent patterns, each related to a specific
physical element—Iland use, circulation, open space,
hydrology—that contributes to the form of this new
community. It is characteristic of sprawl that these patterns
typically are considered independently of one another with
little or no recognizable relationship among them. In more
compact, walkable, and transit-oriented urban places, by
contrast, these patterns are responsive to one another and
thereisahigh degree of integration of these different aspects
of atown.

Among the important components of the Coyote Valley Vision
arethefollowing:

Open Space

Coyote Valley isanarrow rural valley with rolling foothills
enclosing it on three sides. The undeveloped foothills provide
a scenic backdrop for the Coyote Creek Parkway and the
agricultural operationsthat occupy theflat valley floor.
Together the natural hillsand agricultural valley form a
distinctive open space framework for the new town. The
foothills provide the larger topographic structure and the
agricultural lands provide the more immediate land use
context in which to place the new community. This natural
open space component is then complemented by the creation
of urban parkland that is integrated with both the urban and
natural systems.

6 | . THE VISION

Hydrology

Coyote Valley is part of an important watershed, and the two
natural drainages that flow through the Valley are key structural
elementsfor the new town. Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek
regularly flood the Valley floor and combine with a high water
table to constrain the use of the land. A principal element of the
Vision isto shape the hydrologic system to provide adequate
flood management and groundwater recharge while also creating
public open space that provides habitat and wildlife corridors.

Transportation Infrastructure

Thetown isalso shaped by the Valley’s transportation
infrastructure. The regional automobileinfrastructure includes
Highway 101, Monterey Highway, and Santa Teresa Boulevard,
which run north/south through the Valley. Bailey Avenue and
Scheller Avenue will form key east/west connections across the
Valley when they are extended east to connect to future
interchanges with Highway 101. Public transportation in the
Valley includes the Caltrain line parallel to Monterey Highway
and bus service along Santa Teresa Boulevard. In the near term,
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) will be introduced with fixed transit
stations along Santa Teresa Boulevard, and a Caltrain station
will be developed just south of Bailey Avenue. Asthe
community matures, local busloops will be added to serve the
surrounding neighborhoods from these regional transit facilities.
Ultimately, as demand warrants and funding is available, the
BRT system will transition to aLight Rail system.

Interconnected Street Grid

An important difference between the patterns of sprawl and a
coherent town isthe interconnectivity of its streets. The Vision
provides a grid pattern of streets and block layouts that
establishes more coherent and direct connections between the
various parts of the community. This encourages biking and
walking, disperses auto traffic, facilitates public transit, and
makes shops, offices, and public amenities easily accessible to
housing.

Sprawl! development in Coyote Valley would result in an unorganized pattern of development that features
segregated land uses, large multi-lane arterial roadways, and discontinuous loops and cul-de-sacs.

The Smart Growth Vision for Coyote Valley integrates land use, circulation, and drainage functions to
create a coherent pattern of development that supports transit, walkable neighborhoods, and convenient
access to employment, shopping and services.

GETTING IT RIGHT



Two Growth Scenarios For Coyote Valley

Thisillustration shows how the principal physical elements of the Valley would relate to each other under the sprawl and Smart Growth scenarios.

Coyote Valley As Sprawl

Land Use

Segregated Uses

Single-use districts (housing, shopping, employment, etc.) that
areisolated and unrelated to each other, and provide little or
no flexibility for future changes. An automobile is necessary
for everyday activities.

Circulation

Automobile Oriented

A network of expressways and distributor streets createsa
series of isolated enclaves. Discontinuous local streets and
cul-de-sacs funnel traffic onto afew key distributor roads,
resulting in larger and busier streets with more congestion and
pollution.

Open Space

Isolated Parks with Open Space Fragments
Parks and open space are fragmented and isolated as residual
elements between the different land uses.

Hydrology

Engineered Solutions

Flood management is seen as an engineering problem to be
solved with large, single-use structures. Creeks are turned into
drainage channels. Stormwater runoff is sent off-site as
quickly aspossible.

GETTING IT RIGHT
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Coyote Valley as a Town

Land Use

Mixed-Use Neighborhoods

A structured and coherent block pattern can accommodate a
mixture of land usesin proximity to one another, and provide
the flexibility over time to create acompact, pedestrian-
friendly, transit-oriented community.

Circulation

Walkable, Bikeable Streets

A hierarchy of inter-connected streets and boulevards disperses
traffic and creates a network of alternative routesfor travel
throughout the town. Different modes of travel are safely
accommodated, including pedestrians, bicycles, public transit,
and the automabile.

Open Space

Network of Parks

Parks and open spaces form an integrated framework that
defines neighborhoods and provides for a network of paths
linking residential areasto key community destinations.
Agricultural lands surround the town, providing an open space
buffer and amenity within the context of aworking landscape.

Hydrology

Integrated Open Space Solution

Flood management is embraced as natural landscape function and
isincorporated into the open space network, maintaining as much
of the natural function as possible and integrating improvements
as part of a continuous riparian corridor through the town.

| . THE VISION 7
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D. lllustrative Vision and Overview

The map of the Valley at the left illustrates a Smart Growth
Vision for how the 6,800-acre Coyote Valley can responsibly
accommodate future growth projected by the City of San José.
The result is acompact, transit- and pedestrian-oriented urban
community that isintegrated with the natural and agricultural
setting to create a sustainable balance among the needs for
environmental quality, economic vitality, and social equity.

The Vision is designed to accommodate the employment and
housing goals established by the City of San José for Coyote
Valley. These goalstranslate into anew community that will
provide approximately 53,000 jobsin 18.2 million square feet
of commercial development, and house 80,000 residentsin
25,000 residential units. While the new community will
occupy approximately 2,200 acres, the Vision also preserves
two-thirds of the areain open space: approximately 2,400
acres of agricultural land (including rural residencesin the
Coyote Greenbelt) and 2,200 acres of parks and natural open
space.

The adjacent map illustrates how the elements of the town
diagrammed on the previous pages are integrated to form the
framework for the new Coyote Valley community. The urban
community is nestled within aframework of natural and
agricultural open space, with the Fisher Creek Greenway
bisecting the urban area from north to south. This greenway
will serve asthe main flood channel for the central part of the
Valley while also providing an enhanced natural riparian
corridor and regional parkland with bicycle trails that link the
various neighborhoods and provide access to schools.
Complementing and contrasting with the Fisher Creek
Greenway, an east/west urban parkway corridor, consisting of
neighborhood and community parks, bisects the community
from Monterey Highway to the western foothills.

The Fisher Creek Greenway and the Coyote Creek Parkway on
the eastern edge of the Valley are part of a network of regional,
community, and neighborhood parks that serve all parts of the
community, contributing form and character to the
neighborhoods aswell as providing visual relief and
recreational open space.

The community has been structured as a series of
neighborhoods that give a more human scale and identity to
the urban setting, and facilitate convenient transit service. The
heart of the community isthe Town Center, which islocated
along Bailey Avenue between Monterey Highway and Santa
Teresa Boulevard. Modeled on the successful example of
downtown Palo Alto, atrio of parallel streetsis used to
accommodate local and regional traffic while still supporting
active pedestrian life in the Town Center. The Town Center
will be served by transit from the Caltrain station located just
south of Bailey Avenue and by a Bus Rapid Transit/Light Rail
station at Bailey Avenue and Santa Teresa Boulevard.

The Town Center is complemented by six Neighborhood
Centersthat are located at the intersection of major arterial
streets coincident with transit stops. Three Neighborhood
Centers are located at BRT/LRT stations along Santa Teresa
Boulevard, two are located along the boulevard west of the
Fisher Creek Greenway, and one along Bailey Avenue. Those
not on Santa Teresawill be served by local bus routes. The
Neighborhood Centers consist of higher density, mixed-use
devel opment, including housing, employment, neighborhood-
serving retail, and community facilities. Outside the
Neighborhood Centers, neighborhood parks and elementary
schools are strategically located within sub-neighborhoods to
provide a central feature and public amenity at the core of each
residential area.

I . THE VISION 9



A. Project Area

Regional Location

Coyote Valley islocated in Santa Clara County at the southern
tip of the urbanized portion of the nine-county San Francisco
Bay Area. It isalso at the southern edge of the economic
region known as Silicon Valley. L ocated approximately 13
miles south of downtown San José and 7 miles north of
downtown Morgan Hill, Coyote Valley is connected to the
region by Highway 101, which formsthe area’s eastern
boundary, and by Monterey Highway and Santa Teresa
Boulevard, which extend through the Valley.

Size and Character

Coyote Valley isroughly 6 mileslong and 2 mileswide. It runs
northwest by southeast and is defined by the foothills of the
Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and the foothills of the
Diablo Range to the east. Tulare Hill, Coyote Peak, and the
hills of the L aguna Seca formation enclose the north end of the
Valley, creating a clear physical break between the urban fabric
of San José and rural Coyote Valley. The 6,800-acre planning
areagenerally occupiestheflat valley floor formed by these
foothills.

10 [l SETTING AND HISTORY
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The enclosure created by the foothills provides a distinctive
sense of scale and definition to the Valley, aswell asa
dramatic visual backdrop that contributes to its unique sense
of place. Coyote Creek and itstributary, Fisher Creek, arethe
key natural features on the Valley floor, with the riparian
vegetation along Coyote Creek providing a pleasing contrast
to the grasslands that make up most of the Valley.

Coyote Valley is predominantly rural in character, despiteits
proximity to Silicon Valley and the region’s largest city. The
Valley currently consists primarily of open space and
agricultural lands, with scattered rural residential and
agriculture-related devel opment, particularly in the southern
half of the Valley. Other existing usesin the Valley include
IBM’s Santa Teresa campus, the PG& E electrical substation,
the new Metcalf Energy Center, the Riverside Golf Course,
the County’s 800+-acre Coyote Creek Parkway, and a handful
of commercial and industrial uses along Monterey Highway,
including the unincorporated town of Coyote, with its bar,
post office, lumber yard, Grange Hall, and bait shops.
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Coyote Valley is situated at the southernmost edge of the urbanized portion of the San Francisco Bay
region.

Foothills on west side of Coyote Valley

Lush vegetation along Coyote Creek
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Jurisdictional Context

When discussing Coyote Valley’sjurisdictional boundaries
and land use characterigtics, the Valley is commonly divided
into three sections: north, mid, and south.

North Coyote Valley

The northernmost section of the Valley includes
approximately 1,440 acres. This J-shaped area extends south
from Tulare Hill to just north of LagunaAvenue, and west
from the Monterey Highway to the Santa Teresa Hills. The
North Valley isin the San José City Limits and the City’s
current Urban Service Area, which means that urban services
such as water and sewer will be provided to this area as
development occurs. The City of San José's General Plan
designates the North Valley for Campus Industrial uses.

Mid-Coyote Valley

The midsection of the Valley includes approximately 2,050
acres. The Mid-Valley generally extends from LagunaAvenue
south to Palm Avenue, and east from the Santa Teresa Hills to
Coyote Creek. The Mid-Valley aso includes a narrow strip of
land between Coyote Creek and Monterey Highway that
extends north to Metcalf Road. With the exception of a
narrow band of parcelsthat front on Monterey Highway, the
Mid-Valley is outside the City Limits and Urban Service Area,

GETTING IT RIGHT

but within the City’s Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary. This
latter designation signifies San José intent to eventually extend
urban servicesto the area. The City’s General Plan designates
the Mid-Valley as Urban Reserve, with the expectation that it
will ultimately accommodate residential development.

South Coyote Valley

The southernmost section of Coyote Valley includes roughly
3,300 acres. The area extends south from Palm Avenue to the
Morgan Hill City Limit, and east from the Santa Teresa Hills to
Highway 101. The South Valley also includes a strip of land
between Coyote Creek and Highway 101 that extends north
from Palm Avenue to Metcalf Road.

Most of the South Valley is unincorporated. However, a
narrow band of parcels along the Monterey Highway and a
couple of larger parcels between Monterey Highway and
Highway 101 are also within the San José City Limits. Whileit
lieswithin the City of San José’s Sphere of Influence, the
South Valley is outside the City’s Greenline/Urban Growth
Boundary. The South Valley is designated as the Coyote
Greenbelt in the San José, Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara
County General Plans and isintended to serve as a permanent
non-urban buffer between the two cities.

. SETTING AND HISTORY
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B. The Context

Regional Context

Silicon Valley’s Role

Coyote Valley is part of the larger San Francisco Bay Area
economy, the most productive metropolitan region inthe U.S.
according to the Bay Area Council. From 1993 through 2000,
alarge portion of this productivity came from Silicon Valley,
the birthplace of the Internet and the high tech industry.
Although the current downturn in the economy has had a
severeimpact on the area, the once burgeoning high tech
industry not only changed the way we communicate and
conduct business, but it fundamentally reshaped the economy
and the urban landscape of the South Bay.

Projections by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) and the Bay Area Council indicate that the economic
vitality of the San Francisco Bay Area and the high tech
industry is expected to rebound, but critical shortcomingsin
housing, transportation, and public schools will continue to
plague the region. If not addressed, these issues could threaten
theregion’s prosperity as high-performing companies and
workers |eave for communities that are more affordable and
offer ahigher quality of life.

According to ABAG projections, Silicon Valley could grow by
250,000 new residents and 190,000 new jobs by 2010. This
represents an almost 11 percent increase in population and a

12 [l SETTING AND HISTORY

13 percent increase in employment. While these levels of
growth are significant, they are less than those seen during
the 1990s—2 percent less for population and almost 12
percent for employment.

Shortage of Affordable Housing

Housing production in Silicon Valley generally has not
kept pace with recent job growth. While the average annual
rate of job growth during the last ten years was 2.5 percent,
it was lessthan 1 percent for new housing. Inthe
“Projections 2000” report, ABAG estimated that
approximately 82,500 more housing units were needed to
allow everyoneworking in Silicon Valley to also have a
homein the region, adeficit that ABAG estimated could

grow to 150,000 homes by 2010 if the pace of home and job
production were to continue. Although job growth in Silicon
Valley isrelatively flat at thistime, ABAG projects that
Santa Clara County will seethelargest increaseinjobsin
the Bay Areaduring the next 25 years. The County is
projected to add 303,500 jobs, with almost 132,000 of those
in the San José area.

In spite of the recent declinein jobs, but relatively robust
housing production, housing costs in the South Bay continue
to rise. The median price of asingle-family home in Santa
Clara County was $575,000 in June 2002—the highest of
any region in Californiawith the exception of the South

Coast of Santa Barbara County. The housing affordability gap
continues to be one of the major local issues, with less than 21
percent of Bay Area households able to afford a median-priced
home.

Long Commutes and Traffic Congestion

The cost of housing in Santa Clara County forces workersto
commute from more affordable areasin the Bay Areaand
beyond. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
estimates that of the approximately 1,043,000 average daily
commute trips in Santa Clara County, roughly 21 percent
(215,000 daily commute trips) begin outside the County. Of
these trips, 71 percent begin within the remaining eight Bay

Urban Growth in the Bay Area

The adjacent diagrams illustrate the pattern of urbanization
over the past 150 years, and what could occur if an
alternative to sprawl is ignored.

1850

1900
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Area counties, while 29 percent (62,350 trips) begin outside of
the Bay Areaentirely—presumably in counties such as Santa
Cruz, San Benito, Monterey, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus. One
indicator of how housing affordability has affected commuting
and associated driving patterns, isthat the vehicle miles
traveled per person per weekday have increased by 62 percent
since 1970. According to the Metropolitan Transportation
Commision, Bay Areatraffic is projected to increase another
30 percent by 2025—more than twice the rate of population
growth. Coyote Valley receivesregular mention on the rush-
hour traffic reports as being one of the worst traffic congestion
areasin the Bay Area.

1950
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Vacant Office Space and Empty Parking Lots
Unlike housing, office and R& D development kept pace with
job growth in Silicon Valley throughout the boom years.
Millions of square feet of new office space were developed to
accommodate the approximately 290,000 new jobs created in
the 1990s. Built for the boom, much of this space is now
empty as high tech companies and related businesses are
cutting back. Approximately 39.6 million square feet of office
and R& D spaceis currently vacant in Silicon Valley—a
vacancy rate that is estimated as approaching 40 percent—with
no expectation of being absorbed anytime soon. Asaresult,
lease rates have fallen by 47 percent since the peak of the
economic boom in early 2000. The decrease in office
occupancy hasresulted in underutilized surface parking space.

2000

The 39.6 million square feet of empty office space translates
into a surplus of almost 1,000 acres of pavement devoted to
parking. In spite of the current surplusin office space, regional
leaders are confident that there will be need for new office and
R& D space in the coming years and decades.

A Vanishing Agricultural Heritage
Asthe demand for new housing and commercial development
to house the Bay Area’s burgeoning population grows, so does
the pressure to convert the area’s agricultural land to urban
uses. Californialost almost half amillion acres of farmland
between 1988 and 1998, arate that is equivalent to creating
three new cities the geographic size of Modesto every year.

2050 as it may be if sprawl continues.

Locally, Santa Clara County islosing agriculture and its
infrastructure nearly twice asfast as the state average. Between
1998 and 2000, the County experienced the conversion of
4,700 acres, or about 1 percent, of its agricultural land. Over
the last 50 years, Santa Clara County has paved over 97
percent of itsfarmland. As of 2000, the County had
approximately 433,000 acres remaining in agriculture, of
which Coyote Valley represents about 1.5 percent.

Much like water, urban devel opment tends to move along the
path of least resistance. In the case of the Bay Area, that means
along theflat coastal plains and inland valleyswhere
development can be accommodated most easily, but also where
soilsare most fertile.

[l SETTING AND HISTORY 13



City Context . . : T T 7
altered the approach to flood management, reduced minimum economy has delayed initiation of theinfrastructure Ly R = ., LA
A History of Planned Development parcel standards, and increased building height limits. improvements needed to begin the research park. Although no g . : - E :

The concept of urban development in Coyote Valley is not
new. As previously discussed, the North Valley iswithin San
José's City Limitsand Urban ServiceArea, and the Mid-Valley
iswithin the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. The Valley has
been slated for urban devel opment since 1983 when the San
José City Council amended its General Plan to create the
North Coyote Valley Campus Industrial Areain the North
Valley and designated the Mid-Valley area as Urban Reserve.

North Valley Campus Industrial Area

The City's Campus Industrial land use designation is intended
to support the development of large, high-quality, single-user
industrial sitesin the North Valley. In 1985, a Master
Development Plan (M DP) was adopted for the North Valley
areathat established public infrastructure and private
development standards. Subsequent to the adoption of the
MDP in 1985, permits for several development proposals were
approved by the City. None of these was ever implemented,
however, due to the downturn in the economy in the late 1980s
and early 1990s. Between 1998 and 1999, in response to
renewed devel opment interest, the City adopted additional

The primary uses permitted under the MDP include
administration, research and devel opment, and manufacturing.
MDP development standards include: 10-acre minimum parcel
size, 30 percent maximum building coverage, 25 percent
minimum landscaped area, 0.40 average Floor Area Ratio
(FAR), and variable building setbacks depending on building
height (e.g., taller buildings have greater setbacks). Based on
these standards, the General Plan assumes approximately
50,000 jobs and 16.7 million sgquare feet of floor area can be
accommodated in the North Valley.

In November 2000, the City approved devel opment
entitlements for the 689-acre Coyote Valley Research Park
(CVRP), which occupies the area north of Bailey Road and
east of the IBM campus. The entitlements allow for
development of approximately 6.6 million square feet of
office, research and devel opment, and assembly and light
industrial space that would accommodate roughly 20,000
employees. Originally, Cisco Systems, Inc. was going to be
sole tenant of the CVRP, but due to the economic downturn

development in the CVRP isimminent, the San José City
Council recently approved plansto move forward with
construction of the Bailey Avenue interchange with Highway
101, in order not to lose $18 million in previously committed
state funding.

In 2001, devel opment applications also were submitted for
business park development within the North Valley Industrial
Campus Area on the approximately 300-acre Sobrato property
located south of Bailey Avenue and west of Santa Teresa
Boulevard. These applications have since been withdrawn.

Mid-Valley Urban Reserve

Designated as the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve (CVUR), the
Mid-Valley isintended to accommodate the residential
development that will be needed to support the employment
center proposed for the North Valley. The City’s General Plan
specifiesthat future development of Mid-Coyote will be
considered only in conjunction with development in North
Coyote Valley. The City isrequired to prepare a specific plan
to guide the development in North and Mid-Coyote Valley and
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General Plan amendments for the North Valley area. These
amendments accommodated changes to the roadway network,

Cisco has since withdrawn as a prospective tenant. The the preservation of the South Valley as a permanent greenbelt.

combination of Cisco’swithdrawal from the CVRP and aslow

£

Downtown San Jose is situated approximately thirteen miles north of
Coyote Valley.
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The General Plan identifies two triggers that must be met
before the City can approve any development in the Mid-
Valley and indicates that they can only be changed as part of a
comprehensive General Plan update:

[. 5,000 new jobs are added in North Coyote Valley, as
supported by the issuance of building permitsto
accommodate such jobs, to the existing 2,000 jobs already
in North Coyote associated with the Santa Teresa |IBM
campus.

2. TheCity'sfiscal condition is stable, predictable, and
adequate in the long term based on afive-year economic
forecast that shows balanced budgets, the maintenance of
City services at least at 1993 levels, and reasonable
certainty that the City’sfiscal relationship with the State
will not change significantly over the 5-year economic
forecast period.

GETTING IT RIGHT

Specific Plan

The City's General Plan was recently amended to allow the
preparation of a specific plan in advance of these triggers being
satisfied. Previously, neither development nor preparation of a
specific plan could begin until they were satisfied. Consistent
with thisamendment, the City Council, on August 20, 2002,
initiated the Coyote Valley Specific Plan process by approving
a 20-member Task Force.

The General Plan recognizesthat Coyote Valley isrelatively
isolated from the rest of San José and future development will
need to be in the form of abalanced community with jobs,
housing, commercial and community facilities, schools, parks,
residential services, and public transit. According to the
General Plan, this new community would include the North
Coyote Valley Campus Industrial Areaas akey job center, the
Coyote Valley Urban Reserve asthe primary new residential
area, and the South Coyote Valley as a permanent greenbelt
separating San José from Morgan Hill. The specific plan land
use program will be guided by General Plan policy to
accommodate approximately 50,000 jobs and at |east 25,000
homesin Coyote Valley. Other key objectives of the specific
plan include the creation of affordable housing, the
development of a phasing program for jobs and housing, and
the preparation of a capital improvements program to ensure
adequate services and facilities to the future community.

City Of San Jose General Plan Land Use
Agriculture

Medium Density Residential (8-16 DU/AC)
Medium Low Density Residential (8.0 DU/AC)
Non-Urban Hillside

Private Open Space

Private Recreation

Public Park & Open Space
Public/Quasi-Public

Mid-Valley Urban Reserve

CHRER0OCEN

0.5 1 2 Miles

Source: City of San Jose GIS, 2002

The large-scale segregation of land uses, the conceptual underpinning of sprawl, is embedded in
the City of San Jose's General Plan land use designations for Coyote Valley. While the concept of
the South Valley as Greenbelt is preserved, the Vision assumes the artificial distinction between
the North and Mid Valley will be eliminated in favor of a more integrated approach.
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C. Scale Comparisons

One of the challenges when contempl ating the future of
Coyote Valley isto comprehend the magnitude of what is
being proposed. In terms of geographic scale and the sheer
quantity of development proposed, Coyote Valley represents a
huge undertaking. Discussing its development as simply an
expansion of the City of San Jos€'s boundariesfailsto convey
the magnitude of the action being considered. In fact, the
development of Coyote Valley will involve the creation of an
entirely new urban center for the Bay Area.

Based on the amount of housing proposed and San Jos€'s
average household size, the proposed Coyote Valley
community is projected to have a population of approximately
80,000 people when development is compl eted. For the sake
of comparison, thisis larger than the existing popul ation of
the cities of Morgan Hill (33,556) and Gilroy (41,464)
combined, and larger than al but three of the citiesin Santa
ClaraCounty.

The adjacent figure attempts to convey the scale of the
development that is being considered for Coyote Valley. A
United States Geological Survey (USGS) map showsthe
boundaries of Coyote Valley and the surrounding topographic
context. Within the Coyote Valley boundaries, a USGS map of
the City of San José has been inserted to illustrate that portion
of San José that would fit within Coyote Valley. As shown,
Coyote Valley could accommodate the entire central portion
of San José from the airport south to Tully Road, including all
of the downtown.

16 [l SETTING AND HISTORY

To provide a sense of scale, central San Jose is superimposed upon the Coyote Valley Area. The circle represents a 10-minute walking distance.
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Scale Comparisons
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Coyote Valley

The proposed urban area of Coyote Valley stretches three
miles along its length and one and a half miles in width.
All of the following plans are drawn to the same scale.
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Central San José

Coyote Valley's urban area covers approximately the same
distance as from San José’s Caltrain Station to US 101.
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Downtown San Francisco

Coyote Valley's urban area is similar in size to Downtown
San Francisco. Market Street from Van Ness to the
Embarcadero is roughly the same distance as Bailey
Avenue to Palm Avenue.
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The Fisher Creek Greenway is twice as wide and more
than three times as long as the Panhandle in Golden Gate
Park.
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From its south end to its north end Coyote Valley’s urban
area Is equivalent to the distance from Columbus Circle to
Columbia University in New York City.
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Washington D.C.

The Fisher Creek Greenway is similar in length and width
to the Capitol Mall from the Lincoln Memorial to the
Capitol.
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Downtown Palo Alto

Coyote Valley's Bailey Avenue retail district is similar in size
to Palo Alto's University Avenue retail district.
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Philadelphia, PA
The whole of William Penn's original plan for Philadelphia
would fit into Coyote Valley's proposed urban area.
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D. The Assumptions

The Vision set forth in this document is based on a number of
assumptions regarding the location, quantity, and type of uses
and development that should be accommodated in Coyote
Valley. In general, these parametersreflect policy direction
established by the City of San José. It isimportant to note that
acceptance of these parameters asthe basisfor the Vision is
not intended to suggest support for City of San José policies by
Greenbelt Alliance or by those who participated in the process.
Rather, it isintended to acknowledge the City’s intent for the
area and address challenges that it will face when planning the
Valley'sfuture.

To Develop or Not to Develop

The Vision assumes that the North and Mid-Valley areas will
ultimately be developed as called for in San José's General
Plan for the past 20 years. It also makes the assumption that
the Coyote Greenbelt will be preserved as a permanent non-
urban buffer. Greenbelt Alliance does not necessarily believe
that the devel opment of Coyote Valley isinevitable. The intent
of thisVision isnot to debate the wisdom of these established
policies. Rather, it isto explore Smart Growth strategies for
implementing such development in a manner that is more
environmentally, economically, and socially sustainable than
proposals that have been put forth to date.

18 [l SETTING AND HISTORY

Smart Growth is Preferable to Sprawl

The foremost assumption underlying the Vision is that urban
sprawl and its attendant side effects (e.g., long commutes, lack
of affordable housing, traffic congestion, air pollution, lack of
public modes of transportation, etc.) are not acceptable for
Coyote Valley. As San José expands, it needs to implement
Smart Growth strategies that create a compact, mixed-use,
transit-oriented community that establishes a sustainable

bal ance between environmental protection, economic
prosperity, and social equity.

Land Use Program

The Vision assumes the San José Genera Plan’s basic land use
program for Coyote Valley asastarting point. It will
accommodate at least 50,000 jobs, the equivalent of 16.7
million square feet of employment-generating commercial and
industrial development. A minimum of 25,000 housing units
will be needed, and at least 20 percent of those will be
affordable units.

The Vision does not accept the Campus Industrial designation
or the associated devel opment standards adopted for the North
Valley nor the segregation of campusindustrial usesin the
North Valley from residential usesin the Mid-Valley as
suggested by the City’s General Plan. The Vision also does not
accept the premise that the 50,000 jobs will all be generated by
afew large, high-prestige, single-user industrial sites.

Public Facilities Standards

The Vision uses current City of San José standards for
parks and community facilitiesin planning the future
community. The new community will include at least 3.5
acres of neighborhood and community parkland and 7
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents. In addition,
the community will include 500 square feet of community
center floor area per 1,000 residents and 10,000 sgquare
feet of library space per 36,000 residents.

Since Coyote Valley isin the Morgan Hill Unified School
District, the Vision assumes the District’s capacity
standards for elementary (550 students), middle (750
students), and high schools (1,250 students). However,
given the urban character envisioned for Coyote Valley,
more urban acreage standards (i.e., 7 acres for elementary,
14 acres for middle, and 20 acres for high school) have
been applied, rather than the State acreage standards
normally used by the Morgan Hill District (i.e., 10 acres
for elementary, 20 acres for middle, and 40 acresfor high
school).

Environmental Protection

The Coyote Valley Vision is based on asurvey of available
information, and is not founded on comprehensive or in-
depth analysis of environmental factors. That being said,
Greenbelt Alliance assumes that devel opment in Coyote

Valley will not be allowed to result in significant adverse
impacts to the environment, and that thorough environmental
analysis will be conducted prior to City adoption of any plan
to ensure that such impacts do not occur. If there are
recommendationsin this Vision document that are
subsequently found to have adverse impacts, it is assumed
that such recommendations would be refined or replaced
with solutions that would avoid significant impacts. For
example, hydrology concernsrelating to potential pollution
of the underlying aquifer isacritical issue that the City
needsto fully investigate, and then adjust devel opment goals
to protect this valuable resource.

Ownership and Entitlements

The Coyote Valley planning areaincludes numerous
landowners, many of whom have plans for the property
based on City policies, and some of whom already have
entitlements. Given its conceptua nature, the Vision does
not attempt to address the potential conflicts between its
recommendations and current landowner entitlements and
expectations. Thisis not intended to underestimate the
validity of landowner rights or the complexities associated
with re-entitling property. The Vision does not assume that
the Coyote Valley Research Park will be built just because it
has been approved. The assumption isthat if amore creative
and comprehensive plan can be developed for the Valley that
adds value for individual landowners, and establishes a
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brighter and more sustainable future for the City and future
residents, then any potential conflictswith existing
entitlements can ultimately be resolved.

Social Equity

Development of the magnitude considered for the Valley will
have regional repercussions related to jobs, housing, and
transportation. The responsible devel opment of the Valley
should recognize and address these social issues, rather than
exacerbate them. Future development of the Valley must
respond to the needs of the full spectrum of our society in its
planning. The future community needs to provide convenient
access to affordable housing, and not assume that such housing
will be provided el sewhere. Public transportation and other
community services need to be provided to ensure convenient
and affordable accessto all. Healthy, safe, and attractive
neighborhoods need to be provided in which all ages, income
levels, and family configurations can reside. Finally, adiversity
of employment opportunities needs to be provided for in the
Valley, not just asingle job sector.

Economic Vitality

The Vision assumes that a new mixed-use community with a
diverse employment base will provide a more economically
stable and sustainable community than one based on asingle,
narrow market sector. A town structure needs to be established
that is more flexible and can accommodate more diverse uses
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than the typical office park or industrial campus devel opment.

The Vision also assumes that economic vitality for Coyote
Valley isnot just about urban development, but also involves
preserving and enhancing the long-term viability of the
Valley’s agriculture. Finally, it is assumed that economic
vitality should be measured by the ability of the entire
community to thrive over time, and not just as function of
return on investment. Thus, initial development costs are
important, but no more so than on-going municipal,
community, or environmental costs.

E. The Process

A Broad-based, Inclusive Visioning Process

The Coyote Valley Vision process was designed to be as
broad-based and inclusive as possible, involving an array of
stakeholders who represented a wide spectrum of interests.
While the intent was not necessarily to create a*“ consensus’
plan that all participants would support, Greenbelt Alliance did
want to create avision for Coyote Valley that was informed by
the diverse community that has an interest initsfuture.

The Partnership Committee

Toward this end, Greenbelt Alliance invited over 100
organizationsto participate in the Vision process as members
of a“Partnership Committee.” Those invited represented both
private organizations and public agencies, including local
jurisdictions and elected officials, utility and infrastructure
providers, education groups, environmental agencies and
advocacy groups, business groups, employers, landowners,
non-profit and for-profit devel opers, recreation providers and
user groups, housing advocates, labor groups and trade unions,
agricultural groups, transportation agencies and advocacy
groups, faith-based organizations, and local resident
associations. In the end, over half of the invited groups
attended the Partnership Committee meetings, and many more
asked to be kept apprised of the process through regular e-mail
and newsletter updates. During the approximately 1-year
visioning process, three Partnership Committee workshops
were held. The workshops were structured to be participatory

and interactive so that different interest groups were able to
talk to each other about their vision for the Valley.

