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1. INTRODUCTION 

Conceptual Engineering 

The Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Plan is currently in the conceptual engineering phase. The conceptual engineering phase began in January 2001 and will be completed in 2002. Conceptual engineering includes an operating and transit service integration plan, alignment and station locations and relationship to other transit lines, urban design concept plans, cost estimates, development of a transportation system management alternative, and a public involvement program.  

Project Schedule 

The environmental review of the project began in Summer 2001 and it will take between 18-24 months. Environmental scoping meetings for the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) took place on September 19, 2001 and September 26, 2001.VTA staff anticipates that the environmental review process will be completed by September 2003. Preliminary engineering, final design and right-of-way acquisition will follow conceptual engineering. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2005. 

Public Involvement 

Public involvement is a key component of the Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Plan.  During the first phase of the public involvement program VTA staff focused on project overview and schedule, discussion of operations issues related to center versus side-running and shared vs. exclusive running design and operation, discussion of station location criteria and preliminary station locations. 

Summary of Public Involvement Program and Comments 

This report consists of two parts: the Public Involvement Program Summary and the Appendices A-G.  The report provides an overview of the public involvement work completed to date. The purpose of the report is to document the outreach efforts and comments received during the first phase of the conceptual engineering public outreach activities. This is the second Public Involvement Program Summary, the first Program Summary Report was completed in August 2001. 

This summary report consists of various components, including an overview of the public involvement and comments, stakeholder interviews, open houses and public meetings, the individual comments, and community outreach activity summary.  Supporting documentation includes copies of the public meeting notification mailers, ads, press releases, and newsletters, general project information materials, summaries of public comments, community open houses, public meetings and stakeholder meetings and community outreach activities. This report does not incorporate documentation of the comments received during the EIS/EIR scoping meetings for the project. EIS/EIR documentation of the public involvement and comments will be prepared as separate documents.

2. 
BACKGROUND 

In August 2000, VTA completed the Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Downtown/East Valley study area in the City of San Jose. The MIS identified transportation needs within a 30 square mile study area and developed a strategy for investing in VTA’s transit system to address those needs.  The study process included the following:

· Compile background information and identify transportation needs in the study area

· Establish goals for the study

· Develop a broad range of alternatives to respond to the demonstrated needs

· Conduct an initial screening process to proceed with the most promising alternatives

· Evaluate the alternatives

· Select a Preferred Investment Strategy.

The specific goals identified through the MIS process are as follows:

· Improve mobility

· Increase transit ridership

· Target the highest commute corridors, with emphasis on work trips and school trips

· Promote livable neighborhoods

· Community support.

Various alternatives were developed and evaluated including light rail transit (LRT), bus rapid transit (BRT), and express bus options.  Following an initial screening and evaluation by using criteria that reflected both project goals and community concerns, the number of alternatives was reduced in December 1999, and those alternatives were further refined by Spring 2000. 

On August 3, 2000, the Preferred Investment Strategy for the Downtown East Valley study area was approved by the VTA Board of Directors. It consists of the following elements: 

1. LRT on Santa Clara Street / Alum Rock Avenue from Downtown San Jose to the Capitol LRT Line: 4.3 miles.

2. LRT on Capitol Expressway from the terminus of the Capitol LRT Line to Eastridge Mall, with supporting bus feeder service from the Evergreen area to Eastridge:  (3.3 miles), and LRT on Capitol Expressway from Eastridge to the Guadalupe LRT Line: 4.7 miles.

3. BRT on Monterey Highway from Downtown San Jose to the Guadalupe LRT Line (Santa Teresa Station): 9.6 miles.

3. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT - OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

Background

The purpose of the Public Involvement Program is to solicit input from the community regarding the conceptual design for the Downtown East Valley Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit projects. The project is characterized by an extremely broad geographic area. This area has a full range of socioeconomic interests and multiple types of transportation system users. 

Due to its broad geographic impact and varied community interests, the project needs to address multiple audiences or “publics.” The major groups include, but are not limited to the following: residents of San Jose; elected and appointed officials from the affected jurisdictions (legislators, supervisors and councilmembers, special district members such as the Santa Clara Valley Water District); the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Policy Advisory Board (PAB) for this Project; commuters from all areas; small and large business owners and employers; business associations; environmental organizations; environmental agencies (Fish and Game, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, etc.); modal advocates (rail, bicycle, shuttles, etc.); community-based organizations; schools, labor unions; diverse ethnic communities; neighborhood associations; and representatives of various income levels.  During the past four months the project team has conducted community meetings and open houses, stakeholder interviews and technical and policy advisory committee meetings. 

A successful public involvement program will facilitate the design and acceptance of the project.

Organization of Report

This report provides a summary and analysis of the input received to date. Detail on each of the outreach efforts, the “who, what, when, and where” are set out in the accompanying Stakeholder, Public Meeting and Public Involvement Reports, along with appendices in Appendices A-G.

THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

Goals

The goals of the public involvement program are:

· Inform and educate the public regarding the Project

· Involve the public in shaping the environmental and conceptual design process

· Assist with the formulation of alternatives

· Ensure that issues of concern are considered/addressed

· Present the results of all relevant Project decision points to the general public, interested groups, task forces and government agencies before decisions are made

· Ensure that the Downtown East Valley PAB and VTA Board have a thorough understanding of public input and concerns when formulating findings and recommendations.

Community Input Process

The Neighborhood Organizations

A multi‑part community input process was developed. Working through existing neighborhood and civic organizations was a good channel to reach the residents and potential LRT users in the project area. A listing of all affected and potentially interested Neighborhood and Homeowners Associations was compiled and all were directly approached. Additional groups that surfaced during the process were added to the database that should be notified about the process in order to get their input. A complete list of the community outreach activities is located in Volume II, Appendix C, and a summary of comments received from the general public is in Volume II, Appendix B. The local organizations were not only the start of the public outreach process, but an important and continuing component of the outreach effort.

