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1. INTRODUCTION 

Conceptual Engineering 

The Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Plan is currently in the conceptual engineering phase, which began in January 2001. 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 for the project began in Summer 2001 and will take between 18-24 months to complete. Environmental scoping meetings for the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) took place on September 19th and September 26, 2001. VTA staff anticipates that the environmental review process will be completed by 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, VTA staff focussed on project overview and schedule, operations (physical design and operation), station location criteria and preliminary station locations. During the second phase, there was more discussion about station locations and operations issues. The third phase, documented here, focussed on mode options with the introduction of a side-running streetcar option in the Santa Clara/Alum Rock corridor as well as further discussion and input regarding station locations, coordination with the BART project and parking impacts. All of the outreach and public involvement activities have been conducted for both corridors: Santa Clara/Alum Rock and Capitol Expressway.

Summary of Public Involvement Program and Comments 

This Summary of Public Involvement Program and Comments report consists of two parts: a summary of the Public Involvement Program itself, and a set of appendices with supporting documents. The report provides an overview of the public involvement work completed to date, and documents the outreach efforts and comments received during the third phase of the conceptual engineering public outreach activities. The first Public Involvement Program Summary was completed in August 2001 and the second report was completed in December 2001. 

This report consists of various components, including an overview of the public involvement and comments, stakeholder interviews, open houses and public meetings, individual’s comments, survey responses, and community outreach activity summary.  Supporting documentation includes copies of the public meeting notification mailers, advertisements, press releases, and newsletters, general project information materials, surveys and summaries of survey responses, 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 community input regarding the conceptual design for the Downtown East Valley Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit projects. The project area covers a large geographic area and has a broad demographic range of socioeconomic interests and multiple types of transportation system users. A successful public involvement program helps to facilitate the design and acceptance of the project.

Due to its broad geographic impact and varied community interests, the project addresses multiple audiences. 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 six months the project team has conducted community meetings and open houses, stakeholder interviews, business and property owner surveys, and held technical and policy advisory committee meetings. 

Organization of Report

This report provides a summary and analysis of the public input received from January 2002 to June 2002. Details on the outreach efforts conducted, the “who, what, when, and where” are discussed in the Stakeholder, Public Meeting, and Public Involvement sections of this report and documented in Appendices A-H.

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‑party community input process was developed. Based on previous outreach activities for this project, working through existing neighborhood and civic organizations was an ideal and practical channel to reach the residents and potential LRT, streetcar, and bus users in the project area and was used again for this outreach effort. A listing of all effected and potentially interested neighborhood and homeowners associations was compiled and several groups were directly approached. Additional associations, religious institutions, and community-based organizations identified during the outreach process were added to the master list of contacts for the Downtown East Valley Transit Improvement Project. The VTA Planning & Programming and Community Outreach staff members 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. A list of the community outreach activities conducted is summarized and documented in Appendix C, and a summary of comments received from the general public is in 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; a personal discussion allows greater richness and understanding of the issues. 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 and the most recent was held in mid‑June 2002. To date 31 stakeholder interviews with 56 stakeholders have been held. Additional stakeholder interviews continue. The names and affiliations 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 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 December 2001 through June 2002, four public community meetings and two open houses were held. 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.

Surveys and Survey Responses

To ensure broad input on key issues, two types of written surveys were developed and distributed. The first survey, an on-board origin-destination survey, was conducted in late April and early May 2002 on designated bus routes serving the project area. The second survey was distributed to property owners and tenants on and adjacent to Santa Clara and Alum Rock Avenues. The survey results are discussed in the Survey Report, submitted separately. Significant insights gained from the survey effort to date are reflected in the composite overview discussion.

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 132 different comment cards, letters, email and other statements of individual public comment have been received and reviewed. During the period covered by this third report, 20 comments were received. Those comments are discussed in the General Public Comments Report section in Appendix B. VTA staff will continue to use comment cards since they provide an opportunity for a focussed response and valuable insights. 