Therole of those who participated in the Partnership
Committee was to ensure that the values of their respective
organizations and members were considered during the vision
process. While a collaborative Smart Growth vision for Coyote
Valley that is supported by a broad-based coalition of
participating organizations was an objective, all groups were
assured that their participation in the Vision process did not
signify either support for development in Coyote Valley or the
ultimate planning approach recommended by this document.

The Advisory Committee

In addition to the Partnership Committee, Greenbelt Alliance
also worked with a seven-member Advisory Committee. The
role of the Advisory Committee was to provide feedback on
the direction and content of the Vision asit was being
developed. Aswith the Partnership Committee, the Advisory
Committee represented arange of interests and viewpoints and
participation did not signify support for development in
Coyote Valley or endorsement of the Vision. The Committee
membership included the League of Women Voters - San José/
Santa Clara; Working Partnerships, USA; Silicon Valley
Manufacturing Group; Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority; Santa ClaraValley Water District; Santa Clara
County Open SpaceAuthority; and Santa Clara Valley
Audubon Society.
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A. Creating a Sustainable Balance

Getting It Right grew out of the desire to create a shared vision
for Coyote Valley that isamodel of Smart Growth. This model
is“smart” in that it provides the blueprint for a sustainable new
community that effectively balances environmental quality,
economic vitality, social equity, and community character. The
following goals express the basic intent of the Vision asit
relates to these four broad themes:

Environment

Goal: A mixed-usecommunity sensitively integrated
with the natural environment in amanner that preserves
ecosystem functionsand protectsthe biological diversity
and productivity of Coyote Valley.

Development in Coyote Valley isnot viewed as an either/or
proposition as it relates to the natural environment. Instead, the
natural and built environments are viewed as two parts of an
integral unit whose functions are interdependent. Key natural
systems and resources to be addressed include the hydrologic
system, the sensitive habitat areas, and the prime agricultural
soils.
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Hydrology

The key functions of Fisher and Coyote Creeks as drainage
courses and habitat areas will be integrated into the urban
setting. The Vision's goal isto establish a comprehensive area-
wide flood management system that protects existing and
future development from flooding while also preserving
natural habitat, creating recreational amenities, and
accommodating agricultural needs.

In addition to regulating surface flows, new development also
needs to protect the groundwater supply. The design of the new
community will preserve the pervious land needed to recharge
the groundwater, maintain sustainable levelsin the aquifer
underlying the valley, and implement Best Management
Practices that minimize the pollutantsin urban runoff.

Natural Resources

Key natural resourcesin Coyote Valley include sensitive
habitat areas associated with the two creeks and areas of
serpentine soils, aswell as visual resources associated with the
unique topographic and agricultural setting. Urban
development will avoid key habitat areas, prohibiting
development in hillside areas with serpentine soils and
incorporating sensitive riparian habitat areas into the overall
flood management open space system. Utilizing an open space
and natural systems approach to flood management will
provide the opportunity to enhance natural habitat values along
the Fisher Creek corridor. The channel will be realigned to
provide amore natural configuration and replanted with native
riparian species. Habitat value also will be enhanced by linking
the two creek open space corridors with each other and with
the surrounding open space to facilitate the movement of
wildlife acrossthe Valley.

To preserve the visual quality and character of the existing
setting, the new community will incorporate open space
corridors that preserve a sense of openness within the urbanized
areaand permit views out to the surrounding valley floor and
foothills. Also, to reinforce the connection between the urban
community and itsrural context, development along the
perimeter of the community will generally face out toward the
open space, rather than turning its back. Single-loaded perimeter
roadways can provide a gracious transition between urban and
rural, and preserve viewsto the rural open spacefor all. Asin
San Francisco and other urban areas with powerful natural
settings, the straight grid of streetswill provide view corridors
that visually connect the urban fabric with its natural setting.
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Agriculture

Agriculture has and will continueto play an active and positive
rolein Coyote Valley’sfuture. The new community will
maintain a compact form in order to preserve as much
agricultural land as possible. It will aso establish mechanisms
for preventing future erosion of agricultural potential inthe
Valley. A more diverse range of activities that can protect and
enhance the viability of agriculturein Coyote Valley will be
accommodated and supported, including large-scale
commercial agriculture, family farms, market gardens, produce
markets, community gardens, etc.

To integrate agriculture into the physical and socia structure,
to establish the agricultural image, and to support the local
agricultural economy of Coyote Valley, the Vision proposes:

GETTING IT RIGHT

Agriculture-oriented activities such asregular farmers
markets, and seasonal activities, such as harvest festivals.
Agro-tourism and “buy local” programsthat will diversify
markets and revenue streamsfor local farmers.
Community gardensin public parklands and in public
lands set aside for flood management and groundwater
recharge.

Provision of thefirst right of refusal for plotsin
community gardensto households without yards.

School programs that teach children about growing their
own food.

Economics

Goal: A new mixed-use community that iseconomically
stable and profitable over thelong term.

TheVisionillustrates a Smart Growth strategy for achieving
San Jos€'s objective to develop Coyate Valley into a major
employment center that attracts new jobs and revenue to the
City. To develop an economically vital and sustainable
community, San José needs to consider more than just the
near-term devel opment and potential tax gains. It aso should
address the long-term costs of spraw! such as decreased
productivity, environmental degradation, and reduced quality
of life. The Vision incorporates the view that there are long-
term economic benefits associated with the development of a
compact, transit-oriented, mixed-use community.

Creating ahigh-density, transit-oriented development pattern
in Coyote Valley will provide a number of economic benefits
for landowners and devel opers, including more rentable and
saleable building area; lower per capita and per acre
infrastructure costs, more efficient, incremental phasing of
development; flexibility to respond to market conditions; and
lower costsrelated to provision of parking.

Creating a high density, transit-oriented devel opment pattern
will aso provide a number of economic benefits for future
residents, employees, and the City of San José, including lower
transportation costs; fewer non-productive hours spent
commuting; greater housing affordability; moreretail, service
sector, and professional jobs; and greater service efficiency.
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Social Equity

Goal: A mixed-useand mixed-income community that
provides broad accessto meaningful work, affordable
housing, community services, and an attractive and healthy
living environment.

The physical design of the Coyote Valley community can do
much to promote social equity for future residents and workers,
starting with the creation of adiverse local economy. Rather
than creating aland use monoculture that catersto asingle
industry sector, the community will be designed to
accommodate a broad range of businesses and the services
needed to support them. Thisin turn will generate employment
for adiverse workforce with the full range of education and
skill levels.
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By creating acompact, higher-density mixed-use community
served by transit, Coyote Valley can help those with fewer
resourcesin several ways. Appropriate densities in the range of
20-30 units per acre will facilitate the provision of affordable
workforce housing by lowering per unit construction costs and
spreading those costs over more market-rate units. Placing
affordable housing near transit eliminates costs associated with
owning and operating an automobile since residents and
workers can walk to and from transit. Providing affordable
housing near employment also creates the potential for
workersto live and work in the same community. Compact,
mixed-use development that |ocates parks, schools, child care,
health care and other community services near transit also
increases fair access to these resources by all inthe
community.

Goal: Toestablish theregulatory framework and
financing mechanismsthat will support the development of
the Coyote Valley community asonethat providesfair and
equitable accessto meaningful employment and affor dable
housing.

Obviously, many social equity objectives can only be
marginally influenced by the physical composition of the
community. Coyote Valley also will require much morein the
way of commitment of resources and regulatory support if
socia equity objectives are to be achieved. For instance,
regulatory mechanisms, such asinclusionary zoning, are
needed to ensure that affordable housing is provided and is
fully integrated into the community. Public subsidies, such as
Redevel opment Agency funds, and funding mechanisms, such

as community facility districts, will be needed to support
affordable housing and to finance facilities for community
services such as child care and health care.
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Place Making and Community Building

Goal: A distinct and identifiable community as opposed
toastructureless collection of “uses.” Coyote Valley should
be a placethat nurtures pride of place among those who
live and work there.

The place-making strategy isto create athoughtfully structured
town that preserves key characteristics of its natural setting and
establishes a human scale for future development. This
strategy callsfor the preservation of physical features that help
define the boundaries and visual character of the community—
the riparian corridors, key topographic features, and
agricultural lands—and for the creation of an interconnected
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grid of pedestrian-scaled blocks and tree-lined streets that
establish asafe, walkable community.

Within this circulation framework, the Town Center and
Neighborhood Centers have been strategically located to
create identifiable mixed-use districts with employment,
shopping, and community services located near transit and
housing. Parks and public buildings have been located to
create focal features that further contribute to the identity of
individual neighborhoods. Finally, the Vision encouragesthe
creation of “catalytic” development sitesin the Town and
Neighborhood centers as a means of encouraging early
development in these areas and establishing a core for the new
community.

PROJECT GOALS

23



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE

A. Hydrology

Asadynamic and scarce resource whose supply threatensto
be outstripped by the demands of an ever-expanding
population, water plays asignificant role in shaping the future
of Coyote Valley. It isimperative, therefore, that development
in Coyote Valley not compromise the quality or quantity of
water available for people or for the environment.

The hydrologic component of the Vision is based on review of
available information, and not upon detailed analysis. Thus,
the Vision's recommendations are conceptual in nature. It is
assumed that the City will undertake the technical analysis
necessary to ensure that these or any other recommendations
arefeasible and will not result in environmental degradation.

A Dynamic System

Coyote Valley’'s hydrologic system isasignificant and dynamic
resource whose function is critical to establishing a sustainable
future for the Valley. Not only have the hydrologic processes
helped to physically shape the Valley, depositing rich loamy
soils across the valley floor and providing sustenance and
refuge for the area’ swildlife, but groundwater from the Coyote
Valley aquifer isamajor source of irrigation and drinking
water for Santa Clara County.

Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek, which extend the length of the
Valley, are only the most visible elements of ahydrologic
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Water will play a significant role in shaping the future of Coyote Valley. Coyote Creek and Fisher
Creek, and their flood plains, are key features of the Valley.
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system that includesthe aquifer and groundwater underlying
the Valley. Coyote Creek, which drains a 350-square-mile area
of the Diablo Range north into San Francisco Bay, isthe
principal riparian corridor and the centerpiece of the County’s
Coyote Creek Parkway recreation area. Fisher Creek is
significantly smaller, extending about 8 miles from near
Cochrane Road in Morgan Hill north to whereit discharges
into Coyote Creek south of Metcalf Road.

While the Coyote Creek corridor maintains arelatively natural
character, the alignment and vegetation of Fisher Creek have
been significantly altered by years of agricultural operations.
Both Coyote and Fisher Creeks have substantial 100-year
flood zones that extend well out from the creek channels,
affecting both the agricultural productivity and the
development potential in the Valley. In addition, these flood
zones have been expanding as upstream devel opment increases
therate and volume of storm runoff within the watershed.

Implications for the Future

The Valley’'shydrology presents both significant constraints
and opportunities for development and conservation. Given the
flood potential along both creeks, drainage and flood
management improvements will be required of all new
development to ensure that existing flood potential is not
exacerbated by increased runoff and that new development is
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not subject to flooding. Also, the permeability of the Valley
soilswill require measuresto protect the quality of the
groundwater from urban and agricultural pollutants.

Simultaneously, the creek corridors represent significant
opportunities to preserve and enhance riparian habitat, expand
existing parks, create an integrated and contiguous open space
system, improve local and regional trail systems, and improve
public accessto visual and open space resources.

A Comprehensive, Multi-Objective Stormwater
Management Program

To protect land and future development from the threat of
flooding, flood management improvements will be required.
Rather than having individual landowners address their storm
management needs on a parcel-by-parcel basis as they
develop, acomprehensive stormwater management master
plan should be prepared that addresses the future facility needs
and stormwater management policiesfor the entire watershed
at buildout. A comprehensive approach will maximize
development potential and the effectiveness of flood
management improvements while also realizing potential
environmental, recreational, and aesthetic benefits that can be
achieved through storm drainage improvements. Typically,
flood management improvementsin an areathe size of Coyote
Valley are designed and implemented in a piecemeal fashion,
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The Fisher Creek flood management channel and open space corridor will be
complemented by a series of “green streets” that help manage stormwater run-off.
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frequently resulting in inefficient and unsightly devel opment of
private lands because of the need to provide onsite stormwater
detention.

Flood Management Improvements

Creating a Natural, Open Space Solution

Since urban development is only envisioned in the Mid and
North Valley areaswest of Monterey Highway, the principal
flood management improvements are along Fisher Creek from
Palm Avenue in the south to Monterey Highway in the north.
Rather than using an engineered solution, such as alarge box
culvert or concrete channel, an approach is recommend the
that usesthe natural creek system that has evolved to carry
stormwater and addresses multiple objectives simultaneously.

Specifically, abroad open space corridor will be created along
Fisher Creek that can contain the flows associated with a 100-
year storm event at buildout of the watershed. This open space
corridor and flood management channel is referred to asthe
Fisher Creek Greenway. Proper planning and design will
ensure that creek system hydrology and habitat values along
Fisher Creek remain intact and are improved beyond their
existing condition. Preserving natural channels and wetlands to
carry the stormwater runoff will also increase public awareness
and appreciation of natural hydrological processes.
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This open space/ instead of-flood protection corridor will
include two distinct segments. The southern segment, from
Palm Avenue to just south of Bailey Road, consists of a 750-
foot-wide greenway that is defined by public roadways and
urban development. The greenway has been configured to
preserve as much of the natural alignment of Fisher Creek as
possible. The northern section of the corridor islessformal in
character, being defined more by the natural topographic
features than by urban development patterns. North of Bailey
Avenue, the flood management improvements are mostly
those approved by the Santa Clara Valley Water District
(SCVWD) for the Coyote Valley Research Park (CVRP),
including a bypass channel between Bailey Avenue and Santa
TeresaBoulevard and a 163-acre flood management basin at
the north end of the Valley.

Protection From 100-year Storm Flows

The basic flood management concept requires the creation of
additional channel capacity along Fisher Creek that will
accommodate the volume of stormwater run-off associated
with peak storm events while containing these storm flowsto
amore limited area. The existing Fisher Creek channel will
continue to carry normal creek flows, with capacity for at
least 10- to 15-year storm events. A much wider and
shallower area on either side of the creek channel will act asa
flood terrace, providing the additional capacity to
accommodate up to 100-year storm flows (i.e., flood waters
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Under normal conditions, Fisher Creek will be a broad open space corridor that serves as a visual and recreational amenity.
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During severe storm events, floodwaters will overflow the creek channel, but be contained within the Greenway corridor.
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would be allowed to inundate the flood terraces during major
storm events). The flood terraceswill only become flooded
when storm runoff exceeds the capacity of the existing Fisher
Creek channel (i.e., a 10- to 15-year storm event).

To the degree possible, the more natural sections of the
existing creek channel will be preserved to avoid impacts to
existing vegetation and habitat. Maintaining normal drainage
flowsinto the existing creek channel will continue to provide
the runoff necessary to support existing vegetation and habitat
values. The additional capacity provided in the flood terraces
will aso allow for the enhancement of habitat values along
the natural creek corridor through replanting or supplemental
planting of riparian vegetation.

In instances where the existing creek channel has been
engineered to follow property lines or haslittle riparian
vegetation or habitat value, the drainage concept callsfor the
creation of anew, more natural-looking channel alignment.
The alignment of the reconfigured creek channel can vary
from side to side within the Fisher Creek Greenway,
simulating the movement of anatural creek. Native vegetation
will be planted along the banks of the reconfigured creek
channel and along the top of the creek banksto provide
shaded riparian habitat and a more attractive landscape
Setting.
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Since the flood terraces will be dry most of the year, they will
be designed to be as broad, shallow, and inconspicuous as
possible. They will be planted primarily with native grassesto
support native wildlife species, and not restrict the channel’s
conveyance capacity for up to a 100-year flow. Scattered trees
may be planted on the flood terraces, but elements that would
impact the conveyance capacity, such as dense plantings of trees
and low-growing brush or significant structures, will not be
permitted. A 20-foot minimum width will be provided in the
flood terraces along either side of the creek to provide for

mai ntenance access to the creek.

Creating A Public Amenity

In addition to preserving and enhancing natural habitat valuesin
the heart of the new community, the proposed flood
management corridor/Greenway aso will provide a significant
visual and recreational amenity. While conceived as
predominantly natural in character, the flood management
corridor will offer opportunities for recreational activities such
aswalking, biking, picnicking, and bird watching. Public trails
for pedestrians and bicyclists will be incorporated into the
design of the Greenway, and alimited number of facilities, such
as flood-proof picnic tables, can be incorporated. The intent is
not to include turf and active sports facilities within the corridor.
Given thefertile soilsin the flood plain, limited amounts of
agriculture and community gardening may be allowed.
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Groundwater Resources and Water Quality
Groundwater isfound at relatively shallow depths throughout
Coyote Valley, but particularly in North Coyote Valley where
the depth to groundwater is generally 2 to 8 feet below the
surface. The groundwater beneath the Valley generally flowsin
anorthwesterly direction, but is restricted at the north end by a
bedrock configuration at Tulare Hill that is known asthe
Coyote Narrows, causing groundwater to pool.

Fisher Creek

Causeway Beyond

The combination of high groundwater levels and major storm
events aggravates flooding in the Valley because the soil has
little excess capacity to absorb surface runoff. Even though the
Valley isonly sparsely developed at this point, SCVWD
already diverts drainage from Fisher Creek to the Coyote
Creek during storm eventsto relieve this confluence of surface
runoff and high groundwater. Additional urban development in
the Valley will further aggravate thisissue by increasing the
rate and volume of surface runoff that needsto be
accommodated. Even though the proposed Fisher Creek flood
management improvements will help contain peak flows, the
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Cross section of the Fisher Creek Greenway and its relation to adjacent roadways and development areas.
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Vision proposes that as many measures as possible be designed
into the urban areato reduce the rate and volume of
stormwater runoff.

In addition, given the porous soil in the Valley and the aquifer
below it, both urban development and agricultural uses must
take steps to ensure that urban pollutants are not flowing into
the groundwater and contaminating the aquifer. Thus, in
addition to measures that reduce the rate and volume of runoff,
future devel opment must implement measuresto clean, filter,
and “harvest” urban runoff in a more sustainable manner.

Bioswale Sidewalk

Bioswales in the medians and planting strips along the “Green
Boulevards” that cross the Valley will help manage the quality
and rate of urban stormwater run-off.

Policy Recommendations

Flood Management Improvements

The City of San José, Santa Clara Valley Water District, and
area property owner s/devel opers should prepare and imple-
ment a stormwater management master plan to address future
facility needs and stormwater management policies for the
entire Coyote Creek watershed. The master plan should:

e Resultin more land being protected from flooding.

e Allow for more efficient use of developable land.

e Equitably distribute the burden and benefit of flood
management improvements.

e ldentify a program of improvements that can be imple-
mented over time.

e Recognize the potential for flood management improve-
ments as a means for achieving multiple non-flood-
related objectives that will enhance the quality of life for
future generations.

Flood management improvements in Coyote Valley should
reflect a natural systems/open space approach based on
existing natural drainage systems rather than on engineered
solutions.
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Flood management improvements on Fisher Creek should:

e Maintain the existing creek as a low-flow channel with
capacity supplemented by shallow flood terraces and/or
bypass channels that can accommodate 100-year storm
events.

e Preserve natural sections of the creek and enhance
riparian habitats suitable for plant and animal species
listed as threatened or endangered by Sate or federal
government.

e Establish theflood corridor as an attractive and predomi-
nantly natural open space corridor that includes the
meandering alignment of Fisher Creek within it.

¢ Dedicate the open space corridor as Regional Parkland
and integrate it with other park and agricultural land in
Coyote Valley.

e Incorporate multi-purpose trails into the open space
corridor and include connections to the existing regional
trail system.

e Accommodate recreational and agricultural useswithin
the open space corridor that are consistent with flood
management objectives and natural habitat values.

Establish a mechanism to acquire land needed for flood
management improvements through dedication and/or
purchase (a drainage easement istypically required by the
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Santa Clara Valley Water District). Devel opers should
contribute their fair share toward the cost of land acquisition;
dedication of land or payment of in-lieu fees for flood man-
agement improvements should contribute to the City's regional
parkland requirement.

Establish an assessment district, impact fee, or other mecha-
nismto fund the cost of flood management improvements and
associated habitat enhancements and recreational amenities.

Permit incremental implementation of the Fisher Creek flood
management improvements by means of temporary facilities
as development proceeds. These temporary facilities—
provided by the developer in accordance with Santa Clara
Valley Water District requirements—can be redevel oped later
on when the flood management improvements are complete.

Develop a memorandum of understanding and/or a joint
power s authority among the City of San José, Santa Clara
Valley Water District, Santa Clara County Parks Department,
and the Santa Clara County Open Space Authority to establish
responsibility for acquiring, owning, implementing, managing,
and maintaining the flood management lands and associated
improvements. The distribution of various responsihilities
across multiple agencies will reduce the burden on the City of
San José and enhance long-term operations and management.

Groundwater Resources and Water Quality

Use surface stormwater collection systems, including swales,
detention ponds, and energy dissipaters, to slow stormwater
runoff and improve stormwater quality. Sediment basins, filter
strips, infiltration beds and other Best Management Practices
should be incorporated into project designsto further enhance
the removal of pollutants from runoff.

Use permeabl e pavements, such as porous asphalt, porous
concrete, and open-celled pavers for pedestrian walkways,
courtyards, and parking areas.

Design parking lot planter strips to function as bioswales that
slow and filter parking area runoff before draining to the
stormwater system.

Design street tree planting strips and street medians along key
east-west streets to function as bioswales that slow and filter
roadway runoff before draining into Fisher Creek.

Use techniques for increasing onsite stormwater infiltration
where soils and the water table permits, including infiltration
basins and trenches, swales with check dams, and permeable
pavements.

v .

Catch and divert rooftop runoff into surface stormwater
infiltration facilities.

Encourage agricultural operationsin Coyote Valley to adopt
sustainable practices that eliminate the use of pesticides and
control runoff from plant and animal wastes that could
degrade groundwater quality.

Require the use of integrated pest management and other
organic landscape maintenance practices for public and
private landsin Coyote Valley.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE
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B. Open Space

Open space in Coyote Valley fallsinto three categories:
natural, agricultural, and recreational. Each plays an important
rolein the Vision to inform the structure and character of the
new community.

Natural Open Space

Biotic Resources

Habitat Types

“Natural” open space in the context of Coyote Valley generally
refersto land that is not being cultivated for agriculture.
Coyote Valley hasalong agricultural history and the years of
cultivation have eliminated most of the vegetation that is
native to the valley floor.

Small areas of non-native grassland exist in areas of the Valley
that are not in agricultural production. These grasslands are
generally considered productive habitat in that they support
wildlife, particularly when contiguous with other habitat types.
Mixed riparian habitat is confined to Coyote Creek and the
less disturbed areas of Fisher Creek. Thickets of red willow,
cottonwood, black walnut, and bulrush typical of this habitat
type have largely disappeared from Santa Clara County. This
important habitat supports several wildlife species, including
migrant songbirds, ducks, herons, egrets, hawks, muskrats,
skunks, raccoons, and foxes.
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Small pockets of seasonal aquatic habitat are located in the
Valley, particularly in the north where shallow groundwater
and surface flooding create wetland areas during the rainy
season. These pocketstypically dry out over the summer yet
are frequented by various amphibians (e.g., Pacific tree frogs
and western toads) and birds (e.g., Black-necked Stilts, Great
Blue Herons, egrets, and blackbirds). Small areas of Valley
Oak savannah exist in the foothills along the western edge of
Coyote Valley. Characterized by open grasslands and scattered
oak trees, the oak savannah supports a number of wildlife
species, including common amphibians and reptiles, songbirds,
raptors, ground squirrels, badgers, deer, and coyotes.

Special Status Species and Critical Habitat Areas
In addition to these general habitat types, a handful of areasin
Coyote Valley have habitat that is critical to the preservation of
special status plant and wildlife species (special status species
are those that have been officially recognized as having
declined to dangerously low population levels). These areas
are located primarily along Coyote Creek and the foothills
along the north and west edges of the Valley. An area of
Californiared-legged frog habitat is located along Coyote
Creek near the Riverside Golf Course. This same general area
also provides suitable habitat for the Californiatiger
salamander. Both species have been identified by the State as
species of special concern. The red-legged frog is federally
listed as threatened, and the tiger salamander is a candidate for
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The majority of the sensitive habitat areas and special status species are located within the Coyote Creek
Parkway or on the foothills along the edge of the valley floor where no development is recommended.
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listing. A second, very small area of Californiatiger
salamander habitat also existsjust south of Bailey Avenue west
of Santa Teresa Boulevard.

Two other sensitive species found in the vicinity are the
Western pond turtle and burrowing owl. Neither speciesis
federally listed, but both have been identified by the State as
species of special concern. Western pond turtle habitat has
been found in the Coyote Creek Parkway just north Metcalf
Road, and the grasslandsin the Tulare Hill area have been
identified as suitable burrowing owl habitat.

Areas of serpentine soilsthat are located in the foothill areas
along the west side of the Valley and on Tulare Hill provide
habitat for several plant and animal speciesthat are listed by
state and federal agencies as endangered or threatened. These
include Metcalf Canyon jewelflower, most beautiful
jewelflower, Santa ClaraValley dudlieya, Hall’s bush mallow,
Bay checkerspot butterfly, and Opler’slonghorn moth.
Although not federally or state listed, sycamore alluvial
woodland is another natural community that has become very
rarein California. An area of this habitat typeislocated along
Coyote Creek at the south end of the Parkway.
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Protection and Implementation

Asindicated, those areas with the highest resource value
generally occur on public parkland within the Coyote Creek
Parkway or along the foothill fringes of the Valley. The Vision
protects these areas from development, but also takes positive
steps to preserve and enhance habitat values outside these
areas through the creation of an integrated open space system.
The Fisher Creek Greenway, the Bailey Avenue Greenway, and
the Palm Avenue Greenway will be key components of that
system. The combination of flood management improvements
and open space enhancementswill significantly upgrade
habitat values along Fisher Creek, and preserve wetlands
habitat along Bailey Avenue. The three greenwayswill also
provide important open space links through the area that will
accommodate wildlife movement and foraging.

Visual Resources

Coyote Valley provides a highly scenic setting for the new
community. The Valley is enclosed to the north and west by the
foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, and to the east by the
foothills of the Diablo Range. The rolling foothills and ridges
that rise 1,300 to 1,500 feet above the flat valley floor provide
adramatic visual backdrop. To the north, Tulare Hill and
Coyote Peak provide distinctive individual featuresthat also
create a physical separation between Coyote Valley and the
rest of San José. The sense of enclosure and separation created
by the surrounding foothillsis part of the Valley’s appeal, asis

Coyote Valley is framed by the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Mountain Range creating a dramatic visual setting.

[AVA
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itsrather intimate scale. The natural hillsides with their rolling
oak-studded grasslands further contribute to the rural and
pastoral character. Together these elements combineto give
Coyote Valley adistinctive sense of place.

Thelayout of the new town is designed to preserve visual
connections with the surrounding landscape. The compactness
of the community and the preservation of the surrounding
agricultural lands and foothillswill preserve the area’srural,
pastoral character and maintain a scenic framework for future
urban devel opment. Within the town, the street system is
designed to preserve and enhance public access to views of the
surrounding landscape even at buildout of the new community.

By placing single-loaded roadways (i.e., development on one
side only) around the periphery of the town, and by having all
roadways dead-end into the rural landscape, the Vision ensures
prominent and permanent visual connections between the
urban settlement and its natural setting. The open space system
also is designed to enhance visual access to the surrounding
landscape.

The Fisher Creek Greenway and the Bailey Avenue Greenway
both will bring the natural landscape into the urban areawhile
also preserving key view corridors out to the surrounding
landscape.

The surrounding foothills provide dramatic visual contrast with the flat valley floor.
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Policy Recommendations
Natural Open Space

Complete detailed surveys of Coyote Valley to identify and
delineate critical habitat areas and associated species that
may be endangered, threatened, or of special status.

Coordinate environmental protection effortsin Coyote Valley
with those specified in the countywide Habitat Conservation
Plan, currently being prepared.

Establish a Habitat Conservation designation for identified
critical habitat areas and prohibit development in such areas.

Develop a memorandum of understanding and/or a joint
power s authority among the City of San José, Santa Clara
County Parks Department, and the Santa Clara County Open
Jpoace Authority to acquire critical habitat areas through title
purchase or conservation easement. |n addition to acquisi-
tion, the agreement should address the management of
habitat protection, access, interpretive value, and integration
into the larger natural open space system.

Continue to manage critical habitat areas on County lands
according to the Parks and Recreation Department’s mission
of providing, protecting, and preserving regional parklands
for the enjoyment, education and inspiration of this and future
generations.

Integrate parkland, open space, and agricultural lands to
provide view opportunities and to define the urban edge of the
new town.

GETTING IT RIGHT



Agricultural Lands

Preserving a Future for Agriculture

Santa Clara County’srich agricultural heritageis vanishing.
While development in Coyote Valley will result in further loss
of prime agricultural land, it need not result in the total
demise of agriculturein the Valley. Instead, agricultureis seen
asavalued and integral element that isfundamental to the
creation of a sustainable future for Coyote Valley. Agriculture
will contribute to the quality of life of the future urban
community while preserving the productive potential of the
surrounding farmland.

The urban and agricultural components of the future Coyote
community have asymbiotic relationship. Agriculture will
supply fresh food and produce to the new community, while
preserving visual open space, expanding recreational and
educational opportunities, and fulfilling numerous
environmental functions. Rather than simply displacing
agriculture, the urban community can be the mechanism to
secure a stable agricultural land base, create new markets for
local goods, and reduce farmers’ operational costs by
providing recycled water and compost.

An Agricultural Heritage in Decline
At the southern end of the legendary Valley of Heart's
Delight, Coyote Valley has been aprime agricultural region
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for over two centuries. Deep, fertile, level soils; amoderate
climate; and plentiful water have made the Valley well suited
for many types of agricultural production: grain and forage
crops, orchard and row crops, and nursery products. The
valley was renown for the quality of its apricot, cherry, and
prune crops, berry crops, and flowers. Proximity to major,
expanding urban markets as well as to transportation hubs,
gave farmers additional competitive advantages.

Agriculturein Coyote Valley, as on the edges of metropolitan
regions el sewhere, has been in accelerating decline over the
past 25 years. Primary causes are escalating urban-edge land
values and diminishing returns due to competition from
agricultural areas with lower production costsin California
and abroad. These primary causes have been compounded by
logistical challengesincluding operational restrictions
required by urban-edge farming conditions and | oss of
agricultural support facilities and infrastructure.

During the 20 years since the City of San José changed the
agricultural designation of the northern and mid sections of
Coyote Valley to allow industrial and urban development, the
area’s long-time farmers have sold more than half of the
agricultural land to developers. Remaining farmers expect
to—and are counting on—selling their land in the near
future. Pending devel opment, the land is being farmed in
annual row crops and forage.

In the southern portion of the Valley designated as Greenbelt,
agriculture continues. Current operationsinclude agrassfarm,
amushroom farm, a Christmas tree farm, greenhouse nursery
production, orchards, and row crops. In spite of the Greenbelt
designation and agricultural zoning, the areawest of Monterey
Highway isapatchwork of smaller (i.e., lessthan 20 acres)
lots and dispersed development. Approximately 30 percent of
thisareais developed with small housing tracts and industrial
businesses aswell aswith recently constructed and in-
construction large-lot rural residences.

New Paradigm: Agriculture as an Urban-Edge
Amenity and Community Resource

All indications are that the social and economic factors that
have resulted in the decline in large-scale agriculture in Santa
Clara County are not going to be reversed. Traditional
agricultural practicesin Coyote Valley no longer make
economic sense. Thus, if agricultureisto be protected as a
viable component of the Coyote Valley environment, anew
definition or paradigm needs to be explored. The concept of
agriculture needs to be broadened from food production and
the provision of commodities to an industry comprising a
broad set of services—including food production—that
advance key community objectives. This re-definition should
acknowledge both the need for diversification of agriculture as
practiced on the urban edge, as well as the need to expand the
public’s appreciation of the benefits agriculture offers.