Stakeholder Meetings

To ensure full involvement, a series of individual stakeholder interviews were held with leaders of various associations and other community leaders in the project area. These meetings gave solid input about the community preferences and concerns. As a part of each stakeholder interview, stakeholders were asked to help identify the best ways to reach their respective communities. The first stakeholder interviews were held in mid‑May 2001. To date, over 28 stakeholder interviews with 45 stakeholders have been held. Additional stakeholder interviews continue; a personal discussion allows greater richness and understanding of the issues. The names and associations of the interviewed stakeholders are set out in the Stakeholder Report submitted with this overview report. The key findings in the Stakeholder Report are incorporated in the next section of the report. 

Public Meetings, Focus Meetings and Open Houses

Open houses and facilitated community meetings were held at convenient and well‑publicized locations in the Downtown East Valley project area. Stakeholder opinions and increased community participation on how to reach their communities were applied (where possible) to ensure full notice. In the period from September through December 2001, three public community meetings and three open houses were held. In addition, three Focus Meetings were held which emphasized specific segments of the Downtown East Valley alignment. Additional broad and focused public meetings will be held prior to key future decision points to ensure broad community understanding and input. The comments and suggestions from the public meetings are set out in the Public Meetings Report, submitted separately, along with the meeting dates, locations and notice efforts undertaken. The principle insights gained from the Community Meetings are reflected in the composite overview discussion below.

Comment Cards and other Comments

To gather input, there was a mass distribution of comment cards at open houses, public meetings, speaking engagements and community events. Letters and emails were also encouraged from residents, business owners and others with an interest in the project. A cumulative total of 112 different comment cards, letters, email and other statements of individual public comment have been received and reviewed. During the second phase, 21 comments were received. Those comments are discussed in the General Public Comments Report section (Volume II, Appendix B). We will continue to use comment cards since they provide an opportunity for valuable insight and a focused response. In addition, VTA has coordinated with the City of San Jose's Strong Neighborhood Initiative (SNI) to provide interactive presentations about the project to the appropriate SNI groups. Discussions of those and other outreach efforts are in the General Public Comments Report. Written comments from these meetings are also reflected in the discussion below.  In addition, VTA staff made several presentations to community groups and organizations.  A summary of those events is located in Volume II, Appendix C.

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

The agenda for the first series of VTA-sponsored public meetings included: an overview of the project and schedule, discussion of the operation issues related to center versus side running configurations, presentation of draft station criteria and discussion of preliminary station locations. The public meetings and open houses provided an opportunity for public discussion and questions and answers. The broad public meetings held in the September to December 2001 period followed the same basic format but focused principally on issues related to station locations and options, platform designs (single versus split), operations, and parking impacts. Each of the focused community meetings followed an agenda and addressed issues specific to the region where the meetings were held.

KEY FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

The comments received from stakeholder interviews and the open houses, SNI and public meeting attendees were recorded and are summarized below.

Summary and Analysis of Community Input

Common Themes

Stakeholders, open house and public meeting attendees agree that the Downtown East Valley preferred project alignments and strategies are good ideas. Some opinions have been expressed urging an acceleration of the project schedule in order to bring LRT to East San Jose. Generally, there has been a positive community response; the transit project is perceived as adding substantially to the community versus being a net negative impact. 

It is close to unanimous that Santa Clara Street (especially when compared to the more residential streets in the area) is the appropriate alignment east of the downtown core, beginning at 10th Street. There was no clear consensus regarding the options (Santa Clara Street or San Fernando Street) for the two options in the Downtown San Jose portion, further outreach on this segment of the project is planned in Spring 2002. Many of those attendees and stakeholders who gave input were from the eastern part of San Jose.  They wanted the line to go downtown but did not express preferences regarding the downtown options and were not directly concerned with the street alignment in the downtown core (west of 7th Street to the vicinity of Delmas) as long as the line went somewhere downtown. 

Some community members and businesses have noted concerns about construction impacts. There is great interest in receiving more information about construction phasing and construction mitigation techniques.

Of those attendees and stakeholders who live or work in Downtown San Jose, some favored Santa Clara Street, while others favored San Fernando. How the project would coordinate with a potential BART project in downtown was a frequently asked question when the public deliberated over the alignment options. The Spring 2002 effort will be in coordination with the BART project and will be able to more specifically answer these coordination questions.  There is a strong desire of the community to explore close coordination with a potential BART project, and some questions regarding whether segments of the Downtown East Valley LRT project along Santa Clara Street/ Alum Rock Avenue could be placed underground in tunnels. This was also suggested as a way to preserve parking and street capacity. There is also some support for locating LRT Park & Ride lots outside the downtown core in order to preserve on-street parking and street capacity. There was little discussion of how LRT patrons could access LRT from outlying lots if such lots were to be added to the project.

An additional common theme is the issue of safety and security:

· Safety of the potential stations;

· Safety of the potential rider getting across the street to the station;

· Safety of the many students and senior citizens that will ride the line;

· Safety of the relatively large population of people with special needs and disabilities that will ride the facility; and 

· Security of people and cars at potential Park & Ride lots.

Station Locations

There was generally a strong desire that the DTEV line have high connectivity with the existing transit system and that there be significant system coordination ‑‑ especially with the potential BART project and the existing VTA Line 22 bus that currently operates in the corridor. 

Regarding specific potential station locations, comments from the public include: 

· The 28th Street station could be moved further to the west (closer to 26th); 

· The 15th Street station could be moved further to the east (near 17th); 

· There may not need to be a 33rd Street station; 

· There may not need to be a station at Sunset during the first phase; 

· There may not need to be a station at Sierra Vista/Alexander during the first phase; and

· It has been suggested that the station serving Lake Cunningham and Ocala could be better sited.

· There may need to be a station to serve the Seven Trees area.

Additional Input and Specific Requests for Future Involvement

Business owners are very concerned with potential loss of on-street parking both during construction and after the project is built. Business owners are very concerned that a loss of parking will put them out of business. Mitigation parking sites should be constructed and in operation before parking is taken away. There is a desire to have the stations be convenient for users, including public bathrooms at stations and providing convenient access for individuals with disabilities. Other business owners were concerned that the very success of the system might make their store leases difficult to renew at the current rates.