SNI Meetings and Other Presentations

VTA has coordinated with the City of San Jose's Strong Neighborhoods Initiative (SNI) to provide interactive presentations about the project to the appropriate SNI groups. In addition, VTA staff made a number of presentations and responded to comments and questions at meetings held by community groups and organizations. 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. A summary of those events is located in 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-running 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 January to June 2002 period followed the same basic format but focussed principally on issues related to the addition of a new mode the side-running street car option, station locations and options, platform designs (single versus split), operations, and parking impacts. In addition, key current conceptual design issues (connectivity to BART and the Vasona and Capitol termini, the potential for a loop bring fixed rail from Santa Clara to the BART station at Five Wounds, and other issues) were the subjects of facilitated discussion with meeting attendees. Each of the focussed 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

Santa Clara/Alum Rock

Based on community input to date, there appears to be support for the streetcar and enhanced bus rather than the traditional LRT option along Santa Clara/Alum Rock. The reasons include: the compatibility of the scale of the streetcar with the neighborhoods, perceived limited duration of construction and associated impacts to businesses and on-street parking.

This is a project with significant community interest but some local opposition with the discussion of various modes along Santa Clara/Alum rock (i.e. light rail, streetcar, and enhanced bus). Some community members continue to raise concerns about the potential construction and on-street parking impacts, specifically related to LRT. There continues to be interest in both the streetcar and enhanced bus options if they are designed to be responsive to transit riders’ needs. These options are perceived as having less construction and operational impacts than a traditional LRT system. Community members have indicated that 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 discussion of various transit modes along Santa Clara/Alum Rock (enhanced bus, LRT, and streetcar) broadened the outreach dialogue for this project with the community.  At several meetings, there was support of the streetcar concept, due, in part, to potential less construction impacts and more “attractive” streetscape. Other speakers felt that having additional transfers between modes would not fit the transit riders’ needs and noted a preference for a single “cross‑town” line. There was some concern about the transit capacity of a one-car trolley system. There were some comments about the possible transit interface plaza where the DTEV line would connect with the BART system. Some speakers wondered about the use of the Portland Streetcar as a comparable template for evaluating trolleys systems due to the difference in community size and other factors. One speaker noted that adding a new track gauge (varied from the current track gauge used in VTA’s light rail system) would complicate long-term operations and increase overall costs. Also, there were questions about the potential use of the trolley to serve other destinations. In addition, there continues to be concerns about shared-running operation along Santa Clara/Alum Rock and how it would impact traffic flow and parking.

One speaker strongly supported express bus service as an alternative to fixed guideway systems and other speakers suggested BRT on Alum Rock. 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 Bus Line 22 that currently operates in the corridor.

Regarding the LRT potential alignments downtown, there is almost unanimous support for the Santa Clara option east of 10th Street. There is still no clear consensus regarding the two options in the Downtown San Jose portion  (Santa Clara Street or San Fernando Street). To access Downtown San Jose and provide faster travel times and to preserve parking and street capacity, a few community members have suggested that the LRT project be placed in a tunnel between Five Wounds and Downtown. There is a strong community interest in close coordination with a potential BART project. 

For attendees or stakeholders within the Downtown core, some favored the alignment along Santa Clara Street, while others favored San Fernando Street.  There is also some support for locating LRT Park and Ride lots outside the Downtown core but the issue of access to such lots was not addressed.  An additional theme was safety and security which includes providing safe street crossings to access stations for the many students and seniors who will ride the line, as well as the relatively large populations of passengers with special needs and disabilities. 

Some community members and businesses have noted critical concerns about construction duration and impacts. There is great interest in receiving more information about construction methods phasing, and mitigation for the various fixed rail options being considered, including the streetcar.

Business owners along Alum Rock and Santa Clara were very concerned with the potential loss of on-street parking both during construction and after the project is built. Comments also emphasized concerns about construction impacts, specifically the potential loss of parking and customer access to their businesses. Some business owners are concerned that these impacts might put their businesses at-risk. Some community members suggested that replacement-parking areas should be constructed and in operation before parking is taken away. 