Y
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Coyote Valley has a strong agricultural heritage that should be preserved.

Despite the likely conversion of prime agricultural landsin
Coyote Valley and the discouragement of long-time local
farmers, there are indicators of new opportunities for the
remaining farmland and for the entry of new farmersto the
area. A 2001 study commissioned by Santa Clara County and
the Santa Clara County Farm Bureau identifies many of these
opportunities and discusses their role in creating amore
diversified and economically viable urban-edge agriculture
that contributes to the quality of lifein the urban community.
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Thefocusison increasing revenues to local farmers, reducing
their production costs, and establishing amore stable
environment in which to operate. Some of the opportunities
include:

Increasing demand for locally grown high quality foods,
specialty crops, and organic food

Thereisagrowing farmers’ market movement in the Bay Area,
with the number of marketsincreasing from 10 to over 100 in
the past 15 years. In Santa Clara County and southern Alameda
County alone, there are now 25 farmers' markets serving the
population of greater San José and surrounding cities.
Regional farmers' market operators cal culate that Coyote
Valley, with a projected population of 80,000 people, could
easily support two weekly markets. The nearby Morgan Hill
farmers market features many Santa Clara Valley growers and
has strong community support.

The organic foods industry is growing at the rate of 20 percent
per year, and the California Cuisine movement has blossomed
in parallel with the proliferation of producers of specialty
crops and organically grown foods. The hallmark of many top
Bay Arearestaurantsistheir relationshipswith local growers
and the featuring of local farm products on their menus. In
addition, food service and catering companies, including those
that service many high tech companies, areincreasingly
following thistrend by emphasizing fresh, locally-grown, and
organic foodsin their offerings.
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Community supported agriculture (CSA) is another fast-
growing arenafor direct marketing of locally grown products.
CSA isapartnership of mutual commitment between afarm
and acommunity of supportersthat providesadirect link
between the production and consumption of food. Supporters
help cover afarm’syearly operating budget by purchasing a
share of the season’s harvest.

Growing concern about diet-related health problems;
increased consumer under standing about the connection
between good health and consumption of fresh fruits and
vegetables

Obesity isaprominent health issue in the United States,
especially in children and in certain minority communities.
Consumer education about healthy eating isatop priority for
public health and nutrition program agencies.

Farm-to-school and far m-to-cafeteria programsare
becoming a national movement

Education and child nutrition agencies are creating new
programs that enable school districtsto buy locally grown food
and are developing new curriculaaddressing local foods,
agriculture, and gardening. In the past few years, 66 farm-to-
school projects have been created in 15 states, collectively
serving 500,000 students. The San José Unified School
District School Food Service has expressed preliminary
interest in partnering with a program through which local
farmers could provide asignificant percentage of at least a
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dozen fruits and vegetables that the local 30,000 school
children consume during the year.

Demand for new farmer entry including from ethnic
farmers

The emerging demographics of California, where more than
one person in four isforeign-born, are creating an unmet
demand for ethnic specialty crops. At the same time, many new
immigrants who come from agricultural backgrounds, are
seeking access to land to grow traditional foods, often asa
sideline. African Americans, who are grossly underrepresented
asfarmers, are also seeking more opportunities. For example,
the Rural Development Center (recently renamed ALBA) in
Salinas has for the past 17 years provided comprehensive farm
production and management training to over 400 people
seeking to get into business for themselves. Another exampleis
the UC Santa Cruz Agro-Ecology program, which has
produced over 1,000 graduates in its 35-year history, many of
them hoping to start their own farm.

Demand from small urban-edge far mer sto expand
operations

Thereis an unmet demand for affordable urban-edge farmland.
The Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open
Space Authority recently had 30 applicants for two leases of
county land for farming at arate of $100 and $125 per acre per
year. All the applicants were established small farmers growing
for nearby urban markets who wanted to expand. It islikely

Community Gardens can play an important role in building community
and providing high-quality produce.

Agricultural fields can become important classrooms for the community’s
children.
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that asimilar program in the Coyote Valley, even with lease
rates up to triple those in Sonoma, would attract an equally
enthusiastic pool of applicants. Depending on improvements
and services provided, current lease rates for farmland in the
Santa Clara Valley range up to $500 per acre.

Demand for land for urban agriculture

The Bay Area, including San José and the rest of the South
Bay, has over 300 community and school gardens. In many
cities, thereisalong waiting list for agarden plot. In San José
for example, on average, there are approximately 75 people
waliting at least a season for a spot in one of the City’s 17
gardens. Organizers believe that demand would be
considerably higher if they advertised and if more people knew
of the urban gardening program.

Growing under standing about therole agriculture playsin
environmental health and mitigation

Spurred by the demand for organic food on one hand and by
concern about resource degradation and farm-worker health on
the other, the public increasingly understands the soil, water,
and biodiversity conservation benefits of sustainable
agriculture.

Growing development of and participation in agro-tourism
In Europe, and now in the United States, agro-tourism is one of
the fastest growing sectors of the small farmer economy. The
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UC Cooperative Extension and Small Farm Center have
recently created programs that help farmers set up agro-
tourism operations as well as resources that help connect agro-
tourism providers with customers. Many types of agro-tourism
could thrivein the Coyote Valley because of its easy
accessibility including “u-pick” farms and farm-stands,
educational programs, and farm tours. The scenic quality
especially in the eastern and western portions of the Valley
also makes this area especially attractive for farm bed-and-
breakfast operations, afarm-restaurant, or an agricultural
retreat center.

Growing need for technical assistance to support urban
and urban edge agriculture

Theincrease in urban agriculture has fueled ademand for
increased technical support. A facility offering such support
could also play an important role in serving the urban edge
intensive market gardening/truck farming movement. The
decommissioning of the UC Cooperative Extension Research
Station in Santa Clara County has |eft aneed in the South Bay
for aresearch station that can run trials and offer technical
support for both urban and urban edge agriculture. The UC
Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (DANR) had at
one point indicated possible interest in relocating the facility.
Alternatively, aresearch station could be operated under the
auspices of adifferent organization or a different branch of
uUC.

Creating a Physical Framework for Agriculture —
The Coyote Valley Food Belt

Thefirst task in ensuring the future of agriculturein Coyote
Valley isto secure a stable land base that can support it. The
concept isto create a permanently secured, local “Food Belt”
dedicated to supplying asignificant portion of the community’s
food, supporting existing agricultural businesses, and
incubating new farming operations. The Food Belt will build
on Coyote Valley's extraordinary agricultural resources and
traditionsin aforward-looking way—Dby providing fresh food,
new recreation and education opportunities, diversification of
employment, attractive viewsheds, habitat and watershed
protection, and above all, a distinctive sense of place.

As conceived, the Food Belt will consist of approximately
2,380 acres of land that encircle the urban community and are
permanently set aside for agriculture. The eastern component
of the Food Belt includes all of the land east of Monterey
Highway that is not part of the Coyote Creek Parkway,
Riverside Golf Course, or the Pacific Gas & Electric
substation (approximately 700 acres). This areaincludes some
of the best soilsand isleast constrained by flooding and high
groundwater. The concept isto maintain the east side of
Monterey Highway as an agricultural greenway that is
environmentally and aesthetically compatible with the natural
character of the Coyote Creek Parkway and provides a
distinctive visual contrast to the high density urban
development proposed west of Monterey Highway.

[AVA

Farmers markets are excellent outlets for local produce and important
community events.

Roadside stands help expand local markets and encourage agro-tourism.
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The southern component includes all of the land south of
Palm Avenue and west of Monterey Highway
(approximately 1,360 acres) that is not currently
developed. As previously discussed, this area contains
numerous existing agricultural operations, but alsois
fragmented by non-agricultural development and
subdivision. The concept isto preserve as much contiguous
agricultural land as possiblein this area, integrate
permitted rural residential uses as part of an agricultural
setting, and halt the devel opment of other incompatible and
non-agricultural related uses.

The northern component consists of a series of three areas
located along the Fisher Creek open space corridor and the
base of Tulare Hill (approximately 200 acres). These areas
include a 25-acre parcel that fronts on Monterey Highway
and is adjacent to the Metcalf Energy Center; a 15-acre
triangular parcel between Fisher Creek, Tulare Hill, and
Santa Teresa Boulevard; and a 160-acre area north of
Fisher Creek and west of Santa Teresa Boulevard. The
latter two areas are both part of the proposed flood control
system and will be used as detention areas during large
storm events.

The western component of the Food Belt will consist of
two small valleys at the northwest and southwest corners of
the urban area (approximately 100 acres combined). The
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Vision aso includes an option to expand the western
component of the Food Belt to create a continuous agriculture
corridor that would connect the two western agriculture
valleys aong the base of the foothills. While desirable from an
agricultural and community character standpoint, the
additional agricultural acreage needed to implement this
option (250 acres) realistically would require areduction in
the City’s minimum devel opment objectives for either jobs or
housing to free up the land area.

The smallest (approximately 20 acres), but equally important,
component of the Food Belt will be urban agriculture
integrated into the community’s schools, parks, and open
space areas as community gardens.

The location and configuration of the Food Belt has been
established to accommodate and complement the devel opment
program, but is also mindful of the physical characteristics
needed to optimize urban edge agriculture. These
characteristicsinclude:

e Contiguous, undeveloped parcels.

o Prime, fertile, well-drained agricultural soils.

e Adequate parcel dimensions.

o Buffered from urban development (by aroad, open space,
etc.).

e Adequate access and infrastructure (farm road, irrigation
water, drainage, etc.).
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e Adjacency to open space.
e Scenicvaue.

The Function of the Food Belt

The Food Belt will make important economic, cultural, and
environmental contributionsto the devel oping urban area.
Agricultural operationsthat are expected to continue and
possibly expand are orchard crops, especially cherries, and
greenhouse production of nursery products and hothouse
vegetables. There will also be new opportunities for direct
marketing of fresh top-quality produce and other farm products
to local consumers and institutions, for on-farm educational
programs and other agro-tourism, and for year-round
employment as required by intensive specialty crop
production. Direct tiesto consumers will enable farmersto
specializein crops that are desired by the diverse cultures that
make up the South Bay community. Preserving some of the
existing character of thisbeautiful, historic agricultural area
while updating the agricultural function and its connectionsto
the community will add value to land and future devel opment
within Coyote Valley.

In addition to its food production role, the Food Belt will
complement the urban community by fulfilling other needs,
such as providing greenbelts and viewsheds that increase
recreational and educational opportunities. Toward this end,
public trails should be integrated into the Farm Belt so that the

The Food Belt will provide attractive open space framework for the
community.
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public can enjoy the open space value of agriculturein a
manner compatible with farming operations. The Food Belt also
will provide open space and help maintain habitat diversity and
watershed health. In addition, the urban community will
generate significant amounts of waste by-productsincluding
green wastes and wastewater that can be useful to farmers. Re-
use of composted green waste and tertiary treated wastewater
by agriculture will not only help reduce production costs
associated with irrigation and fertilizer, it also will reduce urban
costs associated with the disposal of these by-productsin
landfills.

Thekey to the viability of this more concentrated, reconfigured
agricultureishalistic, far-sighted planning that encompasses
agriculture’soverall contributions and requirements. Dueto
numerous constraints, aswell as special opportunities, urban-
edge agriculture needs to be approached just as well-designed
communities are—as more than the sum of their parts. Asan
urban-edge amenity, valued by the community and responsive
to its needs, the Food Belt is not a commodity but a unique
resource.

Regulatory Framework for Land Protection and
Resource Enhancement

Creation of the Coyote Valley Food Belt will require the
development of aregulatory and policy framework that secures
basic economic and physical conditions necessary to sustain
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Southern Component

Agricultural Possibilities Anticipated for the Food Belt

Eastern Component

Northern Component

Western Component

Urban Component

1,360 acres 700 acres 200 acres 100 acres (250 ac. Option) 20 acres
Large Scale (20-100 ac.) Orchard Orchard Row crops Orchard
Row crops Row crops Forage Row crops
Mixed animal & vegetables Mixed animal & vegetable Flowers Mixed animal and vegetable
Poultry/rabbits Vineyards
Greenhouse nursery/vegetables Stables
Flowers Poultry/Rabbits
Goat Dairy
Stables
Medium Scale (1 - 20 ac.) Greenhouse plants/vegetables Greenhouse plants/vegetables Farm/restaurant

Mushrooms

Intensive market garden

Intensive berry farm/restaurant
Research Station for Urban & Urban-
Edge Agriculture

Mushrooms

Intensive market garden

Intensive berry farm/restaurant
Research Station for Urban & Urban-
Edge Agriculture

Bed & Breakfast

Small Scale (1/4 -3 ac.)

Community gardens
Botanical & cultural gardens
Agricultural landscaping

Community and school gardens
Botanical & cultural gardens
Agricultural landscaping

[AVA
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agricultural practices. Given that the Food Belt will be located
in both incorporated and unincorporated areas, it is essential
that the City and County work together to develop a common
set of goals, policies, and implementation tools. This policy
framework must establish the following:

e Long-termvision that establishes the Food Belt asan
agricultural preserve.

e Near-term measures to prevent further development that is
inconsistent with thisvision (e.g., rezoning, devel opment
moratorium, right-to-farm ordinance, etc.).

e Implementation mechanismsto secureland (e.g., establish
agricultural impact fee, coordinate with aLand Trust to
purchase/hold easements, fee simpletitle, etc.).

e Entity to coordinate, manage, and provide oversight to the
development of the Food Belt.

Thefirst step will be to establish acommon policy framework
for the City and County that setsforth a clear interagency
agreement to implement County and City zoning ordinances
that specify agricultural use.

The major task, ideally overseen by a single agency, will beto
develop and implement amaster “ agricultural development”
plan to secure permanent protection for each parcel of
farmland in the Food Belt. This agency could be an existing
local land trust or could possibly be a new entity such asa
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Farmland Conservancy, anew type of agricultural

development nonprofit. The role of thisagency will beto assist
current farmers who want to procure easements; to purchase
parcels from farmers or other owners who wish to sell, resell,
or possibly manage leasing of these purchased parcelsto new-
entry farmers; and to manageinitial Food Belt-wide
infrastructureinstallations.

Given the high land val uation, this agency will need
considerable financial resourcesto undertake these tasks.
Sources could be foundation, agency, and private funds,
development fees, and possibly capital from tax-free revenue
bondsif the agency chooses to lease some of the purchased
properties (see Appendix A for additional discussion of
funding sources). It is expected that the high cost of re-
invigorating agriculture as a concentrated Food Belt in the
Coyote Valley will bejustified. The high intrinsic value of the
agricultural and natural resourcesin the Valley, the urban edge
location, and the integrated urban-rural plan make thisan
important potential model for other such projects.

Coyote Valley Food Belt — Ongoing Support
Long-term success of agriculture in the Food Belt will require
ongoing support including coordinated marketing and
promotion efforts, technical assistance, and policy stewardship.
Asemphasized in the Santa Clara County Agricultural
Marketing Feasibility Study, while the number of potential
resources available is encouraging, the complexity of the
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information and application process put them beyond the reach
of most small farmers. Most importantly, in the Food Belt
concept, the success of individual farmersisin good part tied
to the success of the agricultural preserve asawhole.

The coordinated support effort needed to make the Food Belt a
thriving concern for farmers and a valued amenity for residents
callsfor the establishment of a Coyote Valley Food Belt
Center. This Center would likely evolve out of the agricultural
development entity that establishes theinitial policy and
regulatory framework for the Food Belt. It also islikely to
require support from various local, state, and federal agencies.
In the long term, the Center would be managed by either by a
dedicated nonprofit or by alocal governmental agency.

Regardless of its genesis, the Center will be needed to provide
the following types of services (see Appendix A for more
detailed list of services):

e Policy stewardship

e Marketing and promotion

e Promotion of agricultural literacy, awareness, and
experience

e  Technical assistance

e  Support for ethnic farmers and consumers

e Managing leased farmland owned by the Center

Conclusion

Most important to the long-term viability of an agricultural
component in Coyote Valley, will be amutual commitment by
the community to give agriculture the support that it needs, and
by farmers to be responsive to the needs of the community.
This common vision must be cultivated in al phases of
planning and devel opment.

Coyote Valley Greenbelt

The Food Belt concept is intended to complement and add
definition to the somewhat undevel oped notion of the Coyote
Valley Greenbelt. It expands upon the greenbelt concept by
providing a more focused and proactive vision for permanently
protected agricultural land in Coyote Valley. In addtion to the
3,300 acres set aside in the City's General Plan, the Vision re-
designates the 310 acres of Urban Reserve lands along the
eastside of Monterey Highway for agriculture. This means that
all lands east of Monterey Highway and all lands south of Palm
Avenue will be part of the greenbelt buffer. In addition,
approximately 300 acres of smaller non-contiguous agricultural
landhol dings are designated along the north and west sides of
the urban area. These areas in conjunction with open space
holdings on Tulare Hill and County parklands will contribute to
the creation of a permanent open space buffer along the north
and west sides of the Valley aswell.

Together, the Food Belt and land set aside for public open space
will secure approximately two-thirds of the Valley in some form

GETTING IT RIGHT
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The Coyote Valley Food Belt preserves 2,380 acres around the periphery of the new town for agriculture.
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of permanent open space, and help fulfill the goals of the
citiesof San José and Morgan Hill and of the County for
agriculture, resource protection, recreation and urban
buffering in the South Valley. The policy recommendationsin
this Vision recognize that considerable work is needed to
create the mechanisms necessary to implement the Food Belt
concept and the Interim Planning Principles adopted by San
José , Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara County. The Vision
strongly supports the collaborative efforts of the three
jurisdictions to establish these mechanisms.

Policy Recommendations

Agricultural Open Space

Establish the Coyote Valley Food Belt, a 2,380-acre
agricultural preserve for the purposes of providing a stable
land base for agriculture, supplying a portion of the new
town’s food, supporting existing agricultural businessses, and
creating new farming oppor tunities.

Prepare and implement an Agricultural Development Master
Plan to address management policies for the Coyote Valley
Food Belt. The master plan, a joint effort of the City of San
José and Santa Clara County should:

e Establish along-termvision for the Food Belt

v .
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e ldentify near-term measures to protect agricultural land
from incompatible devel opment, including rezoning, a
mor atoriam on devel opment, right-to-farm ordinance, etc.

e  Establish mechanismsto secure agricultural land, such
as agricultural impact fees, acquisition through purchase
of feetitle or conservation easement, transfer of
development rights, etc.

e ldentify ongoing support programs to ensure the success
of the Food Belt, including policy stewardship, marketing
of farm products to local markets, promotion of agro-
tourismin Coyote Valley, promotion of agriculture
education and awareness, technical assistance, etc.

o Establish the Coyote Valley Food Belt Center, a separate
agency or trust to coordinate ongoing support efforts

e Maximize the secondary advantages of the Food Belt in
Coyote Valley, such as defining the urban edge of the new
town, protecting views of the surrounding foothills and
providing visual interest, providing additional
opportunities for recreation, and contributing to a unique
sense of place and quality of life in Coyote Valley.

Provide a weekly farmers’ market site on the Town Center
Green |located at Bailey Avenue and Santa Teresa Boulevard.

Permit community garden allotments where appropriate in the
Fisher Creek and Bailey Avenue Greenways and other urban
parklands.
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Recreational Open Space

Creating a Diverse and Accessible Park Network
The presence of awell-designed, diverse, and accessible
network of parks and community facilitiesis essential to the
health and well-being of any community. The Vision includes
860 acres of new regional, community, and neighborhood
parklands that are distributed within convenient walking
distancefor all residents and employees. Each type of park has
different facilities and serves a different function within the
community. The amount of parkland proposed meets the City
of San José parkland requirements.

Regional Parkland

Regional parkstypically include large land areas (more than
100 acres) and often are created to preserve a specific natural
resource or amenity. Asaresult they often include alarge
component of natural land, are generally dedicated to more
passive recreational activities, and are intended to serve the
region. The Vision adds 560 acres of new regional parkland to
the 800 acres of regional parkland already contained in the
County’s Coyote Creek Parkway. Together these regional
parklands define the primary natural feature of the Vision: a
network of greenways structured around the area’ s two creeks
that extend as ribbons of natural open space through the new
town, connecting it with the surrounding foothills and
agricultural lands. The Fisher Creek Greenway extends north
from Palm Avenue to Bailey Avenue where it intersects with
the Bailey Avenue Greenway that extends along the south side

of Bailey Avenue from Santa Teresa Boulevard west to the
foothills. North of Bailey Avenue, the Fisher Creek Greenway
takeson alessformal character defined by the foothills of the
Laguna Seca and Tulare Hill asit turns east to connect with the
Coyote Creek Parkway east of Monterey Highway.

While aprincipal purpose of the greenwaysis flood
management, these corridors also will provide significant
recreational amenity. This parkland will be predominantly
natural in character with opportunities for arange of
recreational activities such as hiking, biking, and horseback
riding. Trailswithin the greenwayswill connect to existing
regional trails and to nearby County parks. All facilities,
including trails, interpretive displays, restrooms, picnic tables,
equestrian staging areas, etc., will be flood resistant and
integrated into the design of the flood management channel so
as not to impede storm flows. Community gardening may also
be a suitable use in some portions of the greenways.
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Fisher Creek Greenway

Bailey Ave. Creek Greenway
- N

'ﬁ\ "
"

The Fisher Creek and Bailey Avenue Greenways will add 560 acres of new
regional parkland to the Valley. They will also function as the overflow areas for
Fisher Creek’s flood management system.
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Community Parks

Community parks are intended to serve the areawithin amile
of the park. They generally include larger recreation facilities
for group activities and organized sports, including sports
fields (soccer, football, baseball), tennis and basketball
courts, playgrounds, aquatic facilities, and group picnic
areas. Other facilities that might be incorporated include
community centers, alibrary, or aperforming arts center.

Coyote Valley includes three community parks, totaling 180
acres. The parks have been sited to ensure convenient access
to and even distribution of recreational facilitiesfor the entire
community. All community parks are located on at least one
bicycle route and are within easy walking distance of a
Neighborhood Center and transit.

GETTING IT RIGHT

Between Laguna and Richmond avenues, Central Park and
Foothills Park anchor aband of parkland that creates a
continuous east-west connection between the Coyote Creek
Parkway and the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains.
Central Park, the largest and most formal of the three parks, is
centrally located adjacent to the Middle School to serve the
southeastern area of the community. Foothills Park, whichis
adjacent to the high school, islessformal in shape and creates
an open space buffer between the urban area and the foothills,
as well as an open space connection north to the Bailey Avenue
Greenway. Laguna Seca Park islocated between Santa Teresa
Boulevard and the Fisher Creek Greenway between the Town
Center and the northernmost neighborhood commercial center.
This park will provide an important northern gateway to the
Fisher Creek Greenway from the urban community.

I: Central Park

Foothills Park N

)

The Vision includes three new Community Parks totalling 180 acres.
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Neighborhood Parks

The Vision includes 12 neighborhood parks, totaling 120
acres, distributed evenly throughout the town. These parks are
intended to serve the neighborhood in which they are located.
Thus, parks have been sited within a quarter mile of all
residents and employees. They are aso located on at least one
bicycle route and are within easy walking distance of a
Neighborhood Center. The neighborhood parks are sited to
provide afocal point and community gathering areafor each
neighborhood. They generally occupy afull city block,
approximately 7 acresin size, and are surrounded by uses that
face onto the park. The design character and facilitiesin each
park can vary and will contribute greatly to the character of the
different neighborhoods. Typically neighborhood parksinclude
smaller recreational facilities such as playgrounds, tennis and
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basketball courts, and turf areas, but thereis no requirement
for active recreation facilities such as sportsfields. Some
parks may consist of an informal green for more passive
enjoyment.

Several neighborhood parks are sited adjacent to elementary
schools and the middle school to allow for some overlapping
use of parks by the schools. This arrangement achieves amore
efficient use of land and resources, while also reinforcing the
concept of the neighborhood park as a gathering place and
civic focal point for each neighborhood. Joint-use agreements
between the Morgan Hill Unified School District and the City
of San José will be necessary for the sharing of school yards
and public park space.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE
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Neighborhood Parks are located to provide a focal point for the neighborhoods they
serve, and to be within easy walking distance of all residents and employees.
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Other Parklands

Two other areas of parkland, which do not fall into the typical
neighborhood, community, and regional parkland categories,
will play an important role in meeting the recreation and open
space needs of Coyote Valley residents and employees, and in
building community character.

The Town Center Green, |located at the western end of the
Town Center, includes the areawest of Santa Teresa Boulevard
and within the arc of roadway created by the triad of Town
Center streets. It provides a green terminus and will fulfill the
role of the traditional town green, but in a more urban context;
it isan urban park and focal point at the western end of the
downtown. The Green also provides atransition between the
town’s urban core and the natural areas of the Bailey Avenue
and Fisher Creek Greenways and preserves an important east-
west view corridor along Bailey Avenue. Given its central
location and adjacency to atransit station, the Green provides
anideal sitefor aweekly farmers’ market and potentialy a
permanent central produce market that celebrates the
agricultural heritage of Coyote Valley.

The Palm Avenue Greenway is anarrow band of open space
that extends east-west across the Valley aong the south side of
Palm Avenue from Monterey Highway to the western foothills.
This strip of open space provides a physical and symbolic
transition, buffer, and gateway between the town and the
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agricultural areasto the south. The Greenway will include a
formal planting of treesthat referencesthe Valley’s orchards
and crestes an attractive tree-lined passage across the
Valley. From arecreation standpoint, the Palm Avenue
Greenway is primarily atrail corridor, providing an open
space connection suitable for equestrian use aswell asfor
pedestrians and bicycles.

An Integrated Multi-Use Open Space System
The Vision incorporates natural, agricultural, and
recreational elementsto create acomprehensive and
integrated open space system that fulfills many functions,
including protection and enhancement of environmental
quality, preservation of landscape character, preservation of
agricultural potential, and enhancement of recreational
opportunities.

Critical habitat areasin Coyote Valley—including sensitive
riparian habitat in the Coyote Creek Parkway and
serpentine habitat in the foothills above the valley floor—
are preserved within public and private open spaces and are
further buffered from devel opment by open space, regional
parkland, and agricultural designationsthat provide
additional opportunities for both protection and
connectivity. The open space system also preservesthe
visual character of the Valley through the integrated use of
natural greenways and agricultural lands, reflecting both the

Palm Avenue
Greenway

*&N

&

The Town Center Green and Palm Avenue Greenway are important open space features that
will contribute to Coyote Valley's unique sense of place.
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natural and agricultural history of the area. The restoration of
Fisher Creek, the integration of agricultural useswithin
parkland areas, and the design of a new town around key
natural features each contribute to the creation of a new place
rooted in the existing landscape.

The open space system is a so based on the belief that
agriculture can and should contribute to the quality of lifein
the new community while preserving the productive potential
of the Valley’sfarmland. Not only will these lands supply fresh
food and produce to the new community, they also will serve
asvisual open space, provide for recreational and educational
opportunities, and continue to serve as habitat and forage for
wildlife. Agricultural lands are connected to other park and
open space lands within and surrounding the new town by a
network of trails. Thislink isfurther enhanced by the
integration of agricultural uses within parkland areas, such as
community garden plotsin the Fisher Creek and Bailey Avenue
Greenways and afarmers’ market site at the Town Center
Green.
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Finally, the open space system enhances recreation
opportunities by creating parklands that accommodate arange
of recreational experiences from fully developed active
recreation facilities to natural areaswith minimal facilities
intended for more passive pursuits. All parklandsin the new
town are connected by a network of trails and bicycle routes
that provide access to and between all open space lands within
the Valley aswell asthe surrounding area, including trail
connections to neighboring County parks, such as Santa
Teresa, Calero, and Coyote Creek Parkway.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE

Policy Recommendations

Recreational Open Space

Provide 860 acres of new regional, community, and neighbor-
hood parkland that includes both active and passive elements
to meet the recreational needs of all residents and employees.

Establish a 560-acre regional parkland greenway system that
offers recreational opportunities, the ability to move through
the new town in a park setting, and connections to regional
County parksin the vicinity.

Restrict uses and facilities in the greenway to those compat-
ible with the flood management and environmental enhance-
ment objectives of the system, including multi-use trails,
equestrian staging areas, interpretive displays, community
gardens, picnic areas, etc.

Require that recreation facilities |ocated within the greenways
be flood resistant and sited such that flood flows are not
impeded.

Focus neighborhood-scal e active recreation and service
facilities in neighborhood parks, including single-sport fields,
hardcourts, and playgrounds.

Co-locate schools with neighborhood parks to maintain a
compact urban form and provide an important gathering
place in each neighborhood.

Establish joint-use agreements between the Morgan Hill
Unified School District and the City of San Jose for the
sharing of school yards and public park space.

Provide connections between all parkland and open space in
Coyote Valley with a network of multi-use trails and bicycle
routes. Theinternal trail system shall provide connections to
existing and proposed regional trail routes that connect to
regional and County parklands and open space.

GETTING IT RIGHT
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The Vision provides for a comprehensive open space system that integrates urban and regional
parkland with agricultural land to provide a green framework for future development.
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C. Circulation

The circulation system is one of the primary elements on which
the new Coyote Valley community is structured. The system,
which incorporates afull range of travel modes, including
commuter rail, light rail, bus, bicycle, pedestrian, equestrian,
and automobile, is designed to facilitate convenient access to
work, home, shopping, and recreation within Coyote Valley,
while a'so providing necessary linksto the regional circulation
system.

Roadway System

Existing Roadway System as Framework for the
New Town

The existing pattern of agricultural subdivision, rural roadways,
and rail lines, dates from the earliest settlement of Coyote
Valley. This pattern is retained as the basic framework for the
future circulation system and the new town. Monterey Highway,
which isthe historic EI Camino Real, runs north-south along
the length of Coyote Valley connecting Gilroy, Morgan Hill and
San Jose, and forms the eastern boundary of the town. The
single track Southern Pacific Railroad line runs parallel to the
westside of Monterey Highway. The line currently provides
Caltrain commuter service between Gilroy and San Francisco
and daily Amtrak Coast Starlight service to and from Los
Angeles. To the west, Santa Teresa Boulevard forms a central
north-south spine through the community. Finally, a series of
local-serving east-west agricultural roads divide the Valley into
apattern that responds to agricultural activities.
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Proposed Street Network

The proposed street network for Coyote Valley isadramatic
departure from typical suburban patterns found elsewherein
Silicon Valley. It provides areturn to patterns more typical of
traditional urban neighborhoods, employing ahighly
integrated grid of streetsthat allows for an even flow and
distribution of traffic and provides a variety of routesto all
parts of town. Rather than creating a maze of cul-de-sacs and
wide suburban arterials that serve the automobile well and
pedestrians poorly, every street in Coyote Valley will
accommodate vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians safely and
comfortably. The majority of the streetswill have two travel
lanes and narrow cross-sections that help reduce traffic speeds
and ensure that pedestrians feel safe crossing at all
intersections. A few streetsthat will need to carry larger traffic
volumes are designed with four travel lanes, but also include
features to ensure pedestrian safety and comfort.

Based on the framework established by existing roadways, the
internal street network establishes a 750-foot by 500-foot
block dimension, a 3:2 length-to-width ratio that is similar to
city blocks found elsewhere in the Bay Area, including San
Francisco, Palo Alto, and Mountain View. The grid of 750" x
500" super blocks creates a highly flexible framework that can
accommodate all types of development and be subdivided into
aseries of smaller, pedestrian-scaled blocks that easily
accommodate the integration of parks and squares into
neighborhood design.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE
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The proposed street network builds upon the existing road network. Red indicates new street network. Black indicates existing roads.
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Regional Access vehicular circulation, although it also will be the primary interconnected and subdivided by a series of smaller local and

Highway 101, Monterey Highway and Santa Teresa corridor for accommodating regional rapid transit. minor streets. Existing streets such as Bailey Avenue, Laguna
Boulevard will provide regional and sub-regional vehicular Avenue, Richmond Avenue, and Scheller Avenue will be
4 accessto Coyote Valley. Although detailed traffic analysis Local Access upgraded to serve as key east-west corridorsin the new

will be needed for confirmation, the Vision assumesthat tWo | o1 access within the new community will be provided by a community.

new interchanges ultimately will be needed on Highway 101 eyjes of east-west and north-south minor boulevards which are

to serve buildout of Coyote Valley: one at Bailey Avenue and To Gilro

one at Scheller Avenue. These two existing streetswill be

extended east from Monterey Highway and connect with Proposed Bailey Ave. ;

Highway 101 where Caltrans has reserved rights-of-way for To San Jose Interchange Us10 o -__ Ba - ’C’) ?f’%‘;’; ;Che”ef Ave.
650 future interchanges. The Bailey Avenue interchange, which - ' i e

has already been approved by the City of San Jose, is slated :_/,J | Vo N et i, S .

to begin construction in 2003. At present, VTA's 2020 ' ' = = s =
Transportation Plan only includes the interchange at Bailey v — — =
Avenue. In order to reinforce the use of transit, the Scheller
Avenueinterchange will only be built if and when traffic can ——
85 #  Coyote Valley no longer be accommodated by the single interchange at \
Bailey Avenue.