The community is also interested in participating in the actual aesthetics of the design of the facilities (station, parking lots, etc.) in the community and in ensuring that the final station designs blend with and reflect the neighborhoods in which they are located, especially near Alum Rock Avenue and King Road.

CONCLUSION

Based on information collected to date, this is a popular project with significant community support. It will be imperative not to lose that enviable head start in the design phase before the construction phase begins. It is important for the entire community to maintain connection to the process and an ownership in the final product. Building such a link between the community and the project could help ensure that the built system is a point of pride in the community.

The next steps include additional stakeholder interviews, public meetings, and other varied mass and community outreach efforts. The public meetings will be scheduled in relation to key design milestones; most of the mass media efforts will relate to the public meetings. VTA staff will continue to conduct stakeholder interviews to gain additional understanding of the public pulse. 

These interviews also provided community insight about possible design alternatives. There may be opportunities for design and cost savings if key issues are identified early in the process. Staff finds it very useful to become aware of some of these issues prior to their emergence during the public meetings. Comment cards will continue to be distributed to collect additional information regarding community concerns about design, station location, parking, environmental issues and other topics.

4.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT – STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

INTRODUCTION

Background

In depth interviews with community leaders, one of the initial steps in the community outreach efforts, continued in the period after September 1, 2001. This report discusses the stakeholder interviews conducted in that period and provides a summary of common themes identified to date.  A summary of the stakeholder interviews conducted prior to September 2001 is located in the first Public Involvement Summary Report (August 2001).

Organization of Report

This report discusses how the stakeholders were identified and the format of the discussions. The next section summarizes the findings. In order to encourage the most full and free interchange of information, general themes and comments have been noted in the report rather than linking comments to specific stakeholders. 

The Stakeholder Interviews

The Stakeholders

The Technical Advisory Committee and Policy Advisory Board members identified community leaders and various associations as stakeholders in the Downtown East Valley project area. VTA staff and consultant conducted a series of stakeholder interviews to gain input about the project. As of this report, 27 interviews with a total of 43 participants have been held. Additional stakeholder interviews continue. A list of the interviewed stakeholders is listed below:

DATE
ORGANIZATION
STAKEHOLDERS

SEPTEMBER



9/14/01
San Jose State University
SJSU Student Affairs Board Members

OCTOBER



10/01/01
San Jose Fire Department
Chief Keith Keesling

10/15/01
Portuguese Community Contacts 
David Viera 

Batista Viera
Antonio Furtado

NOVEMBER



11/15/01
Alum Rock Property Owners
Joe Goulart
George Mattos                               Valdemar Rocha
Fatima Silva
Jerome Silveira                                      John Silveira
 

11/19/01
Portuguese Chamber of Commerce
Magda Bettencourt                              Arlene Vierra

DECEMBER



12/11/01
East Santa Clara Street Business Association Board 
Herlinda Espitia                                      Bob Holley                                              Dan Lai                                                   Jack Licursi                                        Gabriel Velasquez                                      Edward Villalbo                                     Will Williams

12/11/01
Real estate developers, City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency; City of San Jose
Joe Burch
David Falk
Richard Keit                                     Raymond Ruiz                                          San Jose City and RDA staff


Format of Discussions

Basic scripts were developed for the stakeholder interviews. As the design process moves forward, more specific interview topics are and will be generated to ensure the most valuable stakeholder input 

Stakeholders were briefed about the purpose for the meeting. Stakeholders were told how the information they provided was extremely valuable and that it would be combined with other information and given to the decision-makers. Gail Price, the VTA project manager, then gave a brief history of the project, reviewed the study area map and the preliminary project schedule.

In all cases, a set of standard questions was reviewed with all participants before moving either to a broader, open-ended discussion or to a focused interview with respect to specific design issues particularly affecting the stakeholder(s). The same core set of questions was used in each of the facilitated broad public meetings discussed in the Public Meeting Report. Each of the stakeholders were asked either the following questions or a subset of questions which focussed on parking, project alignment, station locations, and options:

1)
Familiarity
With which part of the area are you most familiar?

2)
Longevity
Do you live and/or work in this area? For how long?

3)
Opinions re Current Service
What do you think of VTA's bus or LRT service (if appropriate) in the Downtown East Valley area?

4)
Center vs. Side Running Station Location
Rail lines and station platforms can be located in various locations along the street.  (Show cross sections that show the difference between center and side running).  Essentially, center running has the platform in the middle of the street.  Side running uses an expanded sidewalk as the platform.  While the final recommendation will be based on operational issues, input by the Stakeholders would be helpful. Do you prefer one style or the other? Why?

5)
On‑Street Parking
How important is providing/maintaining on-street parking/loading in your estimation? What about providing nearby off-street parking to address loss of on-street parking? 

6)
Buses and LRT Together
How do you feel about the buses and LRT on the same street? Is it a good thing or do you think it will back up traffic?

7)
Station Evaluation and Alignment
We are currently developing evaluation criteria for station locations. (Review handout with station criteria listed) Can you suggest additional criteria that should be used? Do you have comments about these criteria as they are written up?

8)
Station Locations
During the earlier phase of this project several station locations were proposed.  (Review proposed station locations) Are there stations that should be eliminated?  Are there stations that should be added? Design and impacts of station alternatives were discussed. Specific comments were solicited. Replacement parking was discussed.

9)
Park & Ride 
How important is providing Park & Ride lots for this alignment in your estimation? Where should they be?

10)
Transit Oriented Development
Intensification of land use near rail and bus stations promotes transit use and helps reduce reliance on the car. Creating a walkable environment with convenient services is a key element of Transit Oriented Development (TOD). What ideas do you have about new or additional land uses/services around stations? Where specifically?

11)
Station Design Elements
The stations need to be designed and to work effectively.  Therefore, certain things such as length, width, and location with respect to crosswalks, etc. cannot be changed.  However, are there design components such as neighborhood art or design features that would identify the station as part of the neighborhood? Any thoughts about symbols, images that should be used?

12)
Additional Community Contacts
Are there other people we should be talking to regarding this project? How should we go about getting notice to everyone of future meetings or opportunities for input?

13)
Any Concerns
Do you have any concerns, comments, or questions about this project that we haven't already touched on? 

Most of the stakeholder interviews conducted during the period September to December 2001 were with property owners in the Alum Rock and Santa Clara Corridor. In addition to the topics above, a review of the specific station locations and station area variations was covered; using detailed engineering plan maps showing the options. The property owner stakeholders were also interviewed concerning non‑station area impacts and parking issues. They also provided their input on station design elements and contributed their ideas on transit oriented development along the Downtown East Valley line. 

All stakeholders were encouraged to talk freely and assured that their input was appreciated and would be considered. The interviewed stakeholders were uniformly very pleased to have been consulted early in the process rather than simply be told about the result.  It appears that early contact increased the generally positive view the stakeholders have regarding the Downtown East Valley transit expansion. Additionally, we quizzed them on the best ways to reach their community (i.e. community based organizations, lists, web, media outlets, etc.); where to hold meetings; additional community events to attend (i.e. festivals, back to school nights, etc.) and other relevant outreach strategies.

Summary of Responses

The following is an outline of the questions asked of all stakeholders as well as the summary of responses by topic area:

Familiarity
Most of the respondents indicated a familiarity with both the specific area they live/work in as well as a broader knowledge of the proposed alignment and project area. From the interviews it is clear that the stakeholders were less familiar with the southern part of Capital Expressway (west of U.S. 101 to the Guadalupe Corridor) and very familiar with Downtown San Jose regardless of where they live/work. It was also common for the stakeholders to work in one part of the alignment and live in another.

Longevity
Most stakeholders indicated they had lived/worked in the study area for longer than 10 years and many indicated they had lived their whole lives on the eastside of San Jose.

Opinions about Current Service
The stakeholders were familiar with the LRT on First Street and indicated a positive response to the service it provides. Several respondents indicated they took the LRT fairly regularly to get to City Hall. The bus response was more mixed. Many indicated they were familiar with the bus system (particularly Line 22) but never took the bus themselves.

Center vs. Side Running Station Location
Safety of the passenger, particularly the students and elderly, was of primary concern to stakeholders. They were very concerned about the safety of street crossings related to center running platforms. Stakeholders understood the right‑of‑way impacts of exclusive versus non‑exclusive and supported the VTA assumption that shared right-of-way is necessary west of King Road so that buildings are not impacted. The stakeholders also understood the potential impacts of the side running alternative on parking and supported the center running alignment as a way to preserve more parking on the streets.

On‑Street Parking
Preserving on street parking as much as possible was a constant theme heard throughout the stakeholder interviews (regardless of what area the stakeholder represented). A few stakeholders had some thoughts about potential places for replacement parking. The stakeholders expressed ideas about where the replacement parking ought to be located and stressed it should be "as close as possible." Loading impacts were cited by several stakeholders as important issues to consider; especially in relationship to their particular business or property. There was concern over how parking losses might affect required parking ratios for businesses and new construction. It was suggested that the detail on parking impacts be shared with the affected businesses.

Buses and LRT Together
Most stakeholders did not see a problem with sharing of the right-of-way among the various modes. The ones that did identify a potential problem with traffic flow expressed concern that Julian/McKee would be the alternate route for car traffic although it might not be able to accommodate the additional cars. There were also stakeholders who felt that the DTEV project ought to be "undergrounded" along with the proposed BART project.

Station Evaluation
Several stakeholders suggested highlighting “safety” in the criteria. Also, station citing and the location of Park & Ride lots in relation to negative community influences (bars and other loitering spots) should be considered. 

Station Locations
Many stakeholders felt that the stations were too close together along Santa Clara Street and Alum Rock Avenue There was general consensus that a station directly in front of the Five Wounds Church would not be a good idea for technical and aesthetic reasons. It was the consensus of the stakeholders that a station could be sited west of 28th Street. 

There were a lot of suggestions about the best place for a station in relation to San Jose Medical Center. Some people want it in front of the facility, while others want it closer to Roosevelt Park. Many suggested eliminating one or more stations, those most often suggested for deletion was the following locations: 33rd Street, Sunset, Sierra Vista, Ocala and Neiman. Stakeholders like the opportunity for multi‑modal coordination and support coordination with the potential BART stations, and Caltrain service at Monterey Road and at the San Jose Diridon Station. It appears that the connection to Vasona is less clear and relevant to Eastside stakeholders. Stakeholders understand and support the concept of connecting with the Capitol LRT.

Connectivity with BART and other public transit systems was noted by many stakeholders as a key element of station location.

7th and 8th Street Transition
There was concern expressed that using the single-track loop at the transition from San Fernando to Santa Clara might create emergency access problems to the San Jose State garage in the vicinity.

Park & Ride  Lots
Some stakeholders thought it was important to have lots of Park & Ride facilities or people will just drive downtown anyway. Parking is especially desirable at Eastridge Mall. Neiman Boulevard is also a potential station site because many people come from further up in the foothills and could utilize LRT if it were convenient to them.

Transit Oriented Development
Childcare and eldercare were two popular land uses brought up by stakeholders. In addition, housing was thought to be a critical land use both due to its potential for increasing LRT ridership and because housing is a huge need in the community. Some stakeholders suggested high as well as low and moderate income housing, especially Downtown. It was also suggested that retail businesses that could cater to the station patron (such as dry cleaning, bookstores, personal services, coffee shops, etc.) would be good services to encourage around stations.

Station Design Elements
A majority of the stakeholders that we spoke with were very excited about being asked for their opinions and suggestions on station design elements (to make them more attractive and community friendly). Some had suggestions for themes (such as blue tile symbolic of Portugal within Little Portugal) and vibrant, bright colors (reflective of the Mexican Culture) that would characterize the neighborhoods. Other stakeholders cautioned against getting too literal in translating the various ethnic influences because it may become trite; some simply supported higher quality, beautiful art and design throughout the alignment and the use of tile as a durable and esthetically pleasing surface treatment. All thought that the community would enjoy being part of the discussion about station elements and opportunities for beautification. There was support for outreach to the younger members of the community on this issue. In general, suggestions emphasized the overall designs be very user‑friendly, with bathrooms, childcare, disabled access and bike storage facilities being mentioned in particular.