580 5

San Jose

101

Gilroy Assubregional facilities, Monterey Highway and Santa
-2 Teresa Boulevard will carry both regional and local traffic. From San Jose
Given the alignment of therailroad along its west side,
Monterey Highway will have limited direct accessinto the
new community. Asaresult, it will serve asahigh-volume,
limited access, through corridor linking Coyote Valley to
urban areas to the north and south. By comparison, Santa
Teresa Boulevard will serve amuch greater rolein local

Santa Cruz

From Morgan Hill

Regional highway access to Coyote Valley

I‘K\MN

Bailey Ave. from Almaden I -
Regional access to Coyote Valley
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Street Types

Major Boulevards

Monterey Highway and Santa Teresa Boulevard are
designated as major boulevards. Although both will serve as
major arterials, their design will differ to respond to their
function within the community.

Monterey Highway

Given the agricultural land use along the eastside, and the
restrictions on at-grade railroad crossings on the westside,
Monterey Highway will function as high-volume, limited-
access thoroughfarein arural setting. The street cross-section
includestwo travel lanesin each direction separated by a
landscaped median and left-turn pockets as needed.
Consistent with the rural setting and absence of adjacent uses,
no on-street parking will be provided. Similarly, bike lanes
and sidewalks will not be provided on both sides of the street,
rather amore rural multi-purpose trail will be provided along
the eastside of the road. A paved trail will accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle users while aparallel unpaved trail
will accommodate equestrians. Landscape treatment along
the corridor will be rural in character.

Santa Teresa Boulevard

By contrast, Santa Teresa Boulevard is envisioned as a grand
urban boulevard that can accommodate high volumes of
transit and vehicular traffic while maintaining an attractive
and walkable urban neighborhood. Santa Teresa Boulevard is
seen as emulating the great boulevards of Americaand

Europe with high-density housing, offices, and retail fronting
directly onto the corridor and supporting an active pedestrian
street life. Santa Teresa Boulevard is designed with two high-
volume, center travel lanesin each direction separated by a
landscaped median and dedicated transit lane that will
accommodate rapid transit service. Low-speed side lanes are
provided on each side of the main corridor to provide local,
front-door access to uses fronting on the corridor. These side
lanes are separated from the main travel lanes by alandscaped
median and from adjoining development by a broad, tree-lined
sidewalk.

Minor Boulevards

Seven minor boulevards, including two north-south routes and
five east-west routes, will complement the major boulevardsin
Coyote Valley. These minor boulevards will serve as collector
streets within the town providing connections to regional
circulation routes and between neighborhoods. The minor
boulevards are modeled after streets such as Dolores Street in
San Francisco, a gracious street with four travel lanes, one
parking lane in each direction, wide sidewalks, and agrand
landscaped central median with palm trees. Minor boulevards
will serve both residential and non-residential neighborhoods.

Commercial "Main Streets"

Several streetsin Coyote Valley are intended as town- and
neighborhood-serving commercial "main streets." These
streets are model ed after traditional Bay Areamain streets,
such as University Avenue in Palo Alto and Castro Street in
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Mountain View. Bailey Avenue between Monterey Highway
and Santa Teresa Boulevard will be the primary commercial
street in Coyote's Town Center. Other similar commercial
streets will enclose the public squares at the three transit
villages on Santa Teresa Boulevard and at the two
Neighborhood Centerswest of the Fisher Creek Greenway.
These narrow, two-lane commercial streetswill maintain a
strong pedestrian orientation and human scale,
incorporating amenities such as wide sidewalks, retail
storefronts, outdoor seating areas, landscaping, and on-
street parking.

In the Town Center, the Bailey Avenue main street will also
carry significant vehicle traffic due to its connection with
Highway 101. To accommaodate high traffic volumes and
maintain walkability, circulation in the Town Center has
been designed as atriad of commercial streets (i.e., three
parallel streets) rather than asix- or eight-lane arterial.
Bailey Avenue will begin at itsinterchange with Highway
101 as six-lane arterial until it reaches the Caltrain line west
of the freeway. At this point, Bailey Avenue will divide into
three streets. One two-lane street will curve north,
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continuing westbound as aone-way street that will

distribute traffic between Highway 101 and Santa Teresa
Boulevard. One street will continue westbound through the
Town Center asthe commercial main street, atwo-lane,
two-way corridor through the district. South of Bailey
Avenue, atwo-lane eastbound one-way street will distribute
traffic between Santa Teresa Boulevard and Highway 101.
West of Santa Teresa Boulevard, the triad of streetswill join
together again to form Bailey Avenue. This street
configuration has the advantage of alowing retailersto
locate on the most highly visible and heavily trafficked
streets in the Town Center while maintaining a pedestrian-
oriented shopping environment. At the sametime, it allows
high traffic volumes being funneled to and from Highway
101 to be distributed into the finer grid of streetsin Coyote
Valley without introducing large, multi-lane arterial s that
compromise community character.

Local Streets

Local streetsin the new town provide one- and two-way
connections between collector boulevards and commercial
main streetsin residential and non-residential

neighborhoods. These streets are the backbone of the
street network, providing local movement within and
between neighborhoods. They also are used to define
urban parklands and the urban/rural edge of the town.
Typical local streetsin Coyote Valley will include two
travel lanes, and either one or two parking lanes. These
streets will be lined with shade trees for pedestrian
comfort and a sense of enclosure.

Minor Streets

Minor streets complete the proposed street network for
Coyote Valley. These mid-block streets provide one- and
two-way connections between local streetsin residential
neighborhoods. Representing the finest grain of the grid,
these streets are narrow, typically providing two travel
lanes without a parking lane, or onetravel lane with
parking. Alleys could further subdivide minor streets
providing access to garages and living quarters at the rear
of residential lots. Minor streets can also servethe
purpose of providing variety within the grid by providing
an unexpected or uncommon element, such as terminating
at apark or square.

Policy Recommendations

Provide an interchange at Highway 101 and Scheller
Avenue only after the interchange at Bailey Avenueis
operating at full capacity.

Maintain Monterey Highway as a rural limited-access
route through Coyote Valley.

Establish Santa Teresa as the primary multi-modal travel
corridor, including a segregated right-of-way in the median
to accommodate rapid transit service.

Establish a traditional urban grid system of streetsto
evenly distribute traffic, provide a variety of routes, and
encourage a safe pedestrian environment.

Establish Bailey Avenue between the Caltrain line and
Santa Teresa Boulevard as the primary commercial street
in Coyote Valley and the "main street" of the Town Center.

Sructure the Town Center on atriad of commercial streets
that allows retailersto locate on highly visible and

heavily trafficked streets while maintaining a pedestrian-
oriented shopping environment.

[V . ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE
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Major Boulevard
Santa Teresa Boulevard

Santa Teresa Boulevard is designed as a multi-way arterial
with adedicated right-of-way (ROW) in its median for transit
and separate frontage roads on either side serving the adjacent
buildings. The overall right-of-way is 172 feet with a 48-foot
wide median containing Bus Rapid Transit lanes (or,
ultimately, VTA Light Rail tracks). The frontage roads are
separated from the through lanes by atree-lined median. These
frontage roads are pedestrian-oriented with a paved surface
intended to act as atraffic-calming element and make them
suitable for bicycles, on-street parking and pedestrians.
Closely planted canopy street trees on the side medians
separate the slower, pedestrian-oriented realm from the higher-
speed through lanes. The sidewalksin front of the buildings on
either side of the boulevard are 15 feet wide with their own
planting strip and rows of street trees. Taller palm trees, spaced
at greater distances are proposed on either side of the tracks on
the central median. The through lanes are 22 feet wide in each
direction—two 11-foot wide traffic lanes. Shattuck Avenuein
downtown Berkeley is an example of thistype of boulevard
(although without the dedicated transit lane). (For additional
examples see The Boulevard Book, by Allan Jacobs and
Elizabeth Macdonald, MIT Press).
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Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley

Minor Boulevard

Castro Street, Mountain View

Minor Boulevards

The minor boulevards such as Laguna, Richmond, Scheller,
Coyote and Foothill Boulevards are intended to carry
neighborhood traffic through the town. The overall right-of-
way (ROW) is 120 feet—the same as San Francisco's beautiful
Dolores Avenue. The street section consists of a 20-foot wide
median planted with tall palm trees, with a 28-foot wide
roadway on either side. The roadway consists of two 10'-6”
widetravel lanes and a 7-foot wide parking lane. The
sidewalks are 22 feet wide with a generous planting strip and
closely planted canopy street trees.
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Commercial Main Street,
Bailey Avenue at the Town Center

Bailey Avenue in the Town Center is designed as atransit-
oriented, pedestrian-friendly main street serving the mixed-use
businesses in Coyote Valley's Town Center. It has a 70-foot
wide right-of-way (ROW) and a 34-foot curb-to-curb
dimension, with 18-foot wide sidewalks on either side. The
roadway has on-street metered parking on both sides. The
sidewalkswill include closely planted canopy street trees,
decorative lamp standards, banners, and awnings. It is similar
to Mountain View's Castro Street in scale and character.

GETTING IT RIGHT
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Typical Residential Streets

Thetypical residential streets throughout the town are
designed to have a 64-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and a 32-
foot curb-to-curb dimension. The narrow cross-sectionis
intended to reduce traffic speedsin residential neighborhoods
while providing on-street parking on both sides of the street.

At intersections a small landscaped roundabout isintended as a
traffic-calming device. The 16-foot wide sidewalks on either
side will have generous planting strips and closely planted
canopy street trees.

Mid-block lanes, not shown here, are designed with a narrower
right-of-way dimension to create more intimately scaled
environments.
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Transit System

As previously noted, the circulation system for Coyote Valley
incorporates avariety of transit systems, including commuter
rail, busrapid transit, and potentially light rail.

Commuter Rail

Caltrain provides commuter rail service between San
Francisco and San Jose. Commute hour service isalso
provided between San Jose and Gilroy on the Southern Pacific
Railroad line. Only four morning northbound and four
afternoon southbound trains are offered between Gilroy and
San Jose during commute hours. Thisis partly due to the fact
that only single-track facilities exist between San Jose and
Gilroy. No Caltrain stations are currently located in Coyote
Valley. Despite the limited commute hour service currently
provided between San Jose and Gilroy, the addition of a
Caltrain station in Coyote Valley is an important part of the
Vision. The Valley Transportation Authority's (VTA) Valley
Transportation Plan 2020 includes significant service and
operations upgrades for Caltrain, including el ectrification and
double-tracking to Gilroy. These upgrades, which could begin
in 2006 if funding isavailable, are likely to result in significant
increasesin ridership, particularly for San Jose-Gilroy
commuters. The proposed location for the Coyote Valley
station is one block south of Bailey Avenue on the southeastern
edge of the Town Center commercial district. The station will
become the focus for higher-density, mixed-use devel opment

in this portion of the Town Center. Caltrain will provide one means of commuting to and from Coyote Valley.
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Rapid Transit Service

Coyote Valley isan excellent location for establishing high-
frequency rapid transit service connecting to VTA's existing
transit network in San Jose. Such service in Coyote Valley is
particularly important since only a portion of the Valley will
be within easy walking distance of the proposed Caltrain
station near Bailey Avenue, and Caltrain will serve primarily
longer distance, regional commuters. Rapid transit will
provide far greater service coverage from a primary transit
spine along Santa Teresa Boulevard. This route will bring
frequent rapid transit service to within one-half mile of the
majority of residents and employeesin Coyote Valley.

Two key requirements must be met if the transit spine along
Santa Teresa Boulevard isto attract enough passengers to
make it areality: frequency and travel time. Fifteen-minute
service throughout the day will be the minimum required to
attract alarge enough volume of riders and offer a choice of
travel options. Service at 10-12 minute intervalsis preferred,
particularly at peak times. Since travel timeswill have to be
competitive with the private automobile, a dedicated right-
of-way and priority traffic signaling within the spineis
necessary.

The Vision assumes that in the near term, ridership levels
will not be high enough to justify the cost of providing rapid

GETTING IT RIGHT

light rail transit (LRT) serviceto Coyote Valley. While the
VTA's Valley Transportation Plan 2020 includes funding to
study the extension of LRT to Coyote Valley, thereisno
guarantee such an extension will become areality. However,
bus rapid transit (BRT) provides an elegant solution by
offering service levels, travel times, and passenger comfort
comparable to those of light rail aswell as additional
flexibility. A segregated right-of-way, signal priority measures,
pre-paid boarding, and wider stop spacing than regular bus
servicewill minimizetravel times. More importantly, the
capital cost of BRT islikely to belessthan half that of light
rail and can be implemented far more quickly. Thisis
particularly trueif BRT isintegrated into the design of a
roadway from the outset. As such, the proposed design for
Santa Teresa Boulevard includes a dedicated right-of-way in
the median for BRT and will permit an upgrade to LRT should
future ridership and funding permit.

Four rapid transit stations are proposed at 3/4-mileintervals
along Santa Teresa Boulevard. Three of the stations will
provide the focus for higher density mixed-use Neighborhood
Centers, including one center north of Bailey Avenue and two
south. The fourth station will be located at Bailey Avenuein
the Town Center. These centerswill integrate the rapid transit
station as part of avibrant and pedestrian-oriented place for
working, shopping, and living. Pedestrian-oriented amenities

A dedicated Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lane along Santa Teresa Boulevard will provide convenient near term
transit service to Coyote Valley.

The dedicated BRT lane on Santa Teresa Boulevard can be easily converted to light rail as demand and
economics permit.

IV . ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE
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could include public plazas and squares, water features and
public art, landscaping, seating areas, convenienceretail, and
community services (e.g., day care, health care, etc.).

Local Transit Service

Local transit service is an essential component of the Coyote
Valley transit system and isintended to complement the
commuter rail and rapid transit components of the system. Two
local bus loops are proposed. One loop will serve the Town
Center and area north of Bailey Avenue, the other the Town
Center and area to the south. These loops will provide service
in both directions so that riders are not forced to make along
trip to reach adestination that is "behind them" on the route. A
frequency of 10-15 minutesis preferable, at least during peak
hours, and timed transfers should be provided for service
between the Caltrain and Bailey Avenue rapid transit stations.
Thelocal servicewill place all residents and workersin
Coyote Valley within easy walking distance of transit,
including those who cannot afford or may not want an
automobile.

Policy Recommendations

Establish a Coyote Valley Caltrain station one block south of
Bailey Avenue that isintegrated with the higher density mixed-
use devel opment associated with the Town Center.

Provide grade separations at the Southern Pacific Railroad
tracks for Bailey Avenue and Scheller Avenue, in a manner

that optimizes development opportunities nearby and pre-
serves pedestrian orientation.

Extend rapid transit service to the town in a segregated right-
of-way located in the median on Santa Teresa Boulevard.
Implement bus rapid transit (BRT) as a cost effective and
flexible systemin the near term and reserve the potential to
upgradeto light rail transit (LRT) if and when demand
warrants it and funding permits.

Provide four rapid transit stations located at 3/4-mile inter-
vals along Santa Teresa Boulevard.

Establish pedestrian-oriented Neighborhood Centers around
rapid transit stations.

Provide local transit service in the form of two bi-directional
bus loops (one north of Bailey Avenue and one south) to
ensure transit iswithin easy walking distance of all residents
and employees.

Provide 10-15 minute service intervals on local transit loops,
particularly at peak times, with timed transfers for service
between the Caltrain and the Bailey Avenue rapid transit
station.

Establish 10-12 minute service intervals as the goal on the
rapid transit line, particularly at peak times.
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A comprehensive transit plan considers all
modes of transportation - Caltrain, Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT), Light Rail Transit (LRT),
bikes and pedestrians.

The diagram to the right shows a bus line
that connects Caltrain system with the
Light Rail system.

The map below shows the proposed LRT
alignment and how the station locations
are pedestrian friendly. The circles indicate
the areas accessible to each light rail
station within a 15 minute walk.
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Bicycle facilities need to be integrated with other
transportation facilities.
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Trail System

The circulation system in Coyote Valley incorporates a
network of bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian routes designed
to accommaodate both local and longer-distance trips.

Bicycle Routes

Cycling will be an important mode of transportation in Coyote
Valley with the proposed street network providing a
comprehensive network of on-street bicycleroutes (i.e., bike
lanes) with high connectivity. This network is supplemented by
asystem of off-street multi-use trails through park and open
space areas. Altogether the bicycle system will provide a
network that addresses the need of the full community in terms
of function, experience, physical ability required, and scenic
experience. Bike lanes will be provided on boulevards and
some local streets providing experienced riders, particularly
commuters, with the most direct routes through the Valley. On
Santa Teresa Boulevard, cyclists will use the slow-speed side
lanes in each direction—striped bike lanes will not be
necessary. While local and minor streets are, for the most part,
not striped, these streets provide less experienced riders,
particularly children, the opportunity to get around easily

| between home, school, and the park on less-traveled routes.

Where streets are interrupted by urban parks, bicycle routes
will continue straight through.

The park and open space network in Coyote Valley also
providesimportant off-street facilities for recreational cyclists.

Within the town, paved bike paths that are separated from
street are provided along the Fisher Creek, Bailey Avenue and
Palm Avenue greenways, aswell as Monterey Highway to
accommaodate both north-south and east-west travel. Several
connections are also provided to the Coyote Creek Parkway
that will link Coyote Valley to San Jose and Morgan Hill.
These connections are located at existing entrancesto the
Parkway, including at Coyote Ranch Road, Riverside Drive
(Sycamore Rest Area), and the Eucalyptus Rest Areajust
south of Ogier Road.

Pedestrian Routes

The park and open space network will provide significant
opportunities for pedestrians to move within the urban and
open space areas. This off-road system isintegrated with the
street system to allow people to walk throughout the Valley
with minimal conflict with vehicular traffic. The Fisher
Creek, Bailey Avenue, and Palm Avenue Greenways each
include multi-use trailsthat will provide connectionsto
surrounding parkland and open space areas. Trail connections
to the 15-milelong Coyote Creek Parkway, Santa Teresa
County Park to the north, and Calero County Park also will
be provided.

Equestrian Routes

Equestrian facilitiesin the vicinity of Coyote Valley are
currently provided in the Coyote Creek Parkway and Santa
Teresa County Park. An equestrian trail extends more than

Y

6.5 miles south from the Coyote Ranch Road area through the
Parkway to an equestrian staging facility at Burnett Avenue
just east of Highway 101 at the Walnut Rest Area. At Santa
Teresa County Park, facilities include an equestrian staging
area, corral, and 14 miles of unpaved multi-usetrails. The
Vision expands the opportunities for equestrian use by
incorporating equestrian trail facilitiesinto the Fisher Creek,
Bailey Avenue, and Palm Avenue greenways and linking these
trailsto existing and proposed trail systemsin the adjoining
areas. These dirt surface trails will parallel the paved multi-use
paths provided in the greenways.

Policy Recommendations

Provide a comprehensive bicycle network that includes
on-street bike lanes on major routes in the urban area, off-
street paved multi-use paths through the greenway system,
and connections to regional trail facilities in surrounding
parkland and open space areas.

Provide a pedestrian and equestrian trail network in the
greenway system that connects to surrounding parkland and
open space areas, including County trail and equestrian
facilities at Coyote Creek Parkway, Santa Teresa Park, and
Calero Reservoir. Dirt surfaced, equestrian trailswill parallel
the paved multi-use paths.

. ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE 55



Santa Teresa Blvd.
o

il

-y

56

[AVA

R
=, F
HER
I\
_uﬁ'
L En
.
l-__.---'_
|I3-._ ¥

L

Equestrian Trails

Bike and Pedestrian Trails

Bailey Ave. ',

=

Railroad Blvd.

7

Coyote Blvd.

¥ wn ! HI; | R
it "E : 1 E T
| [ i1 'Santa Teresa Blvd.
- - i
al 5 x
|}
3.~ Foothill Bivd.
j -
| i v | Mo [ |
[ ] o e b
1 |
. U 9]
[ > S
>
< N I
b L £
() T
o < Q
g K
S
[\

“'&N

Y

Combined Equestrian, Bike and Pedestrian Trail System.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND URBAN STRUCTURE

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) isan integral
component of the circulation system proposed for Coyote
Valley. Besides helping greatly to reduce the traffic impacts of
Coyote Valley on the surrounding regional roadways, TDM
will be critical to achieving several key goals, including:

e Land use patternsthat are defined by buildings and open
spaces, rather than surface parking lots;

e  Streetsthat are welcoming not just to cars, but to
bicyclists and pedestrians;

o  Shifting infrastructure costs from oversized streets,
parking structures and other auto facilitiesinto high-
quality urban amenities; and

e Improved air and water quality, safety, and social equity.

The TDM program proposed for Coyote Valley is based on
other innovative programsin Santa Clara County, including
those at NASA Research Park and Stanford University. These
locations generate between 25 and 35 percent fewer
automobile trips than neighboring employment centers due to
their TDM programs. At NASA Research Park, tenants are
required to make the true cost of parking visible to commuters
in the form of parking charges or parking cash-out. Under the
parking cash-out program, the employer provides free parking
to employees who drive, but also pays the cash value of that
parking to employees who do not drive in the form of free

transit passes, taxable cash or other benefits. Tenants at NASA
Research Park have also been required to form a
Transportation Management Association (TMA) which
provides free transit passes, carpool matching, extensive
shuttle program, and other services. Tenants benefit by saving
on parking construction costs and by offering their employees
an attractive, pedestrian-oriented campus unlike most of their
Silicon Valley neighbors.

At Stanford University, the institution operates under a General
Use Permit Agreement with Santa Clara County that has
allowed up to five million square feet of development since
1989, but required the campus to maintain its peak period auto
trips at 1989 levels. To remain in compliance with the permit,
Stanford offersapartial parking cash-out program, extensive
shuttle services and free regional transit passesto its
employees.

The Coyote Valley TDM Program

The Vision incorporates the following elements of a
comprehensive TDM program that will reduce peak period
auto trips by more than 30 percent.

e Parking pricing isthe most effective, economically
efficient and eguitable element of TDM. By removing
steep subsidies for the car, parking pricing can help create
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an effective market for afull array of transportation
choices. Based on Silicon Valley land prices, the actual
price of surface parking starts at $2,000 per year, with
structured parking slightly lower despite the typical per-
space construction cost of $30,000. To be most effective,
parking fees should be charged by the day or hour—with
no discount rate for monthly or annual permits—giving
employees an incentive to leave their cars at home.
Parking Cash-out allows employersto avoid the employee
retention problems of parking charges while still achieving
the effectiveness and fairness of parking fees. Parking
cash-out programs treat transportation as an employee
benefit and subsidize employee commutes by the same
amount regardless of how employees choose to get to
work. Employees who drive get free parking, employees
who take transit get free transit passes plus some taxable
cash, and employees who walk or bike get the full value of
parking in the form of taxable cash.

Ridesharing, including both carpooling and vanpooling, is
acritically important program in low-density Santa Clara
County where most residents cannot reasonably take
transit or bike to work. Where parking pricing or cash-out
programs are offered in suburban areas, carpooling
usually takesthe largest share of the resulting mode shift.
To make ridesharing work, online ridematching services
should be offered in coordination with RIDES for Bay
Area Commuters program, along with preferential

parking.
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Transit passes provide a strong incentive for employees to
try taking transit to work, and they should be offered for
both Caltrain and VTA services.

Shuttles and other feeder transit are important for
distributing commuters within Coyote Valley, particularly
between the Caltrain station and the rapid transit bus line
on Santa Teresa Boulevard. They should be provided free
to all users.

Alternative work schedules and telecommuting are
increasingly popular in Silicon Valley not only to reduce
peak period traffic but also to improve overall employee
morale.

Carsharing isahighly effective tool to reduce auto
ownership, especially to allow two-car householdsto
become one-car households. By providing hourly
neighborhood rental cars for Coyote Valley residents, cars
are also made available for employees who need to run
errands during the day.

Guaranteed Ride Home programs offer an insurance
policy for all commuters who leave their cars at home. In
the event of aemergency or unexpected schedule change,
Coyote Valley should offer free taxi rides or rental carsto
stranded employees.

Bicyclefacilities, such as secure bike parking, good
bicycle routes, clothes|lockers and showers, are all
important for encouraging biking to work.

For more detail on TDM programs and opportunities, refer to
Appendix B.

Policy Recommendations

Transportation Demand Management Program
Implement a comprehensive Transportation Demand Man-
agement (TDM) program to reduce vehicle trips, particularly
during commute hours. Such a program could include:

e Parking pricing to encourage the use of other commute
modes and promote an effective market for a range of
transportation choices;

e Parking cash-outs whereby transportation is an employee
benefit with commutes subsidized by the same value
regardless of the commute mode;

e Ridesharing such as carpooling and vanpooling and
including a ridematching service in conjunction with the
RIDES for Bay Area Commuters program,;

e Transit passes for employees on both VTA and Caltrain
systems;

e  Shuttlesto distribute commuters between Caltrain and
rapid transit stations to major employment centers;

e Alternate work schedules and telecommuting;

e Carsharing including hourly rentals for residents and for
employees who need to run errands during the day;

e Guaranteed ride home program for employeesin the
event of a personal emergency or unexpected schedule
change; and

e Bicyclefacilitiesin employment centers such as secure
parking, showers, and change facilities.

Y

Coyote Valley Parking Program

e Establish, as part of the development approval processin
Coyote Valley, a measure for determining the grounds for
approval based on parking demand, such as average
vehicle ridership, mode split, vehicle trip limits, or
maximum parking ratio.

e  Establish an independent Transportation Management
Agency (TMA) to manage parking supply and improve
transportation access in Coyote Valley.

e Fund TMA efforts by requiring parking impact fees for
new development in Coyote Valley based on the market
rate of parking construction.

e Determine parking supply based on expected trip
reductions by the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program and opportunities for shared parking

e  Prohibit discount pricing on long-term or more frequent
parking.

e Require a cash-out or transportation allowance program
for any employer that subsidizes parking for employees.

¢ Requireresidential owners and rentersto pay for parking
separately fromtheir unit cost.

e Provide on-street parking in Coyote Valley as a means of
reducing the land area allocated to parking, buffering
pedestrians from adjacent traffic, and providing
convenient front door access along retail streets.
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V. TOWN STRUCTURE

As described in the preceding sections, the proposed design
for the new town grows from the natural and built conditions
of the existing site. The town is organized around a framework
of open spaces and agrid of streets, boulevards, squares, and
parks. The urban area of the proposed town occupies the land
to the west of Monterey Highway and the existing Caltrain
line, and is bisected by Bailey Avenue and Santa Teresa
Boulevard.

The boundary of the urban areais shaped by the foothillsto
the east, west, and north. To the south, Palm Avenue marksthe
boundary between the devel oped land and the Coyote Food
Belt.

Coyote and Fisher Creeks, which flow north through the
valley, form natural corridorsthat will remain asimportant
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amenities and will continue to function as part of the flood
management and park systems.

Coyote Creek, the larger of the two, retainsits existing
alignment as part of an agricultural and natural parkland
corridor east of the town. Fisher Creek will be partially
realigned and reconfigured to create an enhanced natural open
space corridor and flood management channel running north-
south through the town.

The combination of natural creeks and more formally
landscaped parksis used to organize the town plan into four
quadrants. The east-west Central/ Foothills corridor park

bi sects the north-south Fisher Creek corriodor.
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The diagram illustrates the grid pattern established by the basic 750" x
500’ super block with some suggestion of the variety that can be
introduced with the subdivision of these larger blocks with minor streets
and squares.
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A. Neighborhood Elements — Blocks and Squares

The interconnected street grid that gives structure to the town
further subdivides land bounded by an existing framework of
regional and agricultural roads. The basic unit of this
subdivision isalarge super block measuring 750 feet by 500
feet. These blocks, which are approximately 7 acresin size, are
suitable for development by asingle office or industrial user.
However, for residential and most commercial uses, afurther
subdivision into smaller urban blocks, as shown on the
accompanying illustration, is more appropriate. These smaller
blocks are similar in size to those in older American cities and
are supportive of pedestrian-scaled streets and walkable
neighborhoods. Small blocks, dispersed traffic, and walkability
go hand in hand.

Small parks are distributed throughout the residential and
mixed-use fabric of the new town. These parks function as
town squares or town greens within the grid of streets. They
provide accessible open space at the heart of each
neighborhood and give identity and desirable addressto the
buildings that face them and define their edges.

As noted, the basic block sizeis based on the underlying 750-
by 500-foot grid dimensions that underlay the existing field
and road pattern within Coyote Valley. Thisblock hasa 3:2
length-to-width ratio that is similar to those found in many
Californiacities. With street rights-of-way removed, the net
block size (i.e., developable area within the street framework)
isreduced to 680 feet by 430 feet, or an area of 6.7 acres. This
block size formsthe basic building block of the town plan and
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is capable of many variationsin terms of subdivision. The
diagrams to the right show nine different ways of subdividing a
typical super block. Subdivision of the block should be
mandatory for residential development, although the actual
location of mid-block lanes can be |eft to the devel opers of
super blocks.

Several of the adjacent diagrams show the introduction of
mid-block squares. These open space areas are similar in
character to those found in Savannah, Georgia, Grammercy
Park in New York, or South Park in San Francisco. They
provide an oasis of greenery within the block and afocal point
for the surrounding neighborhood.

Policy Recommendations

Provide a gridded network of streets based on a 750-foot by
500-foot block size to accommodate larger development
formats while requiring subdivision into a more fine-grained
development pattern of blocks and squares for most uses, but
particularly residential .

Require residential developers to subdivide super blocks,
providing at least one mid-block minor street.

Require the submittal of a plan for minor streets as a condi-
tion of development approval and the construction of at least
one minor street prior to the occupancy of the first building
permitted on a particular block.
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The basic 750’x 500" block can be subdivided in numerous ways to add to the variety and pedestrian scale of the town.
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These three diagrams show how the pattern of blocks and squares have been used in other communities to create distinctive urban

neighborhoods.
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B. Height Map

The height of buildings in neighborhoods and the clustering of  identified for the Town Center. It is desirable for the central

tall buildingsin designated areas are important parts of the core of the Town Center along Bailey Avenue to contain tall
new town's urban structure. To prevent patterns of low-density  buildings. A dense concentration of development in the Town
sprawl from becoming established in Coyote Valley, most Center supports active pedestrian life in the town core,

areas have minimum heights for structures. It isimportant, conserves land, and accommodates the City's proposed
however, that these minimum heights not attempt to development program. It also concentrates population in the
concentrate devel opment so aggressively that the controls area best served by transit and gives focus and identity to the

simply drive development to more outlying and lessregulated ~ community asawhole. Finally, it provides devel opment
land. In the Town Center particularly, it is appropriate for there  opportunitiesthat arerarein the Bay Areafor major employers

to be lower minimum height limits on catalytic development to have prominent and highly identifiable signature buildings.
sites during an interim period to encourage establishment of For many of the same reasons, smaller concentrations of mid-
the Town Center before market conditions support atrue high-  rise buildings are appropriate at each of the Neighborhood
rise cluster. Centers.

Rather than establishing rigid maximum height limits, the Asillustrated in the accompanying diagram, the prevailing
Vision recommends that districts be defined with prevailing heights in the Neighborhood Centers and around the periphery
heights. Generally, prevailing heightsidentify the maximum of the Town Center will generally result in buildingsin the 4-
building height considered appropriate for an areagiven its to 8-story range. Areas along the Santa Teresa Boulevard
location and use characteristics, but do not represent fixed transit spine will generally result in buildingsin the 3- to 5-
limits. Individual building projects can exceed designated story range. The balance of the town will generally be
prevailing heights aslong as the project is consistent with the characterized by buildingsin the 2- to 3-story range.

character of surrounding buildings. No prevailing height is m EEEE] 3 Prevailing District Building Heights & Minimum Building Heights

N e [ 35 prevailing/22' min. [___] 85 prevailing / 45'min.
R - 50" prevailing /35" min. [ Unlimited / 45’ min.*

*Minimum building height in catalytic development sites is 35°.
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C. Density

The density map shown hereisthe corollary to the height map
shown in the previous discussion. It showsthe desired
distribution of development throughout the community and the
points of concentration at the Town Center and Neighborhood
Centers. The Vision stipulates minimum densities to prevent
patterns of low-density sprawl from becoming established in
the Valley. No maximum densities are proposed, since
providing more development on less land supports the goal's of
the Vision. Providing for light, air, open space and appropriate
rel ationships with neighboring buildings and streets should be
controlled through detailed design guidelines, not indirectly
through density limits.

Housing densitiesin residential and mixed-use districts have
been established to serve two important goals: affordable
family housing should be distributed throughout the
community, and affordable family housing is best provided
with densitiesin the 25 to 35 units per acre range. For people
without families (e.g., young singles, retirees, those in assisted
living situations, etc.) housing densities can be higher while
still maximizing affordability, since living units can be smaller.
The goal of providing arange of housing types that appeal to
the diversity of people who work in the Valley demands that
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some areas not be devel oped as high-density apartments or
condominiums. A limited number of sites are therefore . :
classified with adensity of 10 to 20 dwelling units per acre. { | e
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Policy Recommendations

Establish minimum building height limits for the Town Center, _UJ AT rnh_ S
Neighborhood Centers, and neighborhoods to discourage low- 7 __,.-"'\-._ s

: ; N i W [ i 4
density sprawl, encourage compact devel opment, and protect = % =R
existing views.

FFFFF

Establish minimum devel opment densities for the Town Center,
Neighborhood Centers, and neighborhoods to discourage |ow-
density sprawl and encourage compact devel opment.

To jump-start development in the Town Center, permit a
limited amount of development with lower densities and
prevailing heights on catalytic development sites until market |
conditions support the true densities envisioned.

Minimum Development Density Distribution

- Highest Density Areas* .-.-:_:H,.;:, Medium - Low Density Areas
o 2:1FAR 75d.u./ac. * 0.5:1FAR 20d.u./ac.
- e - Medium - High Density Areas I Low Density Areas

1:1 FAR 45 d.u./ac.
2 Medium Density Areas
{'Eﬁ 0.75:1 FAR 35d.u./ac.
*Minimum development intensitie on catalytic development sites is
1:1 FAR.

0.25:1 FAR 10d.u./ac.
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Parker St. Unwin St.
Jefferson One-way One-way Overpass Caltrain

D Town Center Park Westbound St. Eastbound St. Station

The size of the proposed development program, its distance
from other established centers, and the scale of the Valley itself
suggest that Coyote Valley needs a true mixed-use Town
Center. Theresidential population of the Coyote community
and its workforce popul ation will be comparable to that of
Mountain View, Redwood City, or San Leandro. The distances
from central Coyote Valley to downtown San José and to
Morgan Hill are comparable to that from Menlo Park to
downtown Palo Alto or San Mateo to Burlingame. More than
any other feature, the early establishment of the Town Center
will give Coyote Valley a sense of place and of community that
will prevent it from becoming simply featurel ess and centerless
sprawl on the fringe of San José.

Automobile Access and the Pedestrian
Environment

The establishment of atrue Town Center in Coyote Valley
requires purposeful strategies to address two difficult issues.
First, the merchants and employers of the Town Center will
reguire regional automobile access, even if the center iswell
served by public transit. Regional arterial roads capable of
carrying the traffic volumes required tend not to be supportive
of the pedestrian environment of a Town Center. No oneis
likely to propose replication of environments such as San
José's San Tomas Expressway or Stevens Creek Boulevard as
the centerpiece of the new Coyote Valley community. Such
environments are, however, an automatic by-product of
commercia zoning combined with the concentration of
regional traffic on wide arterials.

The Vision looksto the highly successful model of downtown
Palo Alto as an alternative to these unattractive places.
Downtown Palo Alto has aremarkable similarity in scale to
Coyote Valley, and in the physical relationship between the

main retail district, the freeway, and Caltrain. Large volumes
of regional traffic daily move through downtown Palo Alto on
University Avenue, which provides adirect connection
between Stanford University and Highway 101. University
Avenue, which isatwo-lane and two-way street, isflanked by
the couplet of Lyton and Hamilton Avenues. These three streets
work together to effectively distribute both regional and local
traffic while maintaining a scale that is compatible with a
pedestrian district. Short blocks, relatively continuous street
frontages, and ample parking, most of which is concealed in
the middles of blocks, contribute to the success of this district.

The Coyote Valley Town Center closely follows Palo Alto's
example. Bailey Avenue will be atwo-lane, two-way street that
functions as the main street of the new Town Center. Bailey
Avenuewill be supplemented by two new streets: a one-way
westbound street one block to the north, and a one-way
eastbound street one block to the south. The three streets are
integrated into a downtown street environment that encourages
walking trips and supports a pedestrian-oriented retail district.
The mixed-use building typol ogies shown later in this chapter
illustrate how parking can be accommodated in mid-blocks
while continuous street frontages support alively downtown.

Phasing of Development

A second critical issue the Town Center will faceis phasing,
thefatal flaw of many well-intentioned and otherwise well-
conceived plans. It is appropriate and logical that the Town
Center, which has the best regional access for automobiles and
public transit within the new community, should house the
highest concentration of employment and the highest-density
residential buildings. Typically, however, older town centers
have achieved their urban and transit-supporting densities only
after generations of building and rebuilding.

Town Center
Green

Y "m

Light Rail N VSl i i TN v rastaN S L
Station P / ﬁ - S i A b Bt oI
- Jn Sy i Y A P
The Town Center is structured on a triad of streets that will accommodate high volumes of east-west traffic while preserving a safe and attractive
pedestrian environment. Public transit anchors the Town Center with the Caltrain station at the east end and a BRT/LRT station at the west end.
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In Coyote Valley, which is about to change abruptly from rural
to urban, the market does not exist initially for the high-density
buildings envisioned for the urban core, yet it isessential to
establish the Town Center at the outset to give focus, cohesion,
and identity to the new community. This contradiction can be
overcome by the designation of alimited number of catalytic
development sitesin the Town Center, and potentially in the
Neighborhood Centers as well.

The catalytic sites are intended to jump start devel opment of
the Town Center before the community is able to attract high-
rise office towers or residential development of the highest
densities. These sites are strategically located on or near

Bailey and close to the transit stop at Santa Teresa Boulevard
and the Caltrain station south of Bailey Avenue. They are also
sitesthat are closest to existing utility infrastructure. During
the early years, lower density commercial and residential
development will be permitted on these sites.

Accessible utilities, automobile and transit access, and
building densities that match market demand and current
development economics encourage the early establishment of
the Town Center and also help create the market conditions
that will ultimately support appropriate higher density projects.
This set of controls mimics the market dynamics that typically
create vibrant town centers over long periods. It is appropriate

that these lower density development rights be "sunsetted" or
phased out as the Town Center matures so that the
development potential isnot lost to low-density devel opment.

Policy Recommendations

Establish the Town Center on a triad of streets including one-
way coupletsto carry through-traffic and a two-way "main
street” to carry local traffic.

Establish the Town Center as a pedestrian- and transit-oriented
urban core where the highest density of mixed-usesis located.

Locate buildings at the sidewalk to establish a consistent
street wall.

Locate off-street parking in parking structures and behind
street-fronting buildings.

Locate pedestrian-generating uses, such asretail, with
transparent storefronts at the street level to encourage
pedestrian activity.

Provide pedestrian amenities, such as squares, plazas, public
art, transit shelters, information kiosks, and landscaping.

GETTING IT RIGHT

This set of diagrams illustrates how growth in the Town Center might be initiated at designated catalytic development sites near Bailey Avenue and
Santa Teresa Boulevard, with higher density development of the core occurring in a later phase.
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I s e i SRl it S SR N TS, TR
; e S ST T R _bighischBol U seirisherCregk Greeffuays @i)s "

West Scheller
Neighborhood b

Coyote Valley Neighborhoods

The Vision organizes the town into seven neighborhoods defined by the open
space framework and the street network. The neighborhoods are designed so
that each has its own local retail, community center, elementary school, and
parks. Each Neighborhood Center is located along either a bus or light rail
route, contains public services such as health centers, daycare services, and
libraries, in addition to local retail.

West Laguna
Neighborhood

4|

[ p— |

Typical Retail
& Neighborhood Center

Typical Elementary School

Typical Local Park

Typical Public Building
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E. Neighborhood Centers

In addition to the Town Center, which servesthe entire
community, each neighborhood of 10,000 to 12,000 residents
needs acommercial center that is designed to provide alimited
amount of convenience retail and community services within
walking distance of residents. The retail will also need to be
accessible and visible to regional auto traffic and public transit
to be sustainable. The Neighborhood Centers shown on the
adjacent map have been strategically located to achieve each
of these goals. Each of the centersislocated on atransit line
and at |least one boulevard. The centers also follow the model
of the Town Center and divide arterial traffic into two small
one-way streetsto provide an appropriately scaled pedestrian
environment.

Policy Recommendations

Establish Neighborhood Centers as pedestrian- and transit-
oriented villages meeting the daily service needs of the
surrounding residents.

Establish transit as an integral means of accessing Neighbor-
hood Centers by creating a transit station in each center.

Locate buildings at the sidewalk to establish a consistent
street wall, and require the majority of these street walls to
have transparent storefronts.

GETTING IT RIGHT

Retail at

Public Services Park Street Level

Above

Light Rail

Each Neighborhood Center contains a dense mix of public and private
uses such as independent retail stores, a health center, a post office, a
community meeting space, and a childcare and senior center.

Locate off-street parking in parking structures or behind
street-fronting buildings.

Locate pedestrian-generating uses, such asretail, at street
level to encourage pedestrian activity.

Provide pedestrian amenities, such as squares, plazas, public
art, transit shelters, information kiosks, seating areas,
landscaping, and weather protection, to enhance and encour-
age pedestrian activity.

Light Rail Scheller Ave.

Station

Coyote
Boulevard

East Scheller
Neighborhood Center
(Retail & Community

Center)

Santa Teresa
Boulevard

Neighborhood Center of East Scheller
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F. Schools

The National Center for Environmental Health has produced
alarming data that shows how urgently the nation's standards
for school design arein need of reform. Obesity, diabetes,
hyper-activity and chronic depression are at epidemic levels
among American school children. Epidemiologistslink these
diseasesto lack of physical activity, poor diet, and indoor
environments without daylight. Schoolsthat children cannot
walk or bike to, schools supported by their contracts with fast
food purveyors, and the appalling invention of the windowless
classroom are culpable in the calamitous state of our children's
health. No responsible plan for Coyote Valley can fail to
address these issues.

All schoolsin the Coyote Valley Vision have been sited to be
centrally located to those they serve and to ensure convenient
access from the surrounding neighborhoods. Elementary
schools are in the neighborhood they serve. The middle school
and high school are located on the network of community and
regional parks that weave through the community, aswell as
near transit. The parks not only provide opportunities for
recreational physical activity; they also provide safe and
convenient pedestrian and bicycle routes from home to school.

Since Coyote Valley isin the Morgan Hill Unified School
District, the Vision assumes the District's capacity standards
for elementary (550 students), middle (750 students), and high
schools (1,250 students). However, given the urban character
envisioned for Coyote Valley, urban acreage standards (i.e., 7
acres for elementary, 14 acres for middle, and 20 acres for high
school) are considered more appropriate than the State acreage
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standards normally used by the Morgan Hill District (i.e., 10
acres for elementary, 20 acres for middle, and 40 acres for high
school).

Smaller school sites are used in part because the Vision
assumes joint use of parklands by the schools to address their
open space needs. Joint use of public parkland by the school
district will require reasonable arrangements for the security of
school children and alevel of cooperation and joint effort
between agencies that value their autonomy. Given the state of
children's health, it seemsasmall priceto pay.

Although Coyote Valley students could be accommodated by
the planned high school capacity within the Morgan Hill
School District, it is both desirable and appropriate for Coyote
Valley to haveits own high school, and not depend on the
remote Sobrato High School planned for Morgan Hill.
Consistent with the goals of compactness and walkability, the
high school siteis centrally located within the community and
occupies only half the 40-acre standard suggested by the State.
A model for the kind of high school envisioned are the
handsome urban high schools built in San Francisco in the
1920s and 1930s. Galileo High School depicted hereisan
example. It isahigh-density building complex of enduring
dignity, fully integrated with avibrant mixed-use
neighborhood, and a centerpiece for the surrounding
community. Such aschool in Coyote Valley can serve many
valuable civic functions, including community use of the high
school's gym, performance spaces, assembly rooms, and sports
facilities.

west and north-south open space corridors.
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G. Public Buildings

Like the schools, public buildingsin Coyote Valley are strategically
located on sites that make them the focus of community and
neighborhood life. Public buildings like post offices, fire stations,
and health clinics should be located in the Neighborhood Centers,
wherever possible on sitesthat are given special status by the
configuration of streets or parks. It is essential for the coherence of
the community that the location of important public functions not
be simply aresidual of private development transactions, but that
sites be carefully considered and secured in advance.

Other public facilities, such aslibraries and community centers,
will beincorporated into the fabric of the Town Center,
Neighborhood Centers, and community parks per City of San José
standards. The population of the new town will require at least
22,000 sguare feet of library space that can be provided in two
large or three smaller facilities. Suitable locations for two large
facilitiesinclude the transit station area at the west end of the Town
Center or the Central Park in the vicinity of the middle school.
Three smaller facilities could be located at each of the
Neighborhood Centers along Santa Teresa Boulevard.

The new town will require at least 40,000 square feet of new
community center spacein facilities that range from 5,000 to
10,000 square feet. One facility should be located at each of the
three community parks. Ideally, alarge facility would be co-located
with alibrary in Central Park. Smaller facilities could be co-located
in the neighborhood parks that are shared with school sites or
integrated into each of the Neighborhood Centers to take advantage
of transit access.
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should be located in the Neighborhood Centers.

Albany Library & Community Center, Albany, CA

Post Office, Berkeley, CA

Policy Recommendations

SCHOOLS
Locate schools, parks, and other public facilities together to
create a focal point for neighborhood life.

Encourage the joint use of public parks by schools to support
a more compact and pedestrian-oriented community.

Provide a higher-density, urban-style high school, such as
Galileo High School in San Francisco, to serve as an educa-
tional and civic center for the community.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS

Locate public buildings and uses, such as post offices,
government services, medical clinics, and daycare facilities, in
Neighborhood Centers and adjacent to transit to ensure
convenient access and signify their importance to community
life.

Ste public buildings at the terminus of street corridors or
facing parks and public sguares.

Prepare a Community Service Plan to ensure adequate
phasing and implementation of the range of local services
necessary for those living and working in Coyote Valley as it
grows.
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H. Residential Use Districts

The Vision provides for varied residential districts that will Pol |Cy Recommendations
create awide range of housing choice and allow for the ———— = L = £.d
integration of affordable housing throughout the community. _ _ o B 3
This range of housing choices isintended to make living in Provide a mix of housing types that appeal to a range of : A — g -
Coyote Valley attractive to the variety of people who will income levels, life stages, and lifestyles. 58| = ' U :
work there, thereby minimizing commuting. It also hasthe SRIEEE e | o - |
purpose of creating a diverse and therefore more interesting Require at least 20 percent of all residential unitsto be | | ;
community. All residential building typeswill be subject to affordable.
design guidelines that make them supportive of pedestrian- ce e 2 ..\-‘ Bl s e BT :
oriented neighborhoods. Require parking for detached units to be located in the side e 1 r':__1'
yard or the rear. L5 = ; oy P53 gl = : T
The Vision assumes that the mix of housing in Coyote Valley e e T i b 1y E—Cﬂ ey ?T;Eﬂgi‘_;‘ﬁﬂj
will range in densities from aminimum density of 10 Require parking for attached units to be located in rear with P o) [T A e z s i i |
dwelling units per acre to upward of 100 dwelling units per alley access. ‘ x AR _:.'3:'5,1 e
acre. The assumption isthat arelatively small portion of the
Valley would be allowed to develop at the minimum density, Provide accessory units with alley access. '_ e gl o W
and that the majority of the units would probably bein the 25 _,_'_j- L D -
to 35 dwelling units per acre range where construction costs 3 Lid g .SE.8 3 |
aremost in line with affordability objectives and the likely b iz -
near-term market. In order to achieve the City's target of ] 9 ’J P Ly, !
25,000 housing units, the Vision projects an average density =1 = P N ‘ 3 S
of 28 dwelling units per acre for the new community. - | =] : : 4 _ ﬁ‘.,
E s
' ~a &

|:| Residential Districts Mixed-Use Districts \\-,\\1

Map of Residential Use Districts
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Residential: Low-Density

These two house types represent the lowest densities to be found
in Coyote Valley.

® Residential Density: 10-15 Dwelling Units/Acre (DU/AC)
® Building Types: Detached and

Semi-Detached with Secondary Units
®  Parking Types:

Private Garage

Alley Garage

2- and 3-story semi-detached dwelling with
secondary unit over garage
15 DU/AC Density

2-story single-family detached unit

Residential: Medium-Density

with alley garage
10 DU/AC Density

Residential: Medium

High Density

Above a density of 32 dwellings per acre it becomes necessary to
provide podium-parking garages—assuming a parking ratio of 2
spaces per unit. Below this density it is possible to provide either
tuck-under wood-frame garages or surface parking, both of which
are substantially less expensive than concrete parking podiums.
This has implications on housing costs and in particular affordable
housing. Requiring large amounts of the housing to be built with
parking podiums will result in the need for larger subsidiesto
maintain affordability.

® Residentia Density: 3545 DU/AC
Building Type: Midrise
®  Parking Type: Podium

Residential: High-Density

5-story stacked flats over one level of parking podium
45 DU/AC Density

These moderate density house types are appropriate for affordable and
market rate housing.

® Residential Density: 25-30 DU/AC
®  Building Types:
Townhouses at grade
Townhouses with tuck-under parking
Stacked Townhouses with tuck-under parking
®  Parking Type:
Private garages
Congregate garages

4-story stacked pair of townhouses over garage
30 DU/AC Density

3-story townhouses over own garage
25 DU/AC Density
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3- and 4-story 8-plex with congregate garages
30 DU/AC Density

In order to provide a choice of housing types and accomodate a
wide variety of households, and to create a compact walkable
town, certain areas will have higher densities.

It is recommended that the higher densities occur in the Town
Center, the Neighborhood Centers and along the main transit
routes. Densities of a 100 dwelling units per acre would result in a
significant population close to shops and services.

® Residentia Density: 75-125 DU/AC
®  Building Type: Towers
Parking Type: Podium

8-story “ below life-safety” midrise apartment
tower with 2-3-level parking podium
100 DU/AC Density

6-story stacked flats with 2 level parking podium
75 DU/AC Density

V. TOWN STRUCTURE 69



|. Employment-Oriented Use Districts

Since Coyote Valley will be amajor employment center, the
configuration of itscommercial districtswill determine much
about the character of the community. ThisVision isbased
upon the emerging model of "district” as opposed to the older
model of "campus" as the organizing ideafor employment
centers. When Stanford Industrial Park was built in the early
1960s it represented a fresh new vision of clean industry in a
green suburban setting. Asthat model has been reproduced
over the last 40 yearsin places that have neither the locational
advantages nor the natural setting of the Stanford lands, the
model has come to represent something quite different from
its progenitor. The office campus has come to stand for
isolation, massive automobile trip generation, inefficient use
of land, and loss of community. The Vision is based upon the
conviction that as employment becomesincreasingly located
within transit-served, walkable, mixed-use communities, the
older isolated campus type development increasingly will be
perceived as obsolete real estate of diminished value.

An employment-oriented district must serve the same
functional needs as the office park, the R& D center, the
corporate campus, and the industrial park. It must be
appropriately served by parking, it must accommodate
buildings with large and flexible floor plates, and groups of
buildings must sometimes function asasingle, secured
enclave. The accompanying drawings show how these
requirements can be met with configurations of blocks that
also create streetscapes that contribute to walkable
neighborhoods and are compatible with other usesincluding
residential on the adjacent block.

Of course some industrial, manufacturing, and bio-tech uses
involve materials, products, or practicesthat are not
compatible with other activities. These uses should not be

70 V. TOWN STRUCTURE

intermingled in a manner that would result in either real or
perceived conflicts with more sensitive uses. The Vision
designates two districts specifically for such uses, one at the
northeast corner of the town and one at the southeast corner.
Both are located close to Monterey Highway and the railroad
tracks, and both districts would be separated from residential
uses by less sensitive employment activities. The amount of
land needed for such uses will be afunction of the market as
the community grows. The areas designated for them can be
expanded if needed, but the concept is to keep these uses
together in their designated areas.

The Vision assumes that the mix of employment-generating
usesin Coyote Valley will range from aminimum density of
0.25 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for lower-density and more
land-intensive usesto an FAR upward of 3.00 for higher-
density office-type uses. The assumption isthat arelatively
small portion of the Valley would be allowed to develop at
the minimum density, and that the majority of the
employment-generating uses would develop inthe 1.00 FAR
range. In order to achieve the target of 18 million square feet
of employment-generating devel opment, the Vision projects
an average Valley-wide intensity of 1.00 FAR for non-
residential development.

Policy Recommendations

Locate off-street parking in parking structures or behind
street-fronting buildings.

Permit small-scale public, retail, and business service uses
that meet daily employee needs while reducing trips, such as
adeli or food court, dry cleaner, daycare center, ATM, fitness
center, document service, courier, etc., to be located in
commercial and industrial areas.

! Employment-Oriented Districts Mixed-Use Districts - Industrial Districts \\N
Map of Employment-Oriented Use Districts
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0.75

1 FAR Commercial

Building Density

This drawing shows office devel opment with surface parking at
2 cars per 1,000 square feet of building space. Development can
take the form of perimeter block buildings hiding the surface
parking lot on the interior of the site. Three-story, 50’ high
buildings are possible. Narrow-width floor plans are encouraged
to maintain a continuity of the perimeter street-wall. When
configured as narrow-width buildings, as encouraged by green
building standards (e.g., 65'), every workspace can have access
to daylight.

®  Commercia Density: 0.75:1 FAR

®  Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sq ft
Parking Types: On-site surface and head-in, on-street
parking

Mid-block surface parking

On-street parking

17 1

FAR Commercial

Perimeter block office buildings

Building Density

2 : 1 FAR Commercial Building Density

At this density it becomes necessary to jump in scale to the next
height defined by building codes, namely 85 —“Below Life-
Safety”—=6 or 7 stories, made of concrete or steel-frame construc-
tion.

Structured parking-garages are necessary for on-site parking.

Development can take the form of mid-rise perimeter-block

buildings configured around courtyards. This type is appropriate
near transit.

¢  Commercia Density: 2:1 FAR
®  Parking Ratio: 2 cars (or less) per 1,000 sq ft
Parking Types: Off-site structured parking

Mid-rise office building

Off-site structured parking garage

3 : 1 FAR Commercial Building Density

At this density, some structured parking-garages become
necessary. Development can still take form of perimeter-block
buildings. Three-story, 50’ -high buildings are possible.

®  Commercia Denstiy: 1:1 FAR
®  Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sq ft

Parking Types: On-site surface and multi-story structured
parking and head-in, on-street parking

Sructured parking garage

On-street parking
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Perimeter block office building

At this density it becomes necessary to build high-rise towers. This
type of development is suitable in the Town Center.

¢  Commercia Density: 3:1 FAR
®  Parking Ratio: 2 cars (or less) per 1,000 sq ft
Parking Types: Off-site structured parking

Off-site structured parking garages

High-rise office building
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J. Mixed-Use Districts

Whileit is appropriate that some of the land in Coyote Valley
be devoted to blocks with a single use—residential,
commercial, or industrial—it is also desirable for substantial
areas of the plan to be mixed-use.

The accompanying illustrations show how residential, office
commercial, and retail uses and their parking can be
integrated with one another in ways that conceal parking in
the middle of blocks and build continuous street frontages
supportive of pedestrian life.
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Policy Recommendations

Provide for both the vertical and horizontal mixing of uses.

Permit public and commercial uses that are complementary
and contribute to the creation of a vibrant social
environment.

Locate pedestrian-generating uses, such asretail, at street
level to encourage pedestrian activity.

Locate non-pedestrian-oriented uses on upper floorsor in
separate structures located in the rear.

Prohibit auto-oriented uses in mixed-use districts, such as
auto services, motels, personal storage, drive-thru, surface
parking, etc.
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Mixed-Use: Live-Work Lofts & Residential Mixed-Use: Commercial, Retail & Residential

This diagram shows the compatibility of Live-Work-Loft-type L Thisblock is on Bailey Avenue in the Town Center district and

buildings adjacent to perimeter of the block enclosing surface
parking. A mid-block alley divides the block allowing the
different uses to face each other across the street. The 3- and 4-
story townhouses are arranged on either side of parking courts
and either face the streets or a mid-block landscaped common
space.

® Commercial Density: 0.5:1 FAR
® Residentia Density: 30 DU/AC
®  Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sg. ft.

3- and 4-story townhouses over garages

2-story Live-Work Lofts with on-street,

Mixed-Use: Commercial

head-in parking and on-site surface parking

& Residential

shows the mix of uses possible. Retail uses line Bailey Avenue
at ground level with either residential or commercial uses
above.

Parking is accommodated in a variety of ways, either on street,
on interior surface parking lots, or in structured parking
garages. The parking structures are lined with other usesto
minimize their impact on the street. If two sides are |eft open,
then the parking garage can be naturally ventilated.

Commercia Density: Upto 2:1 FAR
®  Residential Density: 30-50 DU/AC
° Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sg. ft.

Parking garage wrapped with building space on two sides

Mid-rise residential buildings over ground floor retail

Mid-block surface parking lot

Mixed Use:

Commercial perimeter block office building

High-Density Commercial, Retail & Residential

Perimeter block development with surface parking on the
interior. Thislayout shows how it is possible to accommodate
mixed uses on the same block. Three-story commercial office
buildings are located on one end facing the streets with both on-
street, head-in parking and on-site surface parking. The interior
parking lot is hidden from view from the surrounding streets by
housing lining the streets. Duplex semi-detached townhouses
with side-yard parking are shown.

®  Commercia Density: 1:1 FAR
® Residential Density: 25 DU/AC
Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sq ft

On-street, head-in parking

3-story office buildings

2- and 3-story semi-detached townhouses
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with side-yard parking

This block is on Bailey Avenue and illustrates the density
envisioned as the town matures. A combination of high-rise office
buildings and mid-rise residential buildings are shown. The
buildings facing Bailey Avenue have ground floor retail with
mixed-uses above.

Parking is provided by a combination of on-street, and podium or
structured parking garages.

®  Commercia Density: 3:1 FAR and over
®  Residential Density: 75-100 DU/AC
° Parking Ratio: 2 cars per 1,000 sg. ft.

Sructured parking garage with liner

buildings
High-rise office building over retail

Perimeter block commercial

Mid-riseresidential buildings over retail
with podium parking
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K. Building Precedents

Residential Buildings

Coyote Valley’'s proposed range of house types and densities
will be similar to the examples shown here. In order to creste a
compact, walkable, transit-oriented community, the overall
density will be higher than most of San José, with an average
net density of 28 dwellings per acre. The lowest-density
neighborhoodswill consist of single-family houses similar to
those shown here. Townhouses and “ Tuck-Under” row-houses
with front doorsfacing a street or court and individual garages
served off the rear are an attractive house type that gives both
individual identity aswell as being compact and efficient. At
higher densities stacked units, one above the other, are
required. These can take the form of either walk-up or corridor-
access layouts and require podium parking rather than
individual garages.

Commercial and Mixed-Use Projects

The examples shown here indicate the types of office buildings
that would be appropriate for the scale and character of Coyote
Valley as an urban environment. The lowest-density buildings
shown with mid-block surface parking are still good urban
buildings that hold the street-wall and are part of the urban
fabric, rather than stand-alone suburban buildings set amidst a
sea of parking.

The mixed-use examples are all from Bay Areacommunities
showing the desirability of shops under offices or residences
making lively streets where people can shop, have lunch, and
be within easy walking distance of awide range of services
without needing to drive to every destination.
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TheAlameda, San José
Single-family detached houseswith side yard garages.

10 Dwelling Units per Acre 20 Dwelling Units per Acre Eden Palms, San José 27 Dwelling Units per Acre Georgetown, San José

“Tuck Under” townhouses with alley accessto garages at the
rear

Attached townhouses with rear yard garages.

Third &., San Rafael 2:1 FAR

0.75:1 FAR
Office building, surface parking, and subterranean garage.

3:1FAR

Castro Street, Mountain View
Midrise office building and structured parking.

University Center, PaloAlto
Midrise office building and structured parking.
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35 Dwelling Units per Acre Cahill Park, San Jos¢ 45 Dwelling Units per Acre Avalon, San Jos¢ 75 Dwelling Units per Acre VillaTorino, San Jos¢ 100 Dwelling Units per Acre Downtown San José
Rowhouses with podium parking at the rear. 3-story stacked units over retail with podium parking. 4-story stacked flats over two levels of podium parking. 5-story stacked townhouses and flats over 2 levels of podium
parking.

Live-Work Lofts San Pablo Ave, Emeryville  Offices over Retail Castro Street, Mountain View Officesover Retail University Ave, Palo Alto  Mixed-Use Building Shattuck Ave., Berkeley
Live-work units and townhouses. Small offices over retail, near surface parking. Officesover retail, structured parking. Apartments over offices over retail.

GETTING IT RIGHT V. TOWN STRUCTURE 75



L. Industrial & Large Retail Buildings

Though the focus of the Vision is on its mixed-use
neighborhoods, residential fabric, and open space network, it
also containsindustrial districts. Most employment is better
located in mixed-use neighborhoods than in single purpose
"campuses,” but there are some important elements of the
local economy, such as some high-tech manufacturing and
bio-tech uses, whose form and function are not amenable to
integration with housing or other sensitive uses.

The premise behind the organization of these districtsis that
isolated buildingsin aseaof parking are no more appropriate
or inevitable for industrial usesthat they are for offices.
Industrial workers also benefit from working in walkable
neighborhoods and having accessible places for lunch and
services. A properly organized industrial district does not
have to be the ugly part of town.

The adjacent illustrations show how industrial buildingswith
normal standards of floor plate size, truck access, and parking
can be configured into urban blocks that shape a pedestrian
environment and are themselves an attractive and coherent
element of townscape.
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Policy Recommendations

Establish industrial districts that can accommodate uses and
processes that are incompatible with residential and other
non-residential uses in the new town.

Permit small-scale retail and business service uses that meet
daily employee needs while reducing trips, such as a deli or
food court, dry cleaner, ATM, etc.

Locate off-street parking behind or beside street-fronting
buildings.

Require buffering and screening along the boundaries of the
industrial district to provide additional security and
compatibility.

Distribution Buildings

With Truck Parking

Industrial and warehouse uses can be designed to fit into the Coyote
Valley urban fabric with buildings that hold the surrounding street-
walls and form secure truck delivery courts within. Office buildings
can be located at the entry side and car parking can be accommo-
dated with both head-in parking on the surrounding streets as well
as surface parking within the block.

On-street, head-in parking

Warehouse/Distribution building

Secure truck parking area

Combinations: Large Retail

Office building facing street

Buildings

Even large-scale retailers can find a place within Coyote Valley!
Buildings should hold the street-walls and have store fronts facing
the surrounding streets. Parking should be landscaped and struc-
tured to avoid acres of empty lots.

Sructured parking garage

Surface parking landscaped

Retail building with store fronts facing the
street
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M. Green Buildings

A goal of the Vision isto support sustainable building
practices to the highest degree possible. The field of “ green”
building israpidly evolving, and the Vision for Coyote Valley
should similarly evolve to accommodate and support new
practices, technologies, and standards as they emerge.
Currently the LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) Green Building Rating System isthe
most developed standard that addresses sustainable building
practices for the building types that will accommodate most
of the new employment in the Valley. The City of has adopted

Green Corporate

Campus

Office buildings with narrow floor plates can permit every
workspace to be accessible to daylight, thereby reducing the
need for artificial lighting. Light shelves at the windows and top
floor roof monitors can control and disperse the amount of
daylight and reduce glare from direct sunlight.