Additional Community Contacts
Additional potential community organizations and stakeholders were identified with the help from current participants.

Other Concerns
Many of the community organizations that participated in the public involvement activities were very helpful in assisting to inform their community members about the public meetings and community outreach activities. In addition, all stakeholders indicated a desire to continue to be informed about the project. Significant common concerns or themes are reflected in the Overview Report. 

The Alum Rock area property owners and the real estate owners/developers interviewed during the period October to December 2001 time frame believed that parking was their most important issue, both in terms of preserving on‑street parking and loading spaces to the maximum extent possible and providing convenient replacement parking. They were generally willing to trade sidewalk width in order to maintain on‑street parking and what were viewed as critical loading zones. It was strongly suggested that the replacement parking, potentially including multi‑level structured parking, be built before the construction of the line and that the off‑street parking areas be well signed. 

The property owners were also very interested in having timely and detailed information about construction impacts, including potential eminent domain takings. The stakeholders expressed appreciation for the demographic data provided regarding the neighborhoods adjacent to potential station locations.

5. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT – PUBLIC MEETINGS
INTRODUCTION

Background

As discussed in the Overview Report, the public involvement process began with identification of stakeholders, associations, and groups. An initial series of stakeholder interviews were conducted. Concurrently, a series of widely publicized public meetings and open houses were held throughout the project area.  A complete list of the community outreach activities is located in Appendix C.  Open houses provided primarily project information, but also gave the community members opportunities to make comments or ask questions.  A summary of open houses comments is in Appendix A. This report discusses those public meetings in detail and provides a summary of common themes.

 ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

This report notes where the meetings were held, the publicity efforts conducted and the structure and format of the public meetings. The concluding section includes a summary of the public meeting comments. 

The Public Meetings

Advance Work

Neighborhood, businesses, and technical advisory committee members were consulted about broad conceptual design themes and project issues. That information combined with Major Investment Study work and public comments and stakeholder interviews formed the basis for development of conceptual engineering public outreach materials and project information. The goal was to ensure that the public meetings were informative and providing good opportunities for public comments and questions.

Meeting Organization

With input gained from the stakeholder interviews, facilitated meetings were held throughout the project corridor and surrounding neighborhoods. Two distinct types of community meeting have been held to date. The first were broad community meetings covering the entire DTEV project. As the project design issues were clarified over time, the content of these meetings changed to reflect additional details. The second type of meeting focused on the alignment of the DTEV line and station location alternatives, on a segment by segment basis. 

Eileen Goodwin, of Apex Strategies, facilitated all of the meetings. During the meetings, every attempt was made to draw people into the discussion. At the broad public meetings, Gail Price, the VTA project manager, her direct staff and managers, and Dennis Struecker, of Korve Engineering, and his team gave the presentation and provided technical project information.  In addition, VTA Community Outreach staff of the Marketing and Customer Service Division attended the broad public meetings and assisted with providing information to the public. Gail Price, the project manager, presented a short history of the DTEV project, the project timeline and public outreach process, an overview of the conceptual engineering elements and station location criteria, operations, and design issues. 

The presentation covered operational alternatives (center vs. side running; exclusive vs. non‑exclusive right‑of‑way), the downtown alignment alternatives (Santa Clara vs. San Fernando); potential station locations, and platform alternatives (center vs. split). A series of key questions were prepared in advance of the first meeting addressing important conceptual design issues (route, station siting, station design, etc.). 

In the focused meetings, Ms. Price and her staff, along with Mr. Struecker of Korve, provided detailed information on the issues specific to a given segment of the line. Detailed plans were rolled out on tables and there was detailed information provided with respect to the station options, the impact on parking from various alternatives, replacement parking opportunities, land use information and other information to provide meeting participants with a full understanding of the issues. A selection of materials used in those three meetings is located in Appendix G.  

All meeting participants were encouraged to speak freely with assurances that their input was appreciated and would be considered during the conceptual design process. 

Meeting Locations

VTA’s Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Plan sponsored meetings were held at the following times and locations:

DATE
OPEN HOUSE / PUBLIC MEETINGS
LOCATION

OCTOBER



10/24/01
Public Meeting
San Jose Medical Center

10/29/01
Public Meeting
San Jose Museum of Art

10/31/01
Open House
VTA Downtown Customer Service Center

NOVEMBER



11/03/01
Open House
Eastridge Mall

11/05/01
Open House
Alum Rock Business Association

11/07/01
Public Meeting
Chaboya Middle School

11/08/01
Focus Meeting (Emphasis:  Light Rail on Santa Clara Street from 7th Street to US‑101)
First United Methodist Church

11/14/01
Focus Meeting (Emphasis:  Light Rail on Alum Rock Avenue from US‑101 to Capitol Avenue)
Mexican American Community Services Agency (Youth Center)

DECEMBER



12/06/01
Focus Meeting (Emphasis:  Light Rail along Capitol Avenue/Capitol Expressway)
Eastridge Mall                 (Community Room)

After the first round of public meetings, the input from the meetings, stakeholders and comment cards was considered in the development of updated design, alignment and station location alternatives. Questions posed by the public were either addressed at the meeting or, in some instances, additional information or materials were collected and sent to the public. 

In addition to the meetings noted above, there were two environmental scoping meetings held in September 2001 which provided the public with information about the project. The public comments made during the environmental process will be documented in separate EIS/EIR reports.

The Meetings ‑‑ Overview

Interested residents, business owners and other parties attended the meetings. As a general impression, the DTEV project is well regarded and eagerly awaited. There were no significant groups opposed to any particular aspects of the project generally,
 although there was spirited interest in certain key design elements. The community wants to be involved in the design process and meeting attendees repeatedly expressed their happiness with being consulted early in the process. 

Summary of Public Meeting Comments

The following is an outline of the public statements, questions and advice provided by meeting participants, sorted by the questions that formed the backbone of each meeting:

Center vs. Side‑Running
The public meeting input was mixed regarding center versus side‑running operation. There were more questions asked than positions stated. The questions all concerned how a specific design would impact traffic flow, traffic movement (elimination of left hand turns and U‑turns resulting in lost business), whether the LRT can switch between center and side‑running; loss of parking and which alternative was safer and more accessible. Center platforms were viewed by one speaker as less accessible being in the middle of the street.

Exclusive vs. Shared Running (non-exclusive)
There was some support for shared running, however, community members raised concerns about what the impacts would be on traffic on Santa Clara Street and the potential diversion of traffic to residential streets. There was also support for exclusive LRT operation to separate the LRT vehicles from the cars; there was concern that breakdowns of autos could impact LRT operations. protect trains from being trapped. Some community members expressed interest in traffic calming to address traffic diversion from the Santa Clara/Alum Rock corridor community members wanted to be consulted about traffic calming techniques. 

 

Single vs. Split Platform
One person commented that a single platform would appear to allow for more opportunities for station enhancements vs. a split platform. 



Downtown Option
A number of speakers supported the San Fernando option, with a number of those also suggesting that the transition to Santa Clara be at 10th and 11th Streets instead of the proposed 7th Street. One person suggested the proposed option on San Fernando continue to Roosevelt Park prior to transitioning to Santa Clara Street. One speaker suggested San Carlos as an alternative but preferred San Fernando to Santa Clara because it would be closer to the library and university. Several speakers preferred the Santa Clara alignment, since it is wider and could accommodate both LRT and traffic more easily. It was also suggested that the line continue on San Carlos to SJSU. The question was posed about when the decision for downtown alignment option would be made.

Undergrounding
There were several suggestions to underground the system to protect neighborhood character and to provide faster service. Individual speakers asked whether it would be possible to share the potential BART tunnel, suggested overpasses for street crossings and grade separations; and some community members questioned whether the existing roadway bridges were wide enough to accommodate the LRT. Some suggestions for undergrounding west of U.S. 101. Questions were asked concerning the cost impacts of underground versus at‑grade configuration. 

San Antonio Street vs. Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue
There were comments suggesting the LRT line run on San Antonio Street (from the vicinity of 28th Street) rather than along Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue to Capitol Avenue, including the suggestion that the San Antonio Street alternative would eliminate the need for the slow right-turn from Alum Rock Avenue to Capitol Avenue/Capitol Expressway. Another speaker suggested reconsideration of BRT on Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue.

On‑Street Parking
Parking was a common issue discussed. Comments were made concerning the importance of parking to businesses and individuals due to the existing lack of adequate parking and parking preferences (non‑metered parking being referenced by several speakers). Residents wonder how much parking may be lost, what the parking replacement ratio is and whether small pockets of off-street parking will be developed concurrently. Only one speaker (speaking on behalf of the 1502 – 1530 Alum Rock Avenue business owners) discussed off-street replacement parking locations (noting that the vacant site at 1564-1566 Alum Rock might be a location for replacement parking). 

Buses and LRT Together
There was little comment or concern regarding the use of Santa Clara for both bus and LRT.

Station Evaluation
Some speakers had objections to certain stations and sites focused principally on the impact on neighboring businesses, residences and traffic. Safety and accessibility, particularly pedestrian accessibility, were common themes through many comments.  At‑grade stations were almost universally preferred over below-grade stations on the grounds of both safety and accessibility. 

Station Locations


Deletions
There was some opposition to a station at 10th or 11th Streets on Santa Clara related to the station impacts of such a location; questions were raised about who or what a station at that location would serve. Several speakers supported keeping a station at San Jose Medical Center and farther away from Roosevelt Park. 

There was support for elimination of the 33rd Street station and there was a major concern that U.S. 101 is a natural barrier to pedestrians. The station was viewed as redundant. The community felt the nearby station at the Mexican Heritage Plaza could serve the Little Portugal community well.

Some questions were raised about the need to have a station at Sunset Avenue.

Siting Choices
The proposed location at Santa Clara Street and Jackson Avenue. was supported. Locating the San Jose Medical Center stop between 16th and 17th Streets was preferred by one speaker representing the local neighborhood association but others liked the short walk to the Medical Center from the alternate location between 15th and 16th Streets. The 22nd / 23rd Street option was preferred over the 21st / 22nd Street option. There was support for both Option 1 and Option 2 for the 26th Street station; no one spoke in favor of Option 3. The potential Five Wounds station also scored low marks regarding its initial proposed location. There were safety concerns and aesthetic issues raised. The general consensus was to move the station further west of 28th Street.


Stations at the Mexican Heritage Plaza and near the Eastside Community Center were supported in order to better serve community members of all ages who use these facilities. The same speaker also identified Alum Rock and Jackson as a good station location. The Union Pacific location (Santa Clara Street/ 28th Street) was identified as a potential transfer station with BART. A couple of members of the public suggested that VTA consider identifying stations that could be opened during future phases of the project when land uses and patronage supported them more fully (e.g. Sunset Avenue Station). A speaker suggested a “true” station be located at the intersection of Capitol Avenue and Alum Rock Avenue.

 
With respect to the Capitol Expressway segment, there were comments that a station at Aborn Road made the most sense (rather than stopping at Nieman). Also, there was suggestion that the Silver Creek and Aborn stations be consolidated to a single station in between Silver Creek and  Aborn (with substantial parking provided at that station). Support was expressed for providing a station serving both Caltrain and LRT at Monterey Highway. Several suggested a station at Seven Trees, identifying it as a gateway to the neighborhood.


A suggestion was made to put a station at Monterey Road at a location for easy access to the movie theater complex. 


Additional stations on Capitol Expressway were suggested. Ocala was preferred over Cunningham by several speakers, but other speakers preferred to split the difference between those locations. One speaker suggested that future development in the Neimen vicinity could support a station there. There did not seem substantial support for replacement of Silver Creek and Nieman with one station at Aborn and the consensus at some meetings was that both stations remain.

Park & Ride Lots
Meeting attendees generally felt that Park & Ride lots were important. Suggestions for the location of Park & Ride lots included: Capitol and Alum Rock, Eastridge, Story Road and at the Target site at Silver Creek Road near Highway 101. There was concern that emphasis should be placed on the safety and security of cars left at Park & Ride lots.