Heavily insulated grass roofs reduce the amount of heat-gain in
the summer and help reduce the need for expensive air condi-
tioning. During the mild winter and early spring months it
should be possible to rely on natural ventilation atogether.

Green Building Policies that recommend adoption of green Sructured parking garage
building principles and practices, their application to City iy L =1 Narrow-width office building to allow
projects, and promotion of these practices to the private —_— e e P G maxi mum daylight
sector. The City should promote the application of the San eV | % il =11
José Gree_n Buildi ng Policy goals and the San José L_EED F— e Ti B Roof monitors and grass roof
Green Building Rating System to new devel opment in Coyote ] b o
Valley. Daylight Penetration Natural Cross Ventilation . “'“
Light shelves and roof monitors allow daylight ~ Glass enclosed stair tower acts as a thermal ' _' B
to reach every workspace. chimney. -
The LEED system and other standards for environmentally
appropriate buildings (e.g., standards operativein the U.K.,
the Netherlands and Germany) share some common Green Live-Work Lofts

principles. All favor (or mandate) office buildings with
narrow floor plates as opposed to the very deep buildings that
are common in Silicon Valley. Narrow buildings are far
superior to deep buildings with regard to daylighting,
possibilities for natural ventilation, indoor air quality, and
energy use because they require less mechanical equipment to
meet health standards. It should be noted that narrow floor
plate buildings provide another significant advantage for the

The BedZed Live/Work Development in London is shown as an
example of a balanced community with south-facing townhouses
back-to-back with north-facing office/work spaces. All the units
are naturally ventilated with roof cowlsto draw air through, and
rooftop solar-collectors provide power for neighborhood electric
vehicles. The development has its own power plant using wood-
chips as fuel and generates more electricity than it consumes.

Coyote Valley Vision. As shown in the preceding
Employment-Oriented Use District illustrations, the
continuity of street frontages that support the pedestrian
character of streets and districtsis more easily achieved with
narrow buildings than with deep floor plate buildings.

South-facing townhouses back-to-back with
offices

Policy Recommendations
North-facing office/ work spaces

.._..l ﬁ = l.‘Tr#- : = o -. .\H ks 9 .- -.:_.
. IQ———B-‘--: e e e

Work Live Live - e
South-facing solar panels power electric vehicles. R ) Mid-block pedestrian lanes
Solarium and cross ventilation creates stack effect. bt b

Require non-residential buildings to achieve at least the
minimum standards for LEED certification.

While LEED standards do not yet exist for multi-family
housing or neighborhood design, apply such standards in
Coyote Valley as they become available. il

jie

Work . Work Live
Daylight penetration to dwelling and northlight to workspace

Live
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VI.

A. Social Equity Through Design

The Coyote Valley Vision is based on afundamental premise
that akey step to creating a strong, diverse community isto
design itshousing, infrastructure, employment centers, and
institutions so that people from widely varied backgrounds and
economic groups can live and work in Coyote Valley, interact
with each other, and meet their basic needs. TheVision calls
for substantial amounts of affordable housing in Coyote Valley
distributed throughout the area so that residents of different
economic backgrounds can live side by side. Integrating
affordable housing into the fabric of the community also means
that lower-income residents will be able to access community
amenitieslike parks, libraries, and grocery stores as easily as
higher-income residents. By calling for arobust public transit
system that will alow residents to get around in the Valley and
travel outsideit, the Vision provides mobility to people who
cannot drive, cannot afford to own a car, or simply choose not
to drive.

The Vision sees Coyote Valley's Town Center and
Neighborhood Centers as hubs of community social activity.
These mixed-use areas will include essential destinationsfor
residents like grocery stores, post offices, health care facilities,
childcare centers and banks. They will also include restaurants
and entertainment destinations like movie theaters and
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nightclubs, to meet the entertainment needs of the entire
community—including families, seniors, and young singles. In
addition to providing local services, theindividual
Neighborhood Centers are likely to have facilities and
characteristics that are unique to each and will attract residents
from throughout the community and encourage cross-
neighborhood interaction. For example, one Neighborhood
Center may have a cultural orientation with amuseum and
performing arts center, while another may have an
entertainment focus with movie theaters and nightclubs.

However, design alone will not guarantee social equity. If
designed in accordance with Smart Growth principles, Coyote
Valley islikely to be avery desirable placeto live. However,
communitieslike Mountain View and Palo Alto have seen this
desirability push lower-income residents out of the community
because they can not afford to live there. Also, if thereistoo
much emphasis on high-tech employment, Coyote Valley runs
therisk of providing avery limited range of employment
opportunities and community facilities that appeal to only a
narrow economic sector. The following discussion addresses
optionsfor creating affordable housing, excellent community
facilities, and high-quality jobs.

gl T,
“-\\M.* SN
ok

A key concept is to provide convenient access for everyone in the community to essential destinations and services. Neighborhood
Centers will include many of the daily destinations adjacent to transit to facilitate such access.
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B. Affordable Housing

The affordable housing crisis continuesto grip the Bay Area,
and nowhere isthis crisis more acute than in Santa Clara
County. According to the Silicon Valley Manufacturing
Group's (SVMG) Projections 2000 report, five times more
jobs than housing units were added in Silicon Valley during the
boom economy of the late 1990s, and housing rents increased
by 60 percent. The report found that, despite the economic
downturn, housing prices continue to rise by 8-12 percent
annually, and that housing ownership ratesin Silicon Valley
have hit an al time low. According to the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG), the San José areawill add
132,000 jobs by 2025, furthering the need to increase the
housing supply.

The lack of affordable housing—in both the rental and
ownership housing markets—is one of the primary causes of
sprawl in the Bay Area. Feeling priced out of the housing
market near job centers, countless families are drawn to
bedroom communities on the urban edge in search of homes
they can afford. Thishousing crisisresultsin thelong
commutes and traffic congestion that have negative effects on
the environment, business productivity, family life, and the
community as awhole. Placing 25,000 housing units and over
50,000 new jobsin Coyote Valley, asthe City proposes, will
inevitably lead to more cars on Santa Clara County's highways.
To provide enough housing unitsin Coyote Valley to house
everyone who is expected to work in the Valley, at least 33,000
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housing units will be needed. If one assumes that a share of
San Jos€'s househol ds headed by non-working adults are also
likely to eventually reside in Coyote Valley, the total housing
demand, based on San José growth goals for the Valley would
increase to over 35,000 housing units (see Housing Appendix
E). This means the City’s current plans will create adeficit of
about 10,000 housing units and result in a substantial number
of Coyote Valley workers needing to commute to their jobs
from outside the Valley.

To minimize the traffic impact of development in Coyote
Valley, and to provide the opportunity for workers across
economic levelsto live close to their jobs and avoid crushing
commutes, the Coyote Valley Vision callsfor developing a
range of housing options that meets the needs of the full
spectrum of households that will make up the diverse
population of the Valley.

Affordable Housing Need and Supply

Appendix E analyzesthe likely makeup of afuture Coyote
Valley workforce and finds that meeting the affordable housing
needs of Valley residentswill be asignificant challenge. More
than 37 percent of workers are expected to be from low-
income households (making less than 80 percent of Santa
Clara County's median income), and half of those will be very
low-income workers (less than 50 percent of median income).
An additional 24 percent will be from moderate-income

households (80 percent to 120 percent of median income).
Given the housing market of Silicon Valley, an array of public
policies and subsidies will be needed to provide an adequate
supply of housing affordable to each of these income
categories.

The City of San José has set agoal that at least 20 percent of
the housing units—5,000 units—developed in Coyote Valley
will be affordable (although the City has not specified to what
income levels). Considering the housing need of low-income
workers and the fact that these workers are the least likely to
secure housing they can afford without assistance, the Coyote
Valley Vision callsfor an aggressive goal of making one-third
of these 5,000 units affordable to low-income households,
another one-third to very low-income households, and another
one-third to extremely low-income households (less than 30
percent of median income). Reaching this goal will require
substantial subsidies and political will. It will be critically
important for this housing to be kept affordable over time
through deed restriction mechanisms.

To avoid the creation of a stratified community, made up
almost exclusively of high-income residents who can afford
market-rate housing and low-income residents that benefit
from affordable housing policies, the City should also develop
policies and programs to assist moderate-income households.
Programs such as inclusionary housing (see below) could

create moderate-rate housing units without the need for
subsidies, and modest public subsidies can help first-time
home buyerswith down-payment assistance. Policiesthat
encourage the creation of moderate-income housing, such as
"unbundling" parking costs from the cost of buying or renting
aunit and allowing small-lot clustered developments, will also
be essential. Such programswould require substantially less
subsidy than is needed to create housing for low-income
households, and perhaps no subsidy, since moderate-income
households need less hel p accessing the market.

To meet the needs of a diverse community, arange of housing
sizes and types should be provided. These should include units
for families of various sizes, aswell asfor individuals, the
elderly, and non-family households. L ong-term, deed-
restricted, affordable housing units should include both
ownership and rental housing. A fair amount of such housing
will bein the form of deed-restricted below-market-rate units
included in market-rate housing devel opments. Another
portion will be provided as affordable housing devel opments
created by non-profits or the public sector. The most
economically marginalized households often do not have the
ability to pursue homeownership, therefore much of the rental
housing will need to be available to very low- and extremely
low-income households. Programs to promote homeownership
will mostly benefit moderate-income households and some
low-incomeworkers.
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A range of housing types and sizes should be provided to meet the
diverse needs of the community.

Housing Distribution

Affordable housing units—whether provided as part of market-
rate housing or as 100 percent affordable housing
developments—should be distributed throughout Coyote
Valley, and not concentrated in any one area of the Valley.
Although specia attention should be given to locating lower-
income aff ordabl e housing within convenient walking distance
(/4 to /2 miile) to transit. Further, affordable housing unitsin
market-rate devel opments should a so be fully and
indistinguishably integrated with the market-rate units, and
affordable housing devel opments should blend seamlessly into
the surrounding neighborhoods.
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Inclusionary Zoning

Inclusionary zoning programs require developersto dedicate a
percentage of unitsin a project for moderate- and/or lower-
income households. Eight of Silicon Valley's cities already
apply some variation of this strategy. In Coyote Valley, aviable
program could require 20 percent of for-sale condominiums
and townhomes to be affordable, with a portion targeted to
moderate-income, a portion to low-income, and a smaller
portion to very low-income households. Considering the likely
affordable housing need in the Valley, the City should explore
whether a higher percentage of affordable units can be feasibly
required as part of the inclusionary policy for the Valley, or if
the policy can target lower-income households. Some evidence
from other newly developed Californiacommunitiesindicate
thismay be possible.

For the low- and very low-income targeted unitsto be
financially feasible, the devel oper could be expected to absorb
half the required subsidy; public resources would be required
for the other half. Apartment complexes would also have a20
percent obligation, with half of the affordable units accessible
to extremely low-income families and half to very low-income
families. Volatility in the economics of apartment construction
requires that the balance between devel oper subsidy and
government subsidy be determined closer to the completion of
the City's Coyote Valley specific planning process, and
revisited from time to time as economic conditions evolve. In

light of the difficulty of applying an inclusionary program to
therelatively small number of single-family detached projects
in Coyote Valley, an in-lieu fee program should be established.
The fees should be high enough to make a meaningful
contribution to meeting Coyote Valley's affordable housing
need.

Policy Recommendations:

The City should establish an Inclusionary Zoning Program
for Coyote Valley that includes the following guidelines for
all affordable housing units:

e Through deed restrictions, unitswill maintain their
affordability status for at least 30 years.

e  Construction of affordable units shall be linked to
phasing of market rate units, and not postponed until
after market rate housing is finished.

e Below-market-rate inclusionary units should reflect the
mix of unit types and sizes of the overall development.

e The City should encourage that Coyote Valley's afford-
able housing include a mix of both rental and ownership
(i.e., for-sale) units.

Public Subsidies. Public revenueswill be required to gener-
ate units affordable to the most economically marginalized

families. A number of sourcesfor these funds exist, or
potentially could be created, including the following possi-
bilities:

Redevel opment Tax Increment Funding - California cities
arerequired to set aside 20 percent of the tax increment
generated by Redevel opment Agencies for low- and
moderate-income housing. San José recently went beyond
this minimum and now puts 30 percent of the tax incre-
ment toward such housing. This money can be spent
throughout the city, not just in the Redevel opment Project
Area.

Sate and federal affordable housing tax credits and funds
- Federal resources include the Community Devel opment
Block Grants, HOME funds, and Low Income Tax Credits
(LIHTC). Sate resources include the Multifamily Housing
Program administered by the Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD), the Multifamily Rental
Housing program administered through the California
Treasury Department, and the Sate's LIHTC program.
Programs that specifically assist those trying to achieve
homeowner ship include the California Home Program
and a myriad of California Housing Finance Agency
programs that directly assist home buyers.

County Housing Funds - Allocation from funds that have
been created from "pass-throughs' from the San José
Redevel opment Agency. Recent agreements between the
City of San José and Santa Clara County have provided
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the County with substantial resources that can be allo-
cated for capital projects, including housing. The Board
of Supervisors has expressed interest in making housing
one of the priority uses for these funds; some of this
allocation could be targeted toward low-income or
special needs housing in Coyote Valley.

e Santa Clara County Housing Trust - The Housing Trust is
a public private partnership of Santa Clara County and a
number of major private organizations. The Trust has
established a policy of dedicating one-third of itsre-
sources to helping finance affordable housing in San
José. A portion of these resources could be dedicated to
Coyote Valley. The Trust does not act as the primary
funder of projects. Instead it usesits resources to provide
"gap" financing to non-profit developers to make up the
difference between funds generated from other sources
and the full cost of the project.

e 2002 Sate Housing Bond - San José and Santa Clara
County are able to compete for the vast majority of the
$2.1 billion in grants raised by the bond. This money is
available only to projects that have been approved at the
local level by the end of 2007.

e Santa Clara County and/or San José Housing Bond -
Santa Clara County and the City of San José should both
make it a priority to place housing bonds on the ballot for
voter approval. Housing bonds can raise substantial
funds to subsidize affordable housing. For example, a San
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José bond generating $200 million would require a
property tax assessment of approximately $18.00 per
$100,000 of assessed valuation.

U.S Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment
(HUD) Section 8 Project Specific Certificates — Financing
of affordable housing projects can be greatly facilitated if
it is guaranteed that Section 8 certificates will be attached
to all or a percentage of the project's units. Currently,
HUD does not encourage linking certificates to projects.
To attach Section 8 certificates to specific projects, there
would need to be a change in HUD policy at the federal
level.

Assess non-residential properties for affordable housing -
As part of a Community Facilities and Services Districts
(seefollowing discussion in Section C) funds for afford-
able housing could be raised by assessing non-residential
property.

Local transportation sales tax revenues - While it will
probably be several years before Santa Clara County puts
forth a new transportation sales tax measure, a portion of
revenues from the measure could be earmarked to support
construction of affordable housing near transit lines or
transit stations. For example, a half-cent sales tax
increase would generate approximately $135 million per
year, for use county-wide, over 20 years. If 20 percent of
that amount were earmarked for affordable housing and
that revenue stream were bonded, at least $270 million
per year could become available.

Private Housing Assistance. Tools to make housing more
affordable are not limited to the public sector. Among the
private sector mechanismsthat could be used to support
affordable housing in Coyote Valley are:

e Location Efficient Mortgages (LEM's) - LEM's are
designed to help homebuyers who are interested in living
in dense, transit-accessible neighborhoods. With a LEM,
participating lenders take into account the transporta-
tion-related savings realized by households that use
public transit amenities located within the community.
This allows the lender to modify standard debt-to-income
ratios, resulting in households being able to qualify for
larger mortgages. LEM's typically benefit households that
arejust under the qualifying limit for market-rate
housing—in other words, those with moderate incomes.

o Employer Assisted Housing programs - Around the
country, some employers have devel oped innovative
programs to encourage employees to live close to work.
The G.1440 Company in Baltimore provides grants of
over $1,000 as a match to City provided dollars that help
employees buy homes in selected neighborhoods. The
company also pays the first month's rent of employees
who rent in neighborhoods close to work. Another
example is the San Francisco bio-tech company Tularik
Inc., which provides home purchase |oans of $30,000 to
$70,000 to relocating employees.

Density. The Vision calls for a wide range of housing densities
in the Valley, and encourages some housing at densities of up
to 125 units per acre to allow devel opersto spread the cost of
affordable units over larger numbers of market rate units.
Density ceilings (i.e., maximum densities) should not be
applied anywhere in Coyote Valley; instead the ision
recommends density "floors" (i.e., minimum densities) to
encourage maximum creativity in the design of buildings with
less costly units.

Affordable housing should be seamlessly integrated with market-rate
housing.
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I ncentives. To assist devel opersin meeting the Vision's
affordable housing goals, the City should develop a program
of incentives that will help mitigate the cost of construction.
Such incentives might include:

e “Reduction” or “waiving” of application and processing
fees, and streamlined processing of applications for
affordable housing developments. Under state law, these
fees cannot technically be waived, but can be offset with
redevelopment or general fund dollars.

e Reduction in parking requirements for affordable housing
devel opments.

e Reduction in the park dedication requirements for
affordable housing developments.

e Reductionsin fees and requirements to market-rate
developers willing to exceed the inclusionary housing
requirements.

e SinceaMaster Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will
be completed as part of the San José's Coyote Valley
Foecific Plan, the environmental review of specific
projects can be tiered from the Master EIR minimizing the
time and money spent conforming to CEQA.

e Allowing inclusionary unitsto have less costly interior
finishes, appliances, and features.

e Provision of "reverse density bonuses' to developers who
construct high-density, affordable housing projects.
Although the average densities in Coyote Valley will be
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high, some low density, high-end housing is compatible
with the Vision. This strategy links the opportunity to
build such housing to devel opers who assist in meeting
the Vision's affordability objectives. For example, certain
portions of the Valley might be zoned for moderate
densities with the option of lower-density construction
available to holders of special permits. Access to permits
would be limited to devel opers that accomplish specified
objectives that are beyond the minimum affordable
housing requirements.

At least 5,000 affordable housing units will be developed in Coyote Valley.

C. Community Facilities

In addition to housing, it isimportant that the Coyote Valley
community provide convenient and affordable access to

community services, particularly for lower-income househol ds.

The Vision recommends that key commercial and social
services be located near transit to facilitate convenience and
minimize vehicletrips. Key community servicessuch as
daycare (for children and seniors), health care, and job
training, and key retail services such as grocery stores, dry
cleaners, drug stores, etc. should be located near transit
stations. By locating these facilities near public transit,
families can accomplish all of their daily routines and errands
without needing an automobile. The ability to function without
acar on adaily basistranglatesinto significant savings related
to reduced automabile operation, maintenance, and insurance
costs. It also transates into greater productivity and enhanced
quality of life since lesstimeis spent driving to dispersed
destinations.

Community Facilities and Services Districts

Some community amenities, like grocery stores, will be
provided viamarket mechanisms. Others, like libraries and
schools, have dedicated sources of public money to fund their
development. Other facilities however, likelow-income
childcare and health care facilities, will benefit significantly
from additional revenue sources.

A Community Facilitiesand Services District (CFSD) isa
designated land areain which property owners agree to pay
special assessments on their parcelsin order to receive specific
benefits from the local government. The terms of the District
must be approved by two-thirds of the property owners before
it can be implemented. Typically aDistrict is used to provide
services—like roads, sewers, and flood management—that are
financially beyond individual landowners. While CFSD's
typically only cover these major infrastructure projects, they
can be used to fund other community amenities.

The City of San José has already designated a Community
Facilities District for the North Coyote Valley. For avariety of
reasons, including infrastructure costs, the need of landowners
to coordinate on projects like flood management, and what
may be a slow pace of development in Coyote Valley, aMid
Coyote Valey CFSD will also likely be established. The CFSD
would plan and organize infrastructure requirements, allocate
cost, issue bonds to finance infrastructure construction, and
recoup its expenses over time from assessments on benefiting
property owners.

The North Coyote Valley CFSD only covers major
infrastructure needs. When the Mid CoyoteValley CFSD is
created, the District should also be authorized to fund things
such as:
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e Costsassociated with the affordable housing requirements
(discussed earlier in this chapter).

e Costsassociated with land preservation for parks,
agriculture, and open space (discussed in Chapter 1V).

e Costsassociated with community amenities, such as
provision of land for childcare centers or health clinics.

To equitably distribute responsibilities among landowners
throughout the Valley, a supplemental North Coyote Valley
district should be established that is authorized to handle
affordable housing and community amenity costs.

Childcare

Asmany as 4,250 children may require subsidized childcare
slots or after-school care in Coyote Valley—1,320 between the
ages of 0 and 5, and 2,910 between 7 and 17. Thisestimate is
based on the following assumptions:

e 5,000 affordable housing units will be built in Coyote
Valley.

e Theseunitswill generate .85 children per household (the
average for the City of San José).

e Theagedistribution of children isthe same asin the rest
of San José.

e Householdsliving in affordable housing will lack the
economic capacity to pay for unsubsidized childcare and
after school care.
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An average daycare facility cares for 55 children, meaning that
asmany as 80 daycarefacilities that serve low-income families
may be needed in Coyote Valley. To partially accommodate
this need, the Coyote Vision callsfor sitesfor 10 childcare
centersto be provided without cost to centersthat offer
subsidized slots to low-income families. The cost of these
centers could be covered with funds generated through Coyote
Valley's Community Facilities and Services Districtsor via
other mechanisms as deemed appropriate. Childcare centers
should be located at all transit villages and at major
commercial centers.

Health Care

The City of San José currently has 21 clinics for an average of
one clinic per 42,600 people. Based on this average, Coyote
Valley should have two community clinicsthat provide
servicesto al residentsin the community, including the
uninsured. These clinicswill be especially important given the
distance of the Coyote Valley community from a hospital. The
land for these clinics should be provided without cost to a non-
profit or public provider. Costs for the land could be included
within the assessments all ocated through the CFSD's and
additional funding resources should be pursued to guarantee
the construction of these clinics.

Policy Recommendations:

Provide a minimum 22,000 square feet of library space to
serve the new town. Priorities for the location of library
facilities should include Central Park, the Town Center, and
neighborhood commercial centers. Opportunities for the co-
location of library and other community facilities should be
explored.

Provide at least 40,000 square feet of community center space
to serve the new town. Priorities for the location of community
center facilities should include neighborhood commercial
centers and community parks.

D. High Quality Jobs

The Coyote Valley Vision callsfor the creation of adiverse
and integrated employment base that includes the full range of
jobs and services necessary to support acommunity of 80,000
people, rather than devel oping the Valley primarily for a
narrow sector of high tech office and industrial park jobs.
Providing for awide range of employment is an essential
component of equitable, livable communities. Ensuring that a
variety of job typesexist in Coyote Valley will provide for an
"interesting mix of people" that adds spice to day-to-day
interactions, and help reduce vehicle trips by providing jobs,
goods, and services all within the community.

Small Business Opportunities

The creation of a new community provides the opportunity to
support the development of new small local businesses. The
introduction of large employersto the Valley will generate
significant demand for support services. Thisin turn provides a
perfect opportunity to incubate new small businessesthat are
owned and operated by San José residents, and ideally Coyote
Valley residents. Studies have shown that locally owned
businesses bring numerous benefits to a community, including
much higher retention and reinvestment of profits within the
community, greater likelihood to hire local workers, greater
support, and synergy with other local businesses, and more
community identity and pride.
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Job Training and Local Hiring

To sustain adiverse and stable employment base, the new
community should commit to practices for training and hiring
local residents. While the absence of any current residentsin
Coyote Valley makes this objective impossiblein the near
term, it should be along-term objective once aresidential
population has been established. In addition to supporting the
creation of a stable pool of trained employees, local hiring and
job training practices will reduce commute time and distances
as a higher percentage of local jobs arefilled by local
residents. While the job training might be operated by an
independent party such as alocal non-profit, larger employers
should be encouraged to assist in the funding and operation of
on-going job training programs. The service providers and
advocates could use such funding as leverage to raise money
from other public and private sources for job training.

Employee Compensation

Several components of the Coyote Valley Vision—such as
providing significant affordable housing and access to
transit—will makeit easier for low-income residentsto livein
Coyote Valley by reducing essential costs. However, the goal
of economic diversity and social equity in Coyote Valley
cannot be fully achieved unless residents earn adequate wages
to cover necessary expenses. The City of San José recognized
the critical importance of maintaining adequate wages when it
adopted its "living wage" policy in 1998. The ordinance
appliesto firmsthat provide contract servicesto the City or

that receive subsidies from San José. As opposed to the federal
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minimum wage, which is $5.15/hour, and the California
minimum wage, which is $6.75/hour, the San José living wage
is$10.10/hour with health care and $11.35/hour without
insurance.

Oneway of ensuring that employees earn enough pay to cover
their expensesisto provide for adiversity of employersin
Coyote Valley that pay decent wages, and to provide for the
job training programs that will give Coyote Valley residents
the skillsto fill those jobs. The City should view the
establishment and growth of firms that pay wages sufficient to
support afamily as an essential component of its economic
development objectivesfor Coyote Valley.

During the next several years, it isalso likely the City will be
considering modificationsto its economic devel opment
policiesregarding job quality, including requirements that
businesses that receive major subsidies or other specialized
assistance from the City provide adequate compensation and
benefitsto their workers. Since the City will almost certainly
be playing a substantial role in organizing the provision of
infrastructure in Coyote Valley, and will probably provide
other assistance to businesses, these future economic
development policies, once adopted by the City, will likely be
applicable to Coyote Valley. To the extent that these
reguirements involve costs that should be broadly shared
throughout Coyote Valley, they could be partialy funded by
the Community Facilities and Services Districts.

Policy Recommendations:

The City should establish a program that encourages Coyote
Valley businesses—especially large businesses—to contribute
to ajob training program for local residents by donating seed
money, program meeting space, and encouraging employees
to volunteer time as teachers and mentors.

The City should establish an incentive program that encour-
ages the hiring of people educated through local job training
programs.

Some job training facilities, especially those that serve low-
income residents, could be partially funded with money
generated by the Valley's Community Facilities and Services
Districts.

Many programs exist to support small businesses—from
federal and State low interest loan programs to private
community venture funds. The City should establish a program
that assists local businesses in accessing these resources so
they can establish operationsin Coyote Valley.

The City should establish a program of incentives that
encourages larger businessesin Coyote Valley to commit to
contracting with local businesses for a certain percentage of
their service contracts.

The City should provide zoning flexibility to support the
development of live-work projects. Live-work buildings can
provide excellent environments for the growth of new small
businesses in that they can reduce the initial overhead
associated with the start-up of a new business. Policies should
be adopted to ensure that a percentage of these live-work units
remain affordable over time.

Mixed-use projects such as the Historic Housewives Market in Oakland
are excellent incubators for small local businesses.
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VII.

ECONOMIC VITALITY

A. Diverse Economic Activities and Places

Economies are similar to living organisms; they need diversity,
energy, balance, and connectivity in order to sustain their
vitality and respond positively to inevitable change. The
recession following the boom of the 1990s has left substantial
amounts of Silicon Valley’s office and industrial space vacant,
illustrating how traditional development patterns do not
respect diversity, nor can they respond flexibly to market
changes or sustain economies over the long term.

TheVision provides for acommunity where adiversity of
businesses—both large and small—will thrive. Thisdiversity
will contribute to the overall economic health of the Valley by
insulating the community from the ups and downs of economic
cycles. It will also lower costs for property owners and renters
by reducing infrastructure, energy, transportation, and perhaps
even health care costs. Also, by creating an attractive and
desirable place to live and work, the Vision will provide
property ownerswith an opportunity to prosper through higher
property values.

Thefollowing summarizes the myriad waysin which the
Vision for Coyote Valley can lead to a new kind of place that
sustainslong-term economic vitality.

Shifting away from the devel opment pattern of large office
campuses geared to large single users, the Vision emphasizes
economic diversity through mixed-use districts that allow for a
broad range of small to large businesses acrossindustry
sectors. This approach harks back to the successful history of
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Silicon Valley—avibrant brew of technological innovation
sparked in small spaces and then encouraged to grow into
larger facilities within the same community. Today, asthe
“knowledge” economy that so famously underpinsthe region
continues to evolve and invent new businesses, it isagain
experiencing this cycle. From bioscience start-ups, to growing
media publishers, to wireless communications corporations,
the key isto offer arange of building sizes and types that will
accommaodate companiesin different stages of growth and
change, and with different space needs.

From aregional economic perspective, Joint Venture Silicon
Valley predicts anew wave of technological innovation from
bio-tech, info-tech, and nano-tech disciplinesfor Silicon Valley
in the coming years. Inits“The Next Silicon Valley” report,
the organization forecasts: “ There may be afundamental
difference between this wave and the previous waves. Prior
waves were based on an industrial model that required more
space and more people, and hence promoted rapid quantitative
growth spurts that placed major demands on our community
infrastructure. The next wave may be different. We may have
the opportunity for high productivity growth based on a
fundamentally different industrial model with fewer material
inputs and less land required. The ‘small technologies' of the
future may lead to different devel opment and employment
patternsin the next Silicon Valley.”

The Coyote Valley Vision, with its enhanced connectivity
between people, places, and spaces, is poised to accommodate

this“next wave.” The added flexibility of the Town Center,
neighborhood districts, live-work units, transit-oriented
convenience, buildingsthat can accommodate avariety of
uses, and walkable shops and restaurants will be able to
respond to economic change far better than the large campus
buildings that are sitting vacant in today’s economic downturn.

TheVision for Coyote Valley aso offers a strong community
identity and quality of life, characteristics sought by many
employers as they consider their company locations.
Employees across all income levelswant to work and livein
communities where affordable housing is available and where
thereisoverall accessto high quality of life. According to the
Bay Area Economic Forum, the Bay Area’s economy hinges on
thisdifficult-to-quantify quality of life character, whichis
threatened in many locations throughout the region due to high
housing costs and rising traffic congestion.

The Forum states. “ The Bay Area enjoys some important
advantages, but it is not without competition. There are other
regional economies in the United States that have enjoyed high
productivity growth and offer alower cost of living than the
Bay Area, making them attractive to both companies and
workers. If the Bay Arealoses talent to other regions, its
source of advantage will erode, which will reduce or even
reverse the advantages it now enjoys.... The lack of affordable
housing, an inadequate transportation system, and an
underperforming K-12 educational system threaten the long-
term economic prosperity of theregion.”

The future Coyote Valley community will provide affordable
housing, easy accessto parks, transit, and shopping, and allow
residentsto live close to jobs. It will also provide avariety of
commercia sites—from industrial to downtown office
buildings—that can accommodate the needs of Silicon Valley's
present and future employers. These factors will make Coyote
Valley amodel for how Silicon Valley can compete with any
other region in the nation at attracting cutting-edge employers.
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B. Reduced Infrastructure and Fiscal Costs

Although a general understanding of the costs of sprawl has
increased in the past decade, many Bay Arealocal
governments have simultaneously grappled with on-the-ground
land use and taxation policies, seeking to maximize public
revenues and minimize costs to sustain public servicesin the
face of severe budget constraints. Often, these local decisions
are made incrementally, responding to short-term objectives
without considering long-term cumulative effects or broader
regional impacts.

There are two general types of coststo local government
arising from new development: capital costsfor infrastructure
and community facilities, and ongoing fiscal costsfor
provision of municipal services and maintenance. For several
decades following Proposition 13 and other statewide policy
initiatives, both have posed challengesto local government
budgets.

Capital Costs for Infrastructure

To address diminishing revenues and increasing demand for
community facilities, most cities, including San José, have
curtailed their own expenditures on capital improvements,
except in locations where redevel opment projects are
encouraged. Instead, most or all of these direct capital coststo
serve new devel opment are passed to the devel opers, through
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development impact fees and exactions, and in some cases, to
the eventual occupants (buyers and/or tenants) through special
assessment districts and other financing mechanisms. The
Vision anticipates that fees, exactions, and assessment districts
will play amajor role in providing Coyote Valley with
infrastructure. In communitiesthroughout California, the shift
of infrastructure costs to eventual homebuyers, renters, and
business owners has played arolein limiting the ability of new
development projects to meet affordable housing or economic
development goals.