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
There were not a significant number of public comments concerning transit oriented development issues. Most of the comments focused on impacts to current business and residences and suggestions focused on making the stations user‑friendly (see Station Design Elements below) rather than on development adjacent to the LRT line and stations.

Station Design Elements
Strong Neighborhood Initiative’s efforts and beautification of buildings: Will we loose the character of the neighborhood?

Themes
Stations should be very pedestrian friendly by providing opportunities to shop, get coffee, and have access to the bathroom. All the stations should have full disability access. The color schemes of the LRT stations should be coordinated with existing bus stops. 

Various speakers suggested that station themes reflect the character of the neighborhood in which they are located (such as the King & Alum Rock station have a Hispanic plaza flavor to reflect the neighborhood). Many speakers felt that lighting will be very important. 

Meeting participants wanted to know how station names will be chosen – will they be named for local landmarks (such as Mexican Heritage Plaza and Eastridge) or streets. Most attendees preferred landmark naming over street naming. There were questions concerning platform height (specifically related to as to low‑floor vehicles) and whether the platform height could be matched to street grade. There were questions about station platforms being able to accommodate (or be expanded later to accommodate) longer trains. Finally, there was more than one speaker who objected to landscaping with palm trees.

Process Questions
Several questions were posed about the process, including what phase in the planning will station design/location be finalized, will neighborhood uses be taken into consideration, and how will community involvement be accomplished in station design? Can childcare be provided at future meetings? There were many favorable comments on the content and structure of the meetings, the adequacy of notice of the meetings (particularly early email notice that permits inclusion in homeowner association newsletters) and the provision of food for meeting participants.

Questions, Concerns, and Suggestions


Alignment and Access Questions
There were questions raised concerning exactly how the DTEV line would connect with San Jose Diridon Station. A speaker suggested that Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue should be reconsidered. There was concern about the potential loss of 7th Street/8th Street access to the SJSU Parking Garage and impact of downtown alignment on access, including freight, to the Museum. Concern was expressed about traffic impacts due to LRT priority on turns across traffic, particularly at 101. Questions were raised about the width of the I‑680 bridge to accommodate both LRT and vehicular traffic. Concern about exacerbation of existing congestion at King Road and McKee Road. With the introduction of LRT on Santa Clara/Alum Rock, there was also concern about the radius of the Alum Rock to Capitol turn being too tight. What are platform sizes? Will the bridge need to be widened or re‑inforced to allow for the LRT to share it? What are the cost implications of exclusive versus non‑exclusive? Some users of the Capitol Expressway were very adamant that the existing carpool lanes need to be kept.

Station Design, Construction Phase and Operational Questions
Will there be public art? Will there be economic assistance made available to compensate businesses for losses during the construction phase? What will be the service hours and frequency at which trains will run when the line is completed? How will service effect the homes and businesses in the area (i.e. bells, station announcements, etc.)? A concern expressed that trains moving quickly through a commercial neighborhood could adversely impact businesses. What will be the impact of construction on utilities? How will the LRT impact current community festivals on Santa Clara Street? Would breaks in service be permitted to accommodate local parades? (Staff responded yes). Will the LRT line result in a loss of sidewalks? Will the LRT cause the loss of traffic lanes (the HOV lanes) on Capitol Expressway? Comments were made about the existing congestion in the area where the line will cross I‑680 and how LRT operations would impact that congestion. 

Concerns
There were concerns about construction phasing and impacts based on experience from the Guadalupe LRT construction phase. One comment noted that LRT increases pedestrian jaywalking. Will maintenance costs cause tax increases in future years? How will the safety of patrons at stations be assured? There was a general objection to replacement parking lots on the grounds that they would become attractive to transient populations.

Suggestions
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Transportation System Management (TSM) alternatives should both be looked at in the environmental impact report. The UP/San Antonio option of transitioning to the Capitol Light Rail Line should be considered. There should be an effort to hire local people from local companies; the train length of connected LRT vehicles should be limited. The project should be a pedestrian friendly environment and related to surrounding neighborhoods and trails. Community members stressed the importance of working with neighborhoods to coordinate and to fund future traffic calming if the LRT alignment increases traffic use on neighborhood streets. Caltrain should be encouraged to relocate Monterey Station next to the LRT station at Capitol Expressway for multi-modal connection. Ginko trees should be used as part of landscaping. Staff should coordinate with BART, both in location and in presentations (i.e., show the BART connections on the visuals and jointly appear at public meetings). 

Other


Additional Community Contacts
Additional names and addresses for mailings were obtained at the meetings and through the comment cards distributed.

Opinions Regarding Current Service
While the question was asked, there were few comments on existing bus or LRT service, the meetings focused on the DTEV project. Some of the recorded comments suggested cleaning up existing bus stops, one person noted that improving the bus signage can be confusing, the unreliability and breakdown of buses, and the King and Alum Rock bus stop is located too close to the building. 

6. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT – INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

As discussed in the Overview Report, the public involvement process began with identification of stakeholder associations and groups. An initial series of stakeholder interviews were conducted with leaders drawn from those organizations and other research. Thereafter, a series of widely publicized public meetings were held. At each of those meetings, comment cards were made available to solicit comment from those attending.
 In addition, presentations concerning the DTEV project were made at various meetings and gatherings and comments solicited via public comment cards. At certain of those gatherings
, verbal commentary is summarized in Activity Summary Reports. The public was also encouraged to submit comments by letter or email. During the period between September and December 2000, 22 separate forms of written comments have been received and are summarized in this report (Appendix B). The Community Outreach Activity Summary Reports are in Appendix C.

Public Written Comments

Center vs. Side‑Running
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Exclusive vs. Non‑Exclusive
One writer believed that LRT and traffic can coexist in areas wide enough to accommodate both but there was concern stated by another that an exclusive right of way may not adequately support pedestrian crossings on Capitol Expressway. Several writers express support for underground, with one person suggesting development of a "Joint Underground Plan", to run both the Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue alignment and Vasona line through Downtown and design all BART stations to connect directly with a light rail stop. 

Downtown Alignment
Two comments preferred the Santa Clara Street alignment option; more comments favored the San Fernando Street alignment option. 

On‑Street Parking and Parking Issues
One person was concerned about traffic and congestion on residential streets in area of 21st Street, and where mini-parking lots would be established outside of Santa Clara Street.  Members of the Five Wounds NAC support keeping on-street parking, construction of replacement parking prior to LRT construction, and want parking garages built to support businesses on Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue.

Connections to other transit lines
The Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue corridor is highly transit dependent. Need for an efficient, easy-to-access connection to the new BART line should it be built.

Bus and LTR Together
No specific comments were received on this issue. 

Station Evaluation
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Station Locations


Deletions
One person felt that there should be no stop between U.S. 101 and King Road since Alum Rock is too narrow in that section. Another writer noted that trains running down the narrow stretch of Alum Rock would create accidents.  

Siting Choices
Two writers supported the Mexican Heritage Plaza station location site since it is a destination and bus transfer point at King Road. It was suggested that the position of the station at the terminus of the Capitol line should optimize transfers. Another writer stated that the Eastgate Avenue and Scharff Avenue stations should be as close to King Road and Jackson Avenue as possible. Stations on Capitol should be as close to major arterial streets as possible for easier bus connections. 

Support
Several respondents want to see more stops and facilities. One person wrote that a station near Roosevelt Park around 23rd/24th Streets makes sense for pedestrians and bicyclists coming from the Julian Street area. Another writer supported a station at Santa Clara Street/15th Streets (near the San Jose Medical Center) and a station between 24th and 27th Streets. Several comments stated identical support for a LRT station at Cunningham Avenue for commuters in and out of Reid Hillview airport and several added that such a station would also serve Raging Waters, Lake Cunningham Park, little-league ballparks, and the surrounding communities.

Park & Ride Lots
Community members active in the Five Wounds NAC opposed construction of garages at potential Park & Ride lot locations due to the adverse impacts on traffic and the pedestrian environment.

Transit Oriented Development
One organization noted that a regional transportation system connects the neighborhood to the regional economy and spurs the development of needed housing and commercial infrastructure in East San Jose.

Traffic and Transportation
One organization noted concern about impact of LRT on commute hour traffic on Alum Rock Avenue and encouraged VTA to explore design alternatives to address this issue.

Station Design Elements
One writer stressed the importance of addressing ADA issues in design, specifically at the proposed Eastridge Mall LRT station. The same writer felt that the current transit mall is too narrow and extremely congested. Another person wrote that a pedestrian-friendly environment is most important and that parking is critical. It was separately noted that transfer locations should have protection from rain and other elements.



Alignment Alternatives
One writer proposed an alignment change to San Antonio Street from 28th to Capitol due to present problems with access to businesses immediately east of U.S. 101. Another organization, however, expressed unequivocal opposition to LRT on San Antonio for several reasons. First, running LRT through the center of a residential neighborhood is unacceptable and would not be considered in other South Bay neighborhoods. Second, moving LRT off of Alum Rock Avenue would lose the synergy between local businesses and transit oriented development (TOD) opportunities.

Another writer expressed support for LRT undergrounding beginning east of U.S. 101, adjacent to the San Jose Steele site.

A third person questioned why the Santa Clara Alignment option in Downtown does not directly serve the Compaq Center.

Concerns and Suggestions


Concerns
One writer was concerned about a lack of coordination between the DTEV project and other rail projects. The writer suggested creating a "Downtown Transit District" to coordinate the BART and light rail lines where the two systems would meet. He also maintains that streets will need to be widened before construction begins.  Another writer wants to know who would reimburse business owners for losses during construction, and the loss of access to businesses on the alignment.  The same writer asks who removed the trees on the south side of Alum Rock Avenue at the Capitol Avenue intersection, why they were moved, and when they will be replaced.  

Another person was concerned that the two-car trains will not provide sufficient capacity to serve the current and future transit demand.

Suggestions
General consensus was that the project should be done as soon as possible. Multiple writers noted the importance of the Downtown East Valley project and indicated support. Many seniors from the east Alum Rock area stated that they have little or no transportation choices at all.  Some voiced concern about the preservation of the historic buildings in the area.

Another suggestion was to operate the DTEV system (along Santa Clara/Alum Rock) either underground, elevated, or make the intersections grade-separated.

Other


Additional Community Contacts
Comment cards with the writer’s name and address are being added to our mailing database for future contact.

Opinions about Current Service
Project support comes from the fact that it is viewed as necessary to address current congestion on buses and lack of available transportation options and weekend service (particularly in the eastside communities of San Jose). 


 One organization noted that the transit demand is so high that the current system is inadequate. Transit ridership in East San Jose exceeds any other part of the county. Suggestion that development of a public transportation system that fully links East San Jose to the South Bay is overdue. Suggested a fully completed and operational DTEV line and fully expandable and operational VTA bus system for the corridor.

The Neighborhood Organizations

Neighborhood and civic organizations were contacted to compile a list of individuals with understanding and insight about community issues regarding present design and construction. Additional associations, religious institutions, and community-based organizations have been identified during the outreach process and have been added to the master list of contacts for the Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Project. The VTA Planning & Programming and Marketing & Customer Service staff are currently in the process of contacting community organizations and potential interested parties within the project area to offer future project presentations and/or articles for their respective newsletters. 







� There was a group of business owners in the 1502 – 1530 Alum Rock Avenue neighborhood, who objected to LRT on Alum Rock due to impact on local businesses through anticipated loss of parking and impact on left turn accessibility to businesses. See notes from May 23, 2001 meeting,  October 24, 2001 meeting and focus meeting on November 14, 2001.


� 	Written comments submitted at the meetings on the comment forms provided are summarized and reported in the accompanying Community Input Report.


�	Spoken commentary at the public meetings is reflected in the summaries and meeting reports included in the accompanying Public Meeting Report in Appendix G.


�	As noted, where the public meeting was noticed by VTA with respect to this project, the verbal commentary is captured in the Public Meeting materials in Appendix G.
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