Analysisfrom Smart Growth planners indicates that compact
development can mitigate these costs. While the precise cost
savingswill vary among projects and between local
governments, literature on this topic suggests that
infrastructure costs can be reduced by 40 percent or more
through the use of Smart Growth planning and compact
development approaches to shorten sewer mains, roadways,
and other expensive infrastructure. A 1999 study by the Center
for Energy and the Environment analyzed several scenarios of
sprawl versus Smart Growth for housing projectsin the
Minneapolis-St. Paul area and found an even higher reduction.
Housesin a sprawl subdivision incurred infrastructure costs of
$18,374 per unit compared with a Smart Growth scenario of
$7,813 per unit.

In Coyote Valley, compact land development will translate into
lower overall infrastructure costs compared to the sprawl
version of acommunity with 25,000 housing units and more
than 50,000 jobs. For example, sewer and water systems can
be shortened and more efficiently designed, and roadways will
be shorter and will efficiently share capacity with transit
systems and pedestrian movement, reducing the need for
expensive accommodation of large traffic volumesin any
givenlocation.

The Coyote Valley Vision will also minimize capital costs for
infrastructure dueto itsintentionally fine-grained land use
pattern. The Vision provides for a neighborhood/district/town
center layout, and aflexible mix of land uses, allowing the
community to respond to changing market conditions.
Moreover, the overall pattern envisioned does not depend on
large parcels of land to be developed in an “all or nothing”
sequence for large single users. Instead, the community can be
built over time using varied amounts of land converted to
developed uses and allowing for phased implementation.
These aspects of the Vision—flexible land use patterns that
can respond to market conditions rather than sit vacant and the
ability to develop smaller increments of land—will both
translate into a sensible, phased devel opment approach,
lessening the up-front capital costs needed to serve each
increment of new growth for many infrastructure systems.

The savings from lower infrastructure costs due to compact
development and the more fine-grained, flexible mix of land
uses, can benefit al partiesin the development process, with
specifics depending on the mechanisms employed to finance
the costs. Some of the costs will be borne by developers
paying impact fees, and while these are generally calibrated to
meet future citywide infrastructure needs, the cost reductions
in Coyote Valley may change the calculation of impact fees
citywide. Other costs may be financed through one-time
exactions from devel opersto build infrastructure or fund
program costs such as childcare facilities and health clinics
specific to Coyote Valley. In these cases, lower costs compared
to asprawl alternative may create a strong financial incentive
from the private developer’s perspective to build the smarter
vision. Both lower impact fees and fewer one-time exactions
will also assist non-profit housing developersin meeting their
financial needs (or lower public agency costsif these are being
subsidized on behalf of non-profits).

Savings from compact development can be reinvested in the
community by funding the planned community facilitiesthat
will serve the needs of lower-income households, particularly
the childcare facilities and health clinics. Resources to fund
these facilities are envisioned as an integral part of the overall
financing plan for the Valley and including mechanisms such
asthe Community Services and Facilities Districts (discussed
in Chapter V1), development impact fees, and one-time
payments by developers.
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Buyers and renters may also enjoy some of the cost savings
associated with lower infrastructure costs as devel opers pass
on lower fees and assessmentsin the form of lower sale prices
and rents. However, since private developerswill often retain
the additional profits, the City could structure devel opment
incentive programs that reward the use of compact
development and lower infrastructure costs to encourage
passing these savings forward in exchange for other
entitlements.

Ongoing Fiscal Costs

In contrast to capital costs, the ongoing provision of municipal
services—such as police and fire protection, libraries, and
general government—has remained primarily alocal
government fiscal responsibility. In cities across California,
fiscal impact studies are typically conducted prior to project
approvals, and often much earlier, during the general plan or
specific plan stage of land use planning. Decisions to approve
new development proposals have led to numerous exampl es of
the “fiscalization” of land use and assumptions regarding
“fiscal winnersand losers.”

One of the most common outcomes of this process has been
the assumption that new housing devel opments are unable to
fully fund increased demands on police, fire, schools, and
libraries through project-generated tax revenues, creating an
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assumption that most housing projects are fiscal losers.
However, it should be noted that this presumption is often
incorrect. Many housing projects can be fiscally neutral or
have positive impacts on a city’s General Fund, depending on
the pace in which the units are devel oped and sold or rented
(typicaly referred to as“ absorption”), home values, and
existing service capacities.

Toillustrate that housing can be a*“fiscal winner,” consider the
following example of the differential in property tax revenue
between compact housing and suburban-style offices. If 100
housing units are built and sold in a 2-year period on three
acres of land—so that the total built areais 150,000 square
feet, and each 1,500 square foot unit averages $500,000 (more
than $330 per square foot)—this 100-unit project would yield
more than $500,000 per year in property tax revenues.
Moreover, tax revenues would likely start flowing rapidly due
to strong demand and fast sales of those units.

In comparison, if the same three acres are devel oped for
suburban-style offices at afloor arearatio of 0.25 to allow for
surface parking, the commencement of property taxes would
depend on the timing of construction (which may take several
years or more). The eventual property tax yield for those 3
acres generating a 32,670- square-foot building worth $250
per square foot would be less than $82,000 per year. It should

be noted that the inclusionary housing policies set forth in
Chapter VI would result in 20 percent of the housing unitsin
this example to be sold at prices affordable to very-low- and
low-income households. These unitswill also generate
property tax revenues and contribute to the overall fiscal
balance of the project.

The ultimate impact on the City’s General Fund will depend on
the cost to provide services to these aternate land uses. These
service costs, in turn, depend on a multitude of factors such as
number of callsfor police service and the existing capacity of
police personnel to absorb additional service calls. However, it
islikely that, on balance, the housing use in this example will
have a more positive fiscal impact than the office
development.

In Coyote Valley, the Vision’s mix of uses has not been
analyzed for its fiscal impact on the City’s General Fund; the
City of San José should conduct adetailed analysis of the
fiscal impacts of Smart Growth asit prepares its specific plan.
Itislikely that the Vision’s market-rate housing components
will be, at aminimum, revenue-neutral. The range of housing
choices offered through diverse product typeswill lead to the
ability to attract different occupants, while the amenities
offered by the Vision will lead to relatively high overall
housing values for the market-rate components. Similarly, the

mix of small and larger business, industrial, and retail spaces
will bring an overall higher property tax value because they
can be sold or rented in smaller increments than asingle large-
user campus, matching the ebbs and flows of market demand.
In addition, the reduced commute trips and increased
pedestrian movement will lower the long-term maintenance
costs to roadways, while the increased amount of retail space
over prior planswill lead to higher salestax revenues.

VI1. ECONOMIC VITALITY 87



C. Higher Return on Investment

One of the key trendsin Smart Growth communitiesisa
growing realization by private investors that compact
development can lead to higher profitsin rea estate
development projects. A stronger sense of community, greater
convenience in a congested world, and preservation of
viewsheds and open space has been demonstrated on the
ground to result in higher property values. Economists call
these higher values attributable to specific Smart Growth
amenities or other factors“premiums,” because they are
additive to the basic value of the real estate project.

These findings are documented in Valuing the New Urbanisim,
astudy published by the Urban Land Institute (UL1), the
preeminent real estate development trade organization in the
country. The study examines sale price trends for four New
Urbanist communities based on Smart Growth principles:
Southern Village in Chapel Hill, North Carolina; Harbor Town
in Memphis, Tennessee; LagunaWest in Sacramento; and
Kentlandsin Montgomery County, Maryland. The study found
that premiumsfor these communities' housing sale prices
compared to conventional nearby subdivisions ranged from 4
to 25 percent, with an average of 11 percent price premiums.
Researchersidentified these premiums after adjusting for
differencesin unit sizes and amenities, and found the resultsto
be statistically significant.

A related aspect of the Vision isits emphasis on creating
transit-oriented devel opment, which will also bring enhanced
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sale price and rent premiums. For example, in a1997 study of
premiums associated with BART station-areatransit-oriented
development, the analysis found price premiums of $4,280 to
$48,960 per unit for single-family homes, rent premiums of
$42 to $50 per month for residential rental units, and rent
premiums of up to $3.35 per square foot per year for office
spaces.

While these sale price or rent premiums attributable to the
Vision's Smart Growth and transit-oriented devel opment
patterns will assist in creating financially feasible projects,
they underscore the need for careful planning to ensure
sufficient affordable housing. Asoutlined in Chapter V1, a
comprehensive set of affordable housing policies and
programs will be necessary to offset these higher values,
ensuring that adiverse community can be built to
accommodate all housing needs.

The Vision also incorporates direct development cost savings
through reduced parking standards. Parking in surface lots
consumes valuable land. Structured parking conserves land
and may be a better long-term investment for aland owner
since more land can be put to more valuable uses, but in the
short run, structured parking is expensive to construct. Typical
parking garages can cost upwards of $10,000 per parking
space in above-ground garages to $20,000 per spacein
partially submerged podium structures, to more than $25,000
in underground garages. Development cost savings from

reduced parking requirements can add up quickly—for a 100-
unit multi-family project, areduction from two podium garage
parking spaces per unit to one space resultsin an immediate
cost savings of $1 million or more.

Some of these savings can be enjoyed as profit by devel opers,
and savings can also be passed onto renters and homebuyersin
the form of reduced housing costs. Moreover, for every square
foot of land that is devoted to high-value housing or
employment space rather than automobile space, these
tradeoffs can yield higher return to the landowner from better
utilization of land to produce revenues. Finaly, a direct fiscal
result of reduced parking requirementsis that more housing
units can be built per acre than in sprawl communities,
potentially increasing property tax revenues on a per-acre
basis.

D. The Long Term: Reduced
Costs and Increased Property
Values

The Vision’'sfocus on green building concepts, transit-oriented
development, and integration of mixed-use districtswill also
bring substantial long-term economic value to businesses,
residents, and public agencies.

The City of San José has adopted a Green Building program
for itsown facilities, and hasimplemented it in designs for the
West Valley Library, Pala Community Center, and the new
Civic Center. Private buildingsin San José, such as the 29,200-
square-foot International Brotherhood of Electrical Works,
have also incorporated these standards, leading to energy cost
savings of 80 percent on the building's electrical power
consumption. In another example, the Thoreau Center for
Sustainability, a historic building renovation in the Presidio of
San Francisco, has saved more than $22,000 per year in energy
costs (one-third of itsannual energy costs).

By offering transit as an aternative to driving, along with the
policies aimed at commute trip reduction, the Vision will
generate substantial transportation cost savings to residents.
According to the Surface Transportation Policy Project,
households in communities with strong public transportation
systems spend substantially less on transportation than
households in communities with poor transit systems. For
example, in the late 1990sin Houston, where a car is necessary
for almost every trip, the average household spent $8,840
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annually on transportation—an amount larger than average
annual housing costsin the community at that time.
Conversely, in Baltimore, acity with arobust transit system,
the average annual household transportation cost was
$5,236—more than $3,600 lower than in Houston.

The Vision may also provide health care savings. The
increased health benefits of more walking, changesin local
dietary habits resulting from the connection to the Coyote
Valley Food Belt, and reduced air pollution will all likely
contribute to a“healthy” community, potentially lowering
longer-term health care costs.

Communitieswith Smart Growth features also tend to sustain
and enhance property values over the long term. For example,
at the 240-unit Village Homes community in Davis California,
single-family homes were devel oped with featuresincluding
natural drainage systems, energy-efficient construction, and
on-site community gardens. The sustainable devel opment
approach has, over time, demonstrated clear benefitsin resale

that homes sold for $10 to $25 per square foot above
comparable units.

From aregional perspective, developing Coyote Valley
consistent with Smart Growth principleswill bring a broad
range of economic benefits when compared to typical sprawl
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development. The Bay Areawill continue to grow—the
Association of Bay Area Governments forecasts the need to
accommodate an additional 1 million jobs and the households
associated with them by the year 2020. Implementation of the
Coyote Valley Vision will accommodate a portion of that
growth, eliminating pressure for those households and jobs to
be located el sewhere as sprawl development. Moreover, by
locating jobs and housing together in a compact, walkable
community, the cross-regional commuting of peopleto their
jobswill be reduced. These benefits, in turn, have economic
effects ranging from decreased air pollution to time-savings
from lower commute distances and increased worker
productivity.

E. Economic Benefits of Smart Growth

TheVision for Coyote Valley “getsit right” by creating awide
array of benefits for the community’s residents, workers, and
employers:

Benefits to City of San José

e Reduced infrastructure costs from compact devel opment

e Fiscal benefitsto City’s General Fund from reduced
maintenance and energy costs

e Increased property tax revenues from higher land and
building values

e Increased salestax revenues from more substantial and
better-integrated retail

e Reduced traffic congestion

e Increased attraction of employers

e Increased capacity to absorb economic cycles

e Model community prepared for Silicon Valley’s“next
wave” of economic growth

Benefits to Landowners/Developers

e Sdeprice and rent premiums, leading to greater
profitability and higher return on investment

e Reduced market risk dueto flexible and diverse building

types
¢ Reduced development costsin infrastructure and parking

Long Term Economic Benefits

Reduced occupancy costs for businesses through energy
savings

Increased worker productivity through higher quality of
life and lessened commute times

Lower resident occupancy costs due to potentially lower
tax assessments, lower energy hills, and lower
transportation costs

Increased property values for business and residences
Prevention of sprawl throughout the region by
accommodating growth in Coyote Valley in an
environmentally sensitive, socially equitable and
economically sound manner

Higher quality of life and sustained economic vitality
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Appendices

A. Agriculture

Funding Sources for Agricultural Land Protection
A number of resources are available to support the protection
of agricultural land. Farmers (or a non-profit owner) can apply
for fundsto sell development rights or establish agricultural
conservation easements. Two main sources are:

e Farmland Protection Program (FPP) - U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA). FPP provides funds to help purchase
development rights to keep productive farmland in
agricultural uses. Working through existing programs,
USDA joinswith State, tribal, or local governmentsto
acquire conservation easements or other interests from
willing landowners. USDA provides up to 50 percent of
the fair market easement value. To qualify, the farmland
must be privately owned, have a conservation plan, and be
large enough to sustain agricultural production. Thefarm
bill provide $50 million (nationwide) for the Farmland
Protection Program in 2002. Thiswill increase to $100
million in 2003.

e Cadlifornia Farmland Conservancy Program (CFCP) -
Cdlifornia Department of Conservation (DOC). CFCPisa
voluntary state program that seeks to encourage the long-
term, private stewardship of agricultural lands through the
use of agricultural conservation easements. The CFCPR,
formerly known asthe Agricultural Lands Stewardship
Program, was created in 1996. It provides grant funding
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for projectsthat use agricultural conservation easements
for protection of valuable farmland and rangeland.

Additional resources are available for farmers (or a non-profit
owner) to secure term funding to support conservation
practices, enhancements, restoration, or eco-system protection.
Some of these are:

o  Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP -
USDA) The Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP) provides technical, educational, and financial
assistance to eligible farmers and ranchers to address soil,
water, and related natural resource concerns on their lands
inan environmentally beneficial and cost-effective
manner. Participants prepare conservation plans and enter
into 5-10 year contracts to implement the plans.

e  Conservation Security Program (CSP - USDA) CSPisa
program in 2002 farm hill. Implementation of the program
began in 2003. It offers three tiers of "green payments"
that financially reward farmers and ranchers for good
environmental stewardship. Paymentswill be based on the
number and type of conservation practicesthat are
implemented on afarm or ranch. The maximum payment
for Tier | practices is $20,000 annually, Tier 11 is $35,000,
and Tier I11 is $45,000.

Depending on their location, farmers could be eligible for
additional support for conservation practices that impact
seasonal wetlands and waterways. Farmerswith animal
operations (specialty poultry or goat dairy) might be eligible
for other types of funds. Committed farmers could also
participate in the Williamson Act or Super Williamson Act in
order to lower their property taxes.

Some funding sources will be applicable on a Food Belt-wide
basis for activities such asinfrastructure installations and
improvements (e.g. roads, composting facility, cooling/
packing/processing facility, utilization of waste water). These
sources include CDFA and USDA rural development programs
and the Santa Clara VValley Water District.

Function of the Food Belt Center

It is anticipated that the Food Belt Center (see page 38) will
need to provide the following types of servicesto direct the
development and operation of the Food Belt:

Palicy Stewardship
e Coordinating policy issuesimpacting agriculture and

facilitating policy implementation. (One such policy could
be the development of atown Food Policy Council and/or
Sustainability Plan that would reinforce the importance of
local agriculture.)

e Providing regulatory information to farmers

Analyzing emerging taxation plans

Expanding the pool of stakeholders

Marketing and Promotion

e Facilitating connections between institutional buyersand
farmers. (The San Jose Unified School District has
already expressed interest in purchasing Coyote Valley
grown products.)

e Organizing promationa events

e Providing information about local producersincluding
agro-tourism information and farm trail maps

e Developing alabeling initiative for Coyote Valley
products

e Managing acentral farmers market or developing a
central public market

Providing information about small business devel opment

There are anumber of sources for marketing support
including: CDFA block grantsfor agricultural marketing
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initiatives;, USDA Rural Development programs, Value-Added
Development Grants, Community Food Security Grants, and
Direct Marketing grants; UC Sustainable Agriculture Research
and Education Program (SAREP); and UC Small Farm Center,
especially its promotion of agro-tourism.

Promotion of Agricultural Literacy, Awareness, and Experience
e  Coordinating of programsin schools

o Developing signageto prominently identify the
agricultural preserve areas

e  Managing urban agriculture plots.
Technical Assistance

e Providing information about technical assistance
resources

e  Sponsoring educational farm field days for farmers

Support for Ethnic Farmers and Consumers
o Assistingwithtrandations

o Facilitating information access and exchange
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Managing L eased Farmland Owned by the Center

This approach presumes that it would be feasible for the
Center to develop abusiness plan to use atax-free revenue
bond or another mechanism to purchase farmland and lease
various sized plotsto farmers and allotment gardeners on
various length terms. One advantage of this arrangement would
be that the Center could then impose reasonabl e requirements
for sustainable practices, which would maximize the land's
long-term value.
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Appendices

B. Circulation: Transportation Demand Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is an integral
component of the circulation system proposed for Coyote
Valley. Transportation demand management includes various
strategies to encourage more efficient travel behavior and to
improve the quality of travel for all modes. The benefits of
TDM are many, including: reduced traffic congestion,
infrastructure costs, energy use, and pollution; and increased
travel choice, safety, and equity. In short, TDM represents a
more cost effective, flexible, and sustainable approach to
transportation.

"Built In" Elements of TDM

It isworth noting here that the Vision for Coyote Valley has
TDM "built in." The Vision includes urban development
densities, amix of land uses, and connected streetsin a
pedestrian-oriented and human-scaled neighborhood form.
And while each of these features has only amodest effect on
travel demand, together they create a synergy that can reduce
vehicle trips by between 20-35 percent compared to more
auto-dependent neighborhoods. How is this possible? First, the
higher urban densities and mix of uses proposed increase the
number of potential destinationslocated in Coyote Valley,
which reducestravel distances and the need for automobile
travel. Second, the proposed higher urban densitiesincrease
the number of transportation options availablein Coyote
Valley sinceincreased demand makes these options more cost
effective. Finaly, the higher densities tend to reduce traffic
speeds, increase traffic congestion, and increase parking costs
which makesdriving relatively less attractive than alternative
modes. The total result is reduced per capita automobile
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ownership and use, and increased use of alternative modes
such astransit, walking, or cycling.

Additional TDM Strategies

In addition to these "built in" macro-scal e elements, additional
micro-scale TDM strategies can be used in concert to reduce
vehicle trips by 25 percent or more. These additional strategies
are generally applied on a development-by-development basis
to reduce vehicle trips, particularly during commute hours.
Key strategies are outlined below.

Parking Pricing

Although it is often provided at no charge to the user, parking
is never free. Each space in a parking structure can cost
upwards of $30,000. Even on-street spacesincur costsin terms
of land value and maintenance. It isatraditional real estate
practice to bundle the cost of parking in alease or purchase
agreement for the sake of simplicity. However, providing any
service for free or at highly subsidized rates encourages use,
and in the case of parking means that more spaces have to be
provided to achieve the same rate of availability. As such,
parking fees are an essential TDM component in the Coyote
Valley Vision, in order to both reduce vehicle travel and ensure
that pedestrians, cyclists, and transit riders do not pay for
parking they neither want nor need.

Parking fees should not be viewed as ameans of punishing
those who chooseto drive. In fact, drivers are generally more
upset by parking fees when there are few alternativesto
driving alone or owning avehicle. Parking fees raise revenue

to cover the costs of providing a service, and by removing the
parking subsidy, the economic playing field between travel
modesisleveled. It isalso critical that residents and employers
are made aware that rents, sale prices, and lease fees are
reduced because parking is charged for separately. Unbundling
the cost of parking allows residents and employers to choose
how much parking they wish to purchase. No resident,
employer, or employee should be required to |ease a minimum
amount of parking.

Theimplications of parking fees have slightly different
implications for residents, employees, and retail customers:

e For employees, aparking fee isthe single most effective
strategy of encouraging people to use aternativesto the
automobile. Inthe Bay Area, parking charges have been
found to reduce vehicle trips from between 8 and 21
percent, with reductions of up to 28 percent in other
suburban Californialocations. Almost 90 percent of
residents in Santa Clara County have free parking at work:

e Forresidents, aparking feewill have asmaller effect on
demand sinceit is easier for people to take transit or
carpool to work than to give up avehicle altogether.
However, charging separately for parking will also reduce
the cost of housing for people who cannot afford or
choose not to own acar.

e Forretal customers, it may be appropriate to provide free
or subsidized short-term parking, at least initialy, to
maximize the economic vibrancy of aretail district.

! RIDES for Bay Area Commuters, Commute Profile 2002.

e Parking meters are an effective way of encouraging
turnover of prime "front door" parking spaces.

Ridesharing

Ridesharing includes carpooling and vanpooling. Employment
rideshare programstypically provide car and vanpool
matching, vanpool sponsorship, preferential parking, and free
parking to discourage single-occupant vehicle commuting.
Since one of the greatest barriers to the use of ridesharing is
lack of information, employment rideshare programs help fill
this gap. In the Bay Area, the RIDES for Bay Area Commuters
program offers online ridematching servicesto help
commuters find a carpool partner.

Shuttle Services

There are several types of shuttle services that use small buses
or vansto provide public mobility. Circulating shuttles carry
passengers for short trips along busy corridors, including
business districts, employment and education campuses, and
parks or recreation areas. A good example isthe Emeryville
GoRound that connects the employment and shopping areasin
the city with the MacArthur BART station. Demand-response
paratransit includes various types of flexible route transit
service using small buses, vans, or shared taxis. Special
mobility services provide mobility to personswith disabilities.
Jitney services use vans or small busesto provide self-
financing, privately-operated transit, such asthe Caltrain Jitney
servicein San Francisco between Downtown and the Caltrain
terminal on King Street.
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Alternative Work Schedules

Alternative work schedules are a useful way of staggering
commute trips. Flextime allows employeesto vary their daily
work schedules, such as starting the day earlier or later than
normal business hours. A compressed work week means
employees can work fewer but longer days with one day off
every week or every two weeks. Finally, staggered shifts,
which has the same effect as flextime, can reduce the number
of employees arriving and leaving aworksite at onetime.

Telework

Telework is comprised of arange of programs and activities
that substitute telecommunicationsfor physical travel. For
instance, telecommuting allows employees to work from home
or another location (such as a neighborhood telework office)
in order to reduce commute travel. Teachers and students use
telecommunications as a substitute for physical meetingsin
distance learning. Teleshopping (Internet shopping) refersto
use of telecommunicationsto facilitate retail purchases and
avoid physical visitsto astore. Telebanking (Internet banking)
alows banking and bill payment transactions to be completed
electronically. Electronic government refers to use of
telecommunications by government agenciesto provide
services that would otherwise require avisit to agovernment
office. There are many more examples whereby the
cyberworld can be used to accommodate a task, transaction,
experience, etc., without physically requiring atrip to do so.

Guaranteed Ride Home
These programs provide an occasional subsidized ride home
to commuters who use aternative modes. For example, such a
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program may provide ataxi ride or use of acompany car if an
employee must return homein an emergency or stay at work
|ater than expected. Such a program addresses acommon
objection to the use of alternative modes.

Bicycle Facilities

Cycling is an effective alternative transportation mode that is
accommodated in the Vision in the form of an extensive
bicycle network of bike lanes and trails. However, in order to
maximize the benefits of thismode, bicyclefacilities at home
and work are required. For instance, many Bay Areacities,
including Palo Alto, specify secure and weather-protected
bicycle parking facilitiesfor new developments. Theinclusion
of preferred bicycle parking and shower/changing facilitiesin
employment centers provide significant incentive for
employeesto cycleto work.

Car-Sharing

Car-sharing programs, such as City CarShare and Flexcar in
the Bay Area, provide members with accessto avehicle
without the need to own one. Around 25 members share each
car, making reservations through the Internet and paying on a
time and mileage basis. At residential developments, each car-
sharing vehicle replaces five to six private cars. At
employment sites, car-sharing can allow peopleto take transit
to work by making a car available for errands during the
working day.

EcoPasses

The Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) runs a successful
EcoPass program, which provides bulk transit passes at
discounted rates to employers or groups of residents.

Coyote Valley Parking Program

To achieveitsvehicletrip reduction and sustainability goals,
development in Coyote Valley must take a bold approach to
parking supply, management and pricing. |mplemented well,
these strategies will reduce congestion, increase local transit
use, encourage rational user choice, and help realize project
goals.

Thefollowing discussion lays out a parking management
approach for Coyote Valley that explains the parking strategies
needed to achieve development goals, the benefits of those
strategies and how the strategies can be implemented. This
program is based primarily upon two highly successful Santa
Clara County examples of sustainable transportation and
parking management:

e The Sanford University General Use Permit. Under its
1989 and 2000 General Use Permit Agreements, Santa
Clara County has allowed Sanford University to build up
to 4.4 million sgquare feet of new academic devel opment
provided its peak period auto trips do not exceed 1989
levels. As a result of thistraffic cap, Sanford has
developed one of the most successful Transportation
Demand Management programs in the country. Its transit,
bike and TDM programs are entirely funded by parking
fees, which are currently set at $156 - $368 a year. In
addition, Sanford pays up to $160 a year in cash to
commuters who do not buy a parking permit. All Sanford
employees get free rides on Caltrain, VTA and SamTrans
transit, plus the university offers an extensive free local

shuttle network. For more detail on Sanford's programs,
see transportation.stanford.edu, and for their General
Use permit, see http://www.sccplanning.org/planning/
content/ProplnfoDev/
ProplnfoDev_Sanford_University.jsp

o The NASA Ames Research Park. NASA signed tenant
agreementsin February 2003 for a major new research
campus located on Moffett Field. Amajor component of
NASA's program is sustainable development, and as a
result they have looked hard at parking and
transportation issues. The signed agreements require that
all NASA tenants must reveal the "true" cost of parking to
Research Park employees, through direct parking fees or
parking cash-out programs. The Development Plan also
includes extensive investments in bicycle, pedestrian and
shuttle infrastructure. Altogether, the investments reduce
the parking demand on site from a typical four parking
spaces per 1,000 square feet down to 1.9. For more
detail, see http://researchpark.arc.nasa.gov/NADP/
NADP%200ct2002.pdf.

Parking Program Principles and Rationale

Create a Shared Parking Supply

Parking should be a shared resource throughout Coyote Valley.
By maximizing efficiencies between users, shared parking
reduces the total amount of parking that would otherwise be
needed. Shared parking also supports the use and devel opment
of large, strategically-placed parking structures that reduce the
amount of land that must be dedicated to parking, thereby
reducing land paving.
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Parking consolidation also improves the pedestrian
environment and traffic flow by limiting the number of curb
cuts needed for typical development with multiple small
surface lots. The elimination of numerous small lots aso
facilitates densification of land use, which helps create amore
walkable, transit-friendly environment and iseconomically
rational .

Establish a Third Party Entity to Construct and
Manage the Parking Supply

A parking management district or transportation management
association should be established to construct and manage the
parking supply. The third party entity will be charged with
making decisions about parking construction in the context of
broader transportation access goals and can therefore regulate
parking supply according to a master site plan.

Having the parking managed by athird party eliminatesthe
propensity for site-employersto provide free or reduced-cost
as aperk to certain employers. In addition, central
management of parking payment, maintenance, security,
operations, information and janitorial services, relieves
developers, tenants, and |essees from these responsibilities. In
addition, centralized management facilitates uniform policies
across Coyote Valley that will level the economic advantages
between access modes. Finally, having athird-party managed
parking supply separates the cost of parking from the cost of
other real estate, which supports the project's sustainability
goals.

Charge for Parking
Charging for parking isthe single most effective strategy to
encourage people to use alternatives to the single occupant
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vehicle. Parking charges have been found to reduce vehicle
trips anywhere from 8 percent to 30 percent.

Free parking encourages people to drive, increases the costs of
development, and encourages a built environment that does not
put land to its highest and best use. The powerful subsidy of
free parking makes driving the most economically
advantageous and rational choice for travel ers compared to
walking, cycling, or using transit. Free parking isat odds with
the goals of the Coyote Valley land use plan to reduce auto
traffic and emissions.

Implementation Strategy

City General Use Permit

To enable the above parking strategies, Coyote Valley must be
governed by conditions that will prevent typical market-based
parking decisions from occurring. The City will need to
establish aconditional use permit that will set an Average
Vehicle Ridership (AVR), mode split, vehicletrip cap, or
maximum parking ratio at the site. If the latter mechanism - a
maximum parking ratio - is selected, the ratio would have to be
adjustable over the course of development to allow arational
parking phasing strategy.

Establish a Third Party Parking Entity

A Third-Party entity should be established to construct and
manage the parking supply. The entity could be called a
Parking Management District or a Transportation Management
Agency ("TMA"). The entity would be dedicated to the
improvement of transportation access to Coyote Valley and to
meet the conditions of the use permit. In addition to its parking
responsibilities, the entity could also be responsible for
running any site-wide, communally-funded Transportation

Demand Management programs that might be established.
For the purposes of the following discussion, the entity is
caleda"TMA."

Each developer would be required to fund the TMA for the
privilege of developing in Coyote Valley per the funding
strategy described below. Those funding the organization
would make up the TMA board of directors. In the early
stages of development, the board would be devel opers,
whilein later stagesit could include tenants as the funding
requirement is passed on through rents.

Initially, the TMA would not have staff, but would simply
be a decision-making body made up of the board of
directors. The board will expand as the number of Coyote
Valley developersincreases and as Coyote Valley
development isleased.

Establish TMA and Parking Financing
Mechanisms

To fund parking construction, maintenance and
management, money that devel opers would have spent to
build parking in atypical suburban office park will be spent
on TMA fees, instead of parking. The parking standards for
San Jose should be used to estimate these fees. For
example, if the standard is 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet of
development, the developer will pay to the TMA the cost of
building this parking, rather than pay to actually build the
parking. The fee will be established based on the market
rate of parking construction in the Coyote Valley
environment - including the value of the land underneath the
parking.

A developer will have the choice to pay the TMA the cost of
constructing the parking as a surface lot or as a structured lot.
The annua fee would be based on the amortized annual cost of
constructing the required number of parking spaces,
maintenance for those spaces and the annual |ease value of the
land on which the parking is built. The fee would be due to the
TMA for 25 to 35 years, depending on the amortization period
selected. Thus, if adeveloper selectsto pay for structured
parking, construction costs will be higher but land lease costs
will be lower. The opposite would be true for a devel oper
selecting the surface ot option.

The TMA will be required to lease the land on which parking
isbuilt. Land lease fees would be paid back to the devel oper
who ownsthe land on which the parking is sited. The TMA
will a'so pay for parking construction costs of the garages.

There will be no free parking in Coyote Valley. Parking fees
will be established to cover the full cost of the parking and the
land. Some revenues from feeswill be returned to the
developers and others will be retained by the TMA to support
Transportation Demand Management Strategies.

Furthermore, the TMA will build less parking than what the
developers fee could have paid for. Thus, there will be some
surplus revenues from the fees paid by the devel opers that can
also be used to support TDM. The following explains the
parking financing mechanism in more detail:

e Sepl:
Developers pay to the TMA afee representing the
annualized cost of
a) parking construction, and b) land value.
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e Sep2
The TMA uses this money to pay aland lease back to the
developer. Thisamount will be lessthan that paid by the
developer to the TMA, because the TMA will lease less
land than what the devel oper was charged for. The TMA
will lease lessland, because the TMA will need to build
less parking than that paid for according to the fee
formula. This surplus revenue can be used to support
TMA staff and TDM programs.

e Sep3:
The TMA paysfor parking construction using TMA fees.
The amount the TMA pays for parking will be less than
the amount of developer fees collected, because the TMA
will build less parking than paid for according to the fee
formula. This surplus revenue can be used to support
TMA staff and TDM programs.

e Sep4
Parking fees are set to cover the full cost of parking
construction, maintenance and land costs. Thisfeeis
passed through the TMA to the developersto fully
reimburse the developersfor their initial investment in the
TMA. Because some land costs have already been
returned to the developers (Step 2), there will be abalance
of revenue available to fund TDM strategies.

While developers will be required to pay up front without
immediate benefits, in the long run their fees are fully
reimbursed and as more land is available for development.

Phase Parking Construction
The TMA will be responsible for decisions about parking
construction. Because the board is made up of the developers,
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the TMA could decide to hire one or more of the developersto
build the parking. Parking supply, however, would be governed
by the site master plan and the general use permit.

Decisions about parking supply would be dictated by the
genera use permit. If the permit sets amaximum or parking
cap, the maximum/cap will dictate the amount of parking that
can be built in each phase. If the permit sets a maximum
number of vehicle trips alowed, the needed parking supply
should be determined based on the allowable amount of
vehicles. Parking should be supplied in order to support the
vehicletrip goal.

For example, if the use permit requires that vehicle trips be
reduced 30 percent beyond what is traditionally observed at
nearby sites, then the parking supply should be 30 percent less
than traditional requirements.

e Phasel:
Parking will be built gradually over the course of the
development. Until acritical amount of development is .

achieved, it will be not be logical to build alarge,
consolidated structured parking supply. As such, it will
appropriate to build surface parking lots during Phase 1.
The surface ot supply would be a shared parking supply.

During Phase 1, parking should be built at a higher ratio
than what will be ultimately required and desired at
project build-out. With each phase of construction, the
number of parking spaces per total square feet of
development will decline. In addition, at the early stages
of development, there will not be the necessary critical
mass of people on site to support aggressive

Transportation Demand Management strategies, like
transit and shuttle services that are needed to support a
lower parking ratio.

All parking, even in Phase 1, however, should be
constructed as controlled-access parking and should not
be free. Parking fees should be established to cover the
full cost of parking construction, land, and maintenance.
Assuming that parking spaces were al provided in surface
lots, the average annual cost of parking would be
approximately $3,355. This equals monthly, daily and
hourly fees of $280, $12.75 and $1.60 respectively. The
assumptions used to devel op these figures are shown at
the end of this Appendix.

Phase 2:

Phase 2 will begin when devel opment activity reaches
levelsto warrant the construction of a parking structure.
The structure would consolidate parking for many
different uses and be a shared supply.

Phase 3:

Phase 3 will begin when the Phase 1 surface lots are
replaced with additional development. Parking for the
additional development and the displaced surface lot
spaces will be accommodated in consolidated,
strategically placed parking structures.

Parking Policies

The City of San Jose and the TMA should enforce the
following parking policies among devel opers, their tenants and
subtenants:

There will be no free parking on site Monday through
Friday. Depending on uses at the site, the TMA may
decide to allow free parking after acertain time at night or
on weekends, when demand is lower.

Parking chargeswill take effect at the earliest feasible
point in site development.

Parking is priced based on the cost to provide parking and
fund the site-wide Transportation Demand Management
programs.

Tenants, residents, employers, and employees are under
no obligation to lease any minimum amount of the parking

supply.

In any lease agreements, parking costs will be separated
from other lease costs.

Employersthat want to subsidize parking for their
employees have the option to do so through parking cash-
out arrangements only (i.e. employers are not able to
absorb the cost of parking for their employees, unless they
offer equal benefitsto non-parking employees).

Parking pricing and card-access technology will be used
to provide economic incentives to those using

transportation alternatives on an occasional basis.

Access technology will be used to limit the need for
extensive parking policing and permit systems.

Parking supply will reflect anticipated trip reduction and
opportunities for shared-use parking.
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e  Parking pricing will not reward long-term parkers.

e Inthelong-term, technology will be maximized to provide
economic incentives to those parking outside the peak by
charging flexible parking rates based on demand.

e The TMA will create uniform parking policies and
procedures to support the shared system.

e TheTMA will interface with all employeesto provide
parking information.

e  Parking payment will be centrally managed - thisentails
coordinating with the TMA board and employersto
develop systemsfor revenue flow, reconciliation, and
employee parking pre-tax payment.

e  Centrally manage maintenance, security, operations,
information and janitorial services.

Parking Fees

Parking prices will be charged using atime-based strategy so
that long-term or more-frequent parking is not rewarded with
discounts. This can be done using debit-card or smart card
technology. The hourly rate per day will max out at eight hours
and the daily rate per month will max out at 22 days per
month. Anyone who parks less than eight hours per day or less
than 22 days per month will end up paying less than the
monthly rates.
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The TMA, under the guidance of its board of directors, will
develop arevenue and reconciliation model for the distribution
of the parking fees generated to cover parking construction
costs back to the parking owners. Thiswill be determined
based on parking data from the controlled-access card readers.

Subsidized Employee Parking

A site employer may offer free or subsidized parking to its
employees only through a parking cash-out program or
transportation alowance program. When an employer
subsidizes the cost of leased parking, Californialaw requires
the employer to offer parking cash-out. If the employer
chooses to subsidize employee parking, parking cash-out
arrangements will be required as part of lease agreementsto
ensure that partners and tenants do not absorb the cost of the
parking without offering equal benefits to employees who do
not park.

Through a parking cash out program, an employer offersits
employees the choice of :

o freeparking;

e atransit/vanpool subsidy equal to the value of the parking
(of which aportion would be tax-free); or

e ataxable carpool/walk/bike subsidy equal to the value of
the parking.

The Lessee pays the parking charges to the third-party parking
manager on behalf of the employees who select to park on
site. Employees who opt for the subsidies are not eligible to
receive free parking from the employer. On days when these
employees drive to work, they would be responsible for their
parking charges.

The employer could also subsidize parking through a
transportation allowance program. Through this program,
each employee would be provided amonthly transportation
allowance (e.g. $50 per month). Employees can useit for
parking, transit costs, or pocket the cash if they choose to
walk or bike.

Employers offering parking cash-out or transportation
allowance programs will have the option to contract with the
on-site TMA to administer their programs.

Subsidized Visitor Parking
Employerswill be able subsidize their visitor parking in one
of two ways:

e Purchase asupply of reserved parking that the employer
can designate as visitor parking. The employer will be
responsible for paying the monthly reserved fee to the
third party parking management association.

e  Purchase employer-provided validation stickers. These
stickerswill be priced at market rates.

Residential Parking Charges

Residents will pay for parking separately from their housing
rental costs. Each resident will be able purchase at |east one
parking space at their housing location. Residents may be able
to purchase more than one on-site parking space on an as-
available basis.

On-Street Parking

It is expected that every street in Coyote Valley will belined
with on-street parking, greatly contributing to the area's
parking supply while providing several benefits:

o Becausethereisno need for dedicated "drive aisles," on-
street parking consumes between 50 percent and 66
percent of the paved land per space as off-street parking.

e  On-street parking provides an effective physical and
psychological buffer to protect pedestrians on urban
sidewal ks from adjacent traffic.

e  On-street parking iscritical for the success of "main
street" retail, providing convenient access for motoristsin
amanner that does not harm the pedestrian realm.
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Itisalso expected that feeswill be charged for all on-street
parking in Coyote Valley. These rates will be the same asthe
rates for the off-street garages, but they will primarily be
charged hourly. Along most streets, fees can be paid at pay-
and-display machines located at key locations and at all
entrances to the area, and should be set up to take credit cards
and debit cards. Inretail areas, traditiona parking meters can
be used, but these should also emphasize convenience,
accepting all forms of payment media.

Inresidentia areas, residents may pay for on-street parking on
an annual basis for themselves, along with as-needed and
advance-purchase permitsfor their guests. Stanford
University's daily parking permits have acalendar printed on
them in lottery ticket format, allowing visitorsto purchase
them in advance and " scratch-off" the date they wish to use
them.

Parking Access

e Parking accessfor office park areas will be monitored
through technology as opposed to manual policing of
permits.

e All parkerswill use card-access technology to enter any
parking area.
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Card-access technology will be consistent between
garages and lots and will feed into the same database
regardless of parking location.

Card access technology will be programmed to charge
parkers based on an hourly/daily rate using debit-card
technology.

ESTIMATED COST PER PARKING SPACE

Equally Mixed
Capital Costs Surface Parking | Garage Parking Supply
Construction cost per Space $2,000 $11,500
(Controlled-access, debit card technology per space 520 350
Project management at 3.45% $87, $409
Land Cost Per Space 1 $12,500 $5,000
Total Capital Cost Per Space $15,107 $17,259
Annual Capital Cost Per Space 2 $1,279 $1,461)
Operating Costs
/Annual maintenance $30 $150
Utilities $5 $3
Annual parking management/staff $50 $75
Insurance $15 $30
[Total/Space $100 $263
[Total Annual Cost Per Space $3,355 $2,515 $2,935
Monthly Fee $279.58 $209.58 $244.58
Daily Fee $12.71 $9.53 $11.12
Hourly Fee $1.59 $1.19 $1.39
Assumptions:

Land Cost = $1.5 million per acre

120 spaces per acre for surface parking; 300 spaces per acre for structured parking.
Financing at 7.5% over 30 years.

22 days per month; 8 hours per day.

APPENDICES

97



Appendices

C. Town Center Scale Comparisons: North San Jose, Palo Alto & Mountain View

Golden Triangle Area, North San Jose

The Golden Triangle Area of North San Jose represents the
way Coyote Valley would be built if sprawl were the guiding
force. Thisareawas built in the last twenty years and consists
of segregated land uses divided by large arterial roads and
buildings set back from their streets by large areas of surface
parking lots or minimal landscaped strips. Thereis nowhere to
walk and every activity requires an automobile trip.

Housing is separated into large devel opments of the same type
of building serving the same type of population or income
group; al single family houses, or all rental apartment
buildings.

Offices are in stand-al one buildings surrounded by parking lots
and the minimal amount of retail isin the left-over portions of
the big parcels.

Traditional Town Centers

The Coyote Valley Vision Plan proposes that the Town Center
follow amore traditional pattern as found in the downtown
areas of communities such as Mountain View or Palo Alto.
Both Castro Street in Mountain View and University Avenuein
Palo Alto are examples of transit-oriented, walkable, mixed-
use communitieswhereit is possible to live and work without
needing a car for every activity. Both have atrain station at one
end. Within the ten-minute walking distance, each offersa
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wide range of shops, restaurants, offices and dwellings. Palo
Alto, despite its upscal e image even has awell-designed Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) hotel for itslowest income levels.

Arriving by Car

For those arriving by car, parking is available at meters on
both Castro Street and University Avenue aswell asin mid-
block surface parking lots or structured parking garages hidden
from view from the surrounding streets.

A Ten-minute Walk

Contrast the experience that someone walking the same ten-
minute distance would have at the Golden Triangle and the
other two examples. In North San Jose one would pass 9
buildingsin contrast to 44 in the same distance in Mountain
View, and 69 in Palo Alto. In both of the traditional main
streets the experienceislively, varied and active at all times of
the day and evening.

Proposed Coyote Valley Town Center

The proposed plan for Coyote Valley's Town Center draws for
itsinspiration from these other centers by having a main street
that is narrow and pedestrian-friendly, served by public transit
and with arich mix of usesaong itslength. Similar to Palo
Alto, atrio of streets allows through-traffic to bypassthe
center, while permitting transit and slower moving traffic,
bicycles and pedestrians to have priority on the main street.

North San Jose

Single Family
Housing

B A S

North First
Street VTA
Light Rail

Montague
Expressway

Offices (typ.)

Retail
Apartments

Golden Triangle, North San Jose
The drawings above and to the right are all drawn at the

same scale. Each red line represents a ten-minute
walking distance.
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Single Family Detached Semi-Detached with In-Law Unit Front-Loaded Row Houses Rear-Loaded Row Houses
D. Residential Density Matrix (2 story) (2-3 story) (3 story) (3 story)
Garage at Rear Garage at Rear Garage at Front Garage at Rear

"
§ :
f_ﬁ w
@ ¥

n

rear yards

Density Dwellings / Net Acre (DU/AC) 10 DU/AC 15 DU/AC 20-25DU/AC 25-30 DU/AC

Parking Type 1 Car per Dwelling 1 Car per Dwelling 1 Car per Dwelling 1 Car per Dwelling

Construction Type Wood Frame Wood Frame Wood Frame Wood Frame

Construction Cost Index* 1.00 cost index 0.95 cost index 0.90 cost index 0.90 cost index

Stacked/ Unstacked Units Unstacked

Individual Garage/ Podium Parking
Wood Frame/ Concrete Construction

Vision as lllustrated: 28.5 DU/AC avg.

25,000 Dwelling Units Total 1,000 DU 2,500 DU 6,250 DU 3,500 DU
Percentage of each type 4% 10% 25% 14%
881 acres requried total 100 acres 167 acres 250 acres 117 acres

! Cost index represents relative construction costs for each building type based on Bay Area standards.
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Stacked Rowhouses Stacked Flats

(4 Stories) (5 Stories)
Garage at Rear 1 Level Podium Parking

V]
b | s

s

Midrise Stacked Flats

(below 8 Stories)/ Below Life Safety
2 Level Podium Parking

Highrise Stacked Flats

(above 8 Stories)/ Above Life Safety
3 Level Podium Parking

O O O

30-35 DU/AC 35-45 DU/AC 45-75 DU/AC 75-125 DU/AC

1 Car per Unit 1 Car per Unit 1 Car per Unit 1 Car per Unit

Wood Frame Wood Frame over Concrete Garage Concrete Frame Concrete Frame

1.20 cost index 1.60 cost index 2.00 cost index 2.25 cost index

| Stacked
Individual Garages Podium Parking
Wood Frame Construction Concrete Construction

Percentage of Dwellings
Unstacked/ Stacked | Garage/ Podium Parking

3,250 DU 5,000 DU 2,500 DU 1,000 DU 40%/ 60% 53%/ 47%

13% 20% 10% 4%

93 acres 111 acres 33 acres 10 acres
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Appendices

E. Coyote Valley Housing Needs Analysis

Overview of Housing Needs: Beyond a Jobs/
Housing Balance

The relationship between jobs and housing is akey driver of
existing development patternsin the Bay Area. Workersare
often forced to commute long distances from areas with ample
supplies of housing that they can afford and that meet their
needs to areas with jobs. This pattern has substantial negative
consequences for the environmental, the social, and economic
sustainability of the community and the region, and threatens
the economic vitality of San Jose.

The jobs/housing balance is ameasure of the number of jobs
available in a specific area compared to the number of housing
unitsin the same area (or more precisely, the number of
employed residents living in these housing units). However,
just analyzing the quantity of jobs and housing in an area does
not address the relationships between wages earned by people
holding local jobs, resulting household incomes, and the need
for housing that is affordabl e to those workers to enable them
to live near their place of work.

As part of the Coyote Valley Vision, thisadditional analysis
was conducted to estimate the types of jobs expected from
commercia development in Coyote Valley. The analysisthen
converted these new jobsto likely wages, resulting household
incomes of the households with these new workersliving in
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them, and related housing need by income level. This estimate
of housing needed by income level within the future Coyote
Valley community providesacritical step in understanding the
affordable workforce housing needs that should be met locally
to give all workers an opportunity to live near work, to reduce
potential traffic congestion and mitigate other growth impacts.

Methodology

The workforce housing needs analysis estimated housing
demand generated by new employeesworking in the
commercia development envisioned for Coyote Valley by the
split between owner occupied homes and rental units (typically
called the “tenure split”) and income level, expressed as
percent of Area Median Income (AMI) to relate the findings to
affordable housing programs and regul ations.

Economic Base Estimates

The Coyote Valley Vision assumes 50,000 “basic jobs’ and
3,000 “retail/service jobs” will be located in the Valley. “Basic
jobs” will primarily bein the high technology manufacturing,
services, government, and finance, real estate, and insurance
(F.1.R.E.) sectors, reflecting the economic base of the City and
Santa Clara County. “Retail/servicejobs’ will mainly fall
under theretail trade and services sectors. The Vision will also
likely generate a small number of agricultural jobs, probably in
the range of 100 to 300. Dueto the difficulty of developing an

Table 1: Estimate of Housing Demand from New Workers in Coyote Valley Vision Plan

NEW COYOTE VALLEY JOBS BY INDUSTRY CATEGORY

Basic Jobs Retail/Service Jobs
Total New
Industry New Coyote Industry New Coyote Coyote Valley
Industry Category (c) Distribution (a)  Valley Jobs (b) Distribution (a) Valley Jobs (b) Jobs
Construction 0.0% 0 3% 83 83
Manufacturing 5.5% 2,757 0% 0 2,757
High Technology 20.3% 10,163 0% 0 10,163
Transportation and Public Utilities 0.2% 116 2% 46 162
Wholesale Trade 0.6% 316 10% 312 628
Retail Trade 1.3% 632 42% 1,247 1,879
F.LR.E. (d) 7.4% 3,675 0% 0 3,675
Services 36.5% 18,250 38% 1,125 19,376
Business Services 18.5% 9,251 3% 91 9,343
Government 9.7% 4,838 3% 95 4,933
Total 100.0% 50,000 100.0% 3,000 53,000
Notes:
(a) From ABAG Projections 2002. Figures show the distribution of new jobs in Santa Clara County between 2000 and 2020.
(b) New Basic Jobs in Coyote Valley: 50,000
New Retail/Service Jobs in Coyote Valley: 3,000

(c) This analysis does not address housing demand created by additional agriculture employment in Coyote Valley open space areas.
Based on existing agriculture employment in southern Coyote Valley, 100 to 300 permanent agriculture jobs are expected.
(d) Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY INDUSTRY CATEGORY (a)

Annual | Income Category (b) (c)
Above

Industry Category Very Low Low Moderate M
Mining and Agriculture (d) 29.0% 18.4% 28.5% 24.1%
Construction 18.0% 19.3% 28.1% 34.6%
Manufacturing 12.9% 17.0% 28.5% 41.6%
High Technology 9.1% 14.6% 26.9% 49.3%
Transportation and Public Utilities 12.7% 17.7% 29.3% 40.2%
Wholesale Trade 14.4% 18.7% 26.2% 40.8%
Retail Trade 22.0% 20.0% 25.6% 32.4%
F.LRE. (e) 13.2% 15.5% 24.8% 46.5%
Services 19.2% 16.7% 23.7% 40.4%
Business Services 19.3% 18.6% 24.4% 37.7%
Government 18.7% 20.5% 23.4% 37.4%

Notes:

(a) Household income distribution data from 1990 Census Public Use Microsample (PUMS) for Santa Clara County.

This is most recent data allowing for cross-tabulation of occupation by industry and household incomes. 2000

PUMS data not available until Summer 2003.

(b) Reflects 2001 HCD-defined income levels. Analysis assumes that while HH incomes may change, the

distribution among income categories will be similar in 2020.

(c) Very Low Income Households - up to 50% of Area Median Income (AMI). Up to $48,000 for 4-person household in 2001.
Low Income Households - up to 80% of AMI. Was up to $74,250 for 4-person household in 2001.
Moderate Income Households - up to 120% of AMI. Was up to $115,200 for 4-person household in 2001.

(d) This analysis does not address housing demand created by additional agriculture employment in Coyote Valley open space areas.

(e) Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections, 2002 ; U.S. Census Public Use Microsamples, 1990; BAE, 2003.
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accurate estimate of the number of agricultural jobs, they are
not included in thisanalysis.

To estimate demand for Coyote Valley housing generated by
the Vision’s projected employment, the number of new Coyote
Valley jobs were broken down by industry, based on
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) employment
projections for Santa Clara County through 2020, and the land
uses envisioned for Coyote Valley. Considering the stated
desire of the City to place a substantial number of high
technology jobsin the Valley, the ABAG forecasts were
adjusted to increase the anticipated overall proportion of new
employment in high tech, business services, and F.I.R.E jobs.

Next, adistribution of household incomes of employees within
each major industrial sector for the Santa Clara County
economy was devel oped, based on data from the 1990 Public
Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), adetailed set of raw data
from the Census’'slong form (1990 PUM S data was used
because data from the 2000 census was not yet available). All
of the PUM S income figures were inflated from 1989 to 2001
dollars using the San Francisco-San José-Oakland CM SA
Consumer Price Index (CPl). The PUMS datawas then
analyzed to develop a household income distribution for every
industry, using intervals that match the 2001 California
Department of Housing and Community Development income
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limits for Santa Clara County. Asalast step in the demand
analysis, the household income distributions for each industry
were applied to the projected number of new jobs. This
resulted in the number of new Coyote Valley jobs by industry
and associated household income category. The total number
of jobs was then divided by the assumed employees per
household (1.6) to determine the potential number of
households, by income level, that would demand housing in
Coyote Valley (see Table 2).

Non-working Households

In addition to workforce housing, residential communities have
non-working residents. The workforce demand analysis
considers only workersin Coyote Valley and does not account
for housing needed to house non-working residents of the area
including the elderly and special needs populations. To
estimate the number of no-worker householdsthat will likely
residein Coyote Valley, it was assumed that Coyote Valley
would have the same proportion of non-working households as
San José in general. According to the 2000 Census, 7.6
percent of San José families have no workersin the household
and these families earn incomes 40.6 percent of the San José
average household income.

Table 2: Coyote Valley Housing Units by Household Income Level for New Workers

Very Low  Low Income Moderate  Above Mod
Income HHs 5 Income HHs __Income HHs Total
Total New Jobs By HH Income Level (b) 8,800 9,100 13,200 22,000 53,000
Housing Need for New Workers by Income Level:
Owner Households (c) 3,400 3,500 5,100 8,500 20,600
Renter Households (c) 2,100 2,200 3,200 5,300 12,700
Total Units by Income Level (d) 5,500 5,700 8,300 13,800 33,300
Percent of Total Households 16.5% 17.1% 24.9% 41.4% 100.0%
Additional Units Needed for Households with No Workers (e)
Total Coyote Valley Housing Supply (based on General Plan Targets) 25,000
Citywide Percentage of Families w/o Workers 7.5%
Households with Workers 1,170 680 30 30 1,900
Distribution of Household Income for Households w/o Workers (f) 61.5% 35.6% 1% 1%
TOTAL DEMAND 6,670 6,380 8,330 13,830 35,200
18.9% 18.1% 23.7% 39.3% 100.0%
TOTAL PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY 25,000
TOTAL PROJECTED HOUSING SUPPLY/(DEMAND) BALANCE (10,200)
TOTAL VERY LOW/LOW INCOME UNITS NEEDED 13,050

37.1%

Notes:

(a) Very Low Income Households are at 50% of Area Median Income (AMI).

Low Income Households are at 80% of AMI.

Moderate Income Households are at 120% of AMI.

(b) Calculated by applying Household Income Distribution to Total New Coyote Valley Jobs in Table 1.

(c) Owner-occupied households in San Jose per 2000 Census - 61.8%

(d) Assumes Employed i per H hold in Coyote Valley = 1.6

(e) The workforce demand analysis considers only workers in Coyote Valley and does not account for housing needed
to house non-working residents of the area. According to the 2000 Census, 7.57% of family's have no workers and
these families have 40.6% of the average household income.

(f) Household income distribution derived by adjusting San Jose income distributi 40.6%.
Workerless familes have 40.6% the household income as the San Jose average.

Sources: U.S. Census, 2000; BAE, 2003.

APPENDICES

103



Findings
Thefollowing findings are shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Jobs/Housing Balance for New Workers. The analysis
indicates that the overall balance of the number of jobs
and resulting number of units needed to house new
workerswithin the Valley will not be met by the Vision's
planned 25,000 housing units. Workforce housing needs
will require at least 33,000 housing units, leaving an
overall gap of at least 8,000 unitsin terms of tota planned
supply. Thisresult is dueto the fact that the Vision
accepts the City’s target of 50,000 primary jobs and
25,000 housing units, thismix isunbalanced in the
direction of jobs.

Very Low Income Workforce Households. The analysis
indicatesthat at least 16.5 percent of the workforce will
earn very low incomes (incomes up to 50 percent of Area
Median Income, which was approximately $48,000 for a
four-person household in 2001). To fully meet the need of
very low income workers, 5,500 housing unitsthat are
affordable at thisincome level will have to be provided.
Thisanalysis projectsthat thisincome level will demand
at least 3,400 ownership units and 2,100 rental units.

Low Income Workforce Households. The analysis shows
that 17.1 percent of the workforce will earn low incomes
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(between 50 percent and 80 percent of Area Median
Income, approximately $48,000 to $74,250 for four-
person household in 2001). To fully meet the housing
need of low income workers, another 5,700 units would
need to be affordable at thisincome level. Thisanalysis
estimates that this need includes at least 3,500 ownership
units and 2,200 rental units.

Moderate Income Workforce Households. The analysis
indicates that 24.9 percent of the workforce will earn
moderate incomes (defined as 80 percent to 120 percent
of AMI, in 2001, this would equate to between $74,250
and $115,200 for a four-person household). To fully meet
the housing need of moderate income workers 8,300 units
will need to be affordable at thisincome level. Moderate
income households can typically afford rental housingin
San Jose, but can not afford to purchase most newly
constructed housing units available in the marketplace
today. AsCoyote Valley market-rate units would be newly
constructed and able to command relatively high prices
because of the beautiful setting and amenities of the
Vision, without assistance programs these moderate
income workforce households will also face difficulty
living near their workplace.

Non-Worker Households. Assuming that there will be
25,000 housing unitsin Coyote Valley, thisanalysis

indicates the need for 1,900 units to house non-working
households. Based on the 2000 Census figures indicating
that these househol ds have incomes significantly lower
than San José averages, demand for 1,170 Very Low and
680 Low Income units can be expected from non-working
households.

Overall Housing Demand/Balance. Including Workforce
and non-worker households, housing demand will require
approximately 35,200 housing units, leaving an overall
gap of 10,200 unitsin comparison to total planned supply
in Coyote Valley. This analysisindicates demand for 6,670
units of Very Low Income, 6,380 units of Very Low
Income, and 8,330 units of Moderate Income housing. As
noted above, this analysis does not include housing for
between 100 and 300 agricultural workers. A small
number of unitswill need to be provided to accommodate
theseworkers.

Relationship to San Jose General Plan Affordability Goals
for Coyote Valley. The above analysis showsthat, to meet
the needs of the Coyote Valley workforce and households
with no workers, at least 37.1 percent of al housing units
developed in Coyote Valley will need to be affordable to
very low and low income householdsin order to match the
wages earned by jobs in the same area and accommodate
non-working households. An additional 23.7 percent of

housing units will need to be priced at levels affordable to
moderate income workforce households. Even though the
City’s general plan does not call for providing the amount
of housing necessary to meet the Valley’stotal housing
demand, the Vision calls for the 25,000 housing units that
are planned to be proportionally targeted as affordable
across income levels based upon the needs revealed by
thisanalysis. Doing so will allow people of various
income levelsto live close to work, will help reduce the
number of commutersinto Coyote Valley thereby
minimizing traffic and smog and will help to build an
overall more diverse community.

The San Jose General Plan only callsfor 20 percent of
housing unitsin Coyote Valley to be affordable, and does
not specify theincomerange. If thisremainsthe goal, this
Housing Needs Analysisindicates that the Genera Plan
goal will fall far short of meeting the Valey'sfuture
affordable housing needs. To meet the affordable housing
needs for Coyote Valley, the City will need to aggressively
pursue the policies and programs described in Chapter VI
of the Vision, including arobust inclusionary zoning

policy.
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F. Land Use Program Matrix

COYOTE VALLEY VISION

WRT/SOLOMON E.T.C

LAND USE & DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Land Use

Development Program (North and Mid Valley Only)

Residential

Employment-Oriented Commercial Office, R&D, & Industrial
Retail & Service Commercial

25,000 dwelling units®

(20,000 Market Rate du's/5,000 Below Market Rate du's required)

16.7 million square feet"
1.5 million square feet?

Population 80,000 residents (@ 3.2 persons/household®)
6 elementary schools (40.2 acres*)
Schools 1 middle school (14.5 acres®)
1_hiah school (21.5 acres®)
560 acres of new regional parkland
Parks 120 acres of neighborhood parks
180 acres of community parks -
Employment 50,000 primary/office jobs (@ 3 jobs/1,000 s.f.)

3,000 retail/service jobs (@ 2 jobs/1,000 s.f.)?

Employed Residents

40,000 (@ 1.6 employed residents/household”)

Proposed Development Intensity

Employment-Oriented Commercial Office, R&D, & Industrial

1.00 average Floor Area Ratio (FAR)"

Retail & Community Services

1.00 average Floor Area Ratio (FAR)"

Residential 28.5 dwelling units per acre®
7 acres of Regional Parkland per 1,000 population6
Parks 2.0 acres of Community Parkland per 1,000 population®
1.5 acres of Neighborhood Parkland per 1.000 population®
6.7 acres® per Elementary School
Schools 14.5 acres per Middle School

21.5 acres per High School

Land Use Allocations (Acreage)

Residential 881 acres
Commercial Office 458 moes
(includes 383 ac. new development plus 80 ac. IBM campus)
Retail & Service Commercial 35 acres
Schools 76 acres
Parks 860 acres
Agriculture 435 acres
(plus 175 acres that is also designated for flood management)
Flood Management Facilities 505 acres
9 (all of which is designated as Regional Park)
Mlsgellaneous (e.g., habitat areas, fringe open space, rail 160 acres
corridor, etc.)
Circulation (assumes 25% of developed area) 580 acres
Total Gross Acreage in Mid & North Valleys 3,490 acres
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NOTES:

" Minimum City of San Jose projections for Coyote Valley

% Coyote Valley Vision project's projection

. Average household size in City of San Jose is 3.2 residents per unit, and 3.16 for renter occupied units, according to 2000 US Census
“The number of schools is based on Morgan Hill School District guidelines that recommend 550 students per elementary school, 750
students per middle school, and 1,250 students per high school. Student generation rates were derived from sampling of recently
developed attached housing in the Evergreen district of the East Side Union High School District of San Jose. Given the projected

densities in Coyote Valley, the generation factors that have been used specifically relate to the Evergreen data for Attached Market Rate
units and Attached Below Market Rate units.

®The Vision project's projections show Coyote Valley generating approximately 1,250 high school students at buildout. Based on this, the
Vision assumes that an additional urban style high school will be needed within the planning area

® Ratios represent minimum City of San Jose standards as set forth in the General Plan

" Per the 2000 US Census the City of San Jose has 1.6 employed residents per household

& School acreage standards assume a more urban setting, and are less than State standards

® The following table illustrates the distribution of residential densities that is envisioned for Coyote Valley and will achieve this overall density.

Number of % of Total Development Required Acreage % of Total
Units Units Intensity Acres
1,000 du’s 4% 10 du/ac 100 acres 14%
2,500 du’s 10% 15 du/ac 167 acres 28%
6,250 du’s 25% 25 du/ac 250 acres 22%
3,500 du’s 14% 30 du/ac 117 acres 9%
3,250 du’s 13% 35 du/ac 93 acres 8%
5,000 du’s 20% 45 du/ac 111 acres 12%
2,500 du’s 10% 75 du/ac 33 acres 6%
1,000 du’s 4% 100 du/ac 10 acres 1%
25,000 du’s 100% 28.5 du/ac 881 acres 100%

° The following table illustrates the distribution of commercial development intensities that is envisioned for Coyote Valley and will achieve this
overall density.

Commercial % of Total | Development Required Acreage % of Total
Floor Area Floor Area | Intensity Acres
(million square feet) (Floor Area Ratio)

0.338 msf 2% 0.25 31 acres 7%
0.958 msf 5% 0.50 44 acres 10%
2.091 msf 12% 0.75 64 acres 15%
10.890 msf 60% 1.00 250 acres 58%
2.614 msf 14% 2.00 30 acres 7%
1.307 msf 7% 3.00 10 acres 2%
18.198 msf 100% 1.00 FAR 429 acres 100%
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