There is a desire to have the stations be convenient for users and comments included, like providing public restrooms at stations and 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 current rates. In response to information about the streetcar option, there is some interest in this option but there remain concerns about the construction duration and impacts, and how on-street parking could be accommodated with this option. Also, there has been some interest expressed in an enhanced bus option rather than any fixed-rail project. 

Capitol Expressway 

The community largely endorsed the center-running option for LRT along Capitol Expressway. Business owners and residents along the Capitol Expressway have also expressed concerns about the impact of project construction with a particular emphasis on construction impacts to traffic operation and flow of auto traffic along the expressway. There was also concern expressed about the design of the grade-separated options, particularly the aerial option being considered between Capitol Avenue/Capitol Expressway and Story Road. The community does acknowledge the significant cost difference between the aerial and tunnel option. Additionally, there has not been support of an underground station option at Story Road due to concerns about security.  

A couple of community members voiced concern about the aerial option across Tully Road. Several comments have been made about the importance of having convenient access to stations to support linking the community to other transit services, trails, and community facilities. There is some interest in pedestrian over-crossings to support such access. There has been some interest expressed for Park and Ride Lots along Capitol Expressway. There have also been concerns expressed about the security of patrons and cars at Park and Ride lots along the alignment. 

There was an emphasis that parking be maintained at the Eastridge Station location. However, the two design options (i.e., tunnel alignment, at-grade station and aerial alignment, aerial station) are more recent project elements that need to be further developed before returning to the community for additional comments. There were comments made about the ability of sound walls to reduce noise and visual impacts of the project. Community members also expressed concern about the potential graffiti on sound walls and the need to address that in an efficient manner. 

There was a good deal of discussion and public input regarding station locations for the Capitol portion of the alignment during the past six months There were mixed opinions about the various station locations proposed in the between Ocala/Cunningham area. In general, community members supported the location and spacing of the stations. In addition, the public had comments regarding access to Senter Station and one person noted a desire for a Seven Trees Station.

Also, several community members supported the relocation of the current Caltrain Station on Monterey Highway to the proposed new Monterey Highway LRT Station at the expressway in order to provide a better connection. There were also some concerns expressed about parking options at that location.  

NEXT STEPS
The next steps in the public outreach program are an open house for the Capitol Expressway corridor in Fall 2002, on-going stakeholder and community presentations along Santa Clara/Alum Rock and the Capitol Expressway corridors, with a focused effort in Downtown San Jose. The Santa Clara/Alum Rock meetings will be forums to discuss which modes are most suitable for Santa Clara/Alum Rock, the linkage between planned transit services and station design options. For the Capitol Expressway meetings, there is a need to further discuss the park and ride lots, and the design and implications of the proposed hiker/biker trail along Capitol Expressway. A more detailed public outreach program schedule is currently being developed. 

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 January 1, 2002. This report discusses the stakeholder interviews conducted in that period and provides a summary of common themes identified to date.  Summaries of the stakeholder interviews conducted prior to January 2002 are discussed in the prior Public Involvement Summary Reports (August 2001 and December 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

These interviews 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.

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, 31 interviews with a total of 56 participants have been held. Note that due to scheduling conflicts, there were no stakeholder meetings conducted in the Capitol Exwy corridor during this phase. However, additional stakeholder interviews continue and are being scheduled for both the Santa Clara/Alum Rock and Capitol corridors. A list of the stakeholders interviewed to date in 2002 is set out below:

DATE
ORGANIZATION
STAKEHOLDERS

MARCH



03/04/02
Budget Storage                                             Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
Steve Pate

03/21/02
San Jose Convention and Visitors Bureau   Santa Clara/Alum Rock
San Jose Convention and Visitors Bureau staff

APRIL



04/17/02
Compaq Center at San Jose                         Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Jim Benschoof                                 Chris Morrisey
Michael O’Kane                                Ken Sweezey

04/29/02
San Jose Steel Co.                                       Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
George Honoré
Fred Honoré

MAY



05/14/02
San Jose State University                            Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Janet Redding (Vice Chancellor)
Rick Abata (Chief of Parking & Transportation)
Byron Kamp (Government Relations)
Allan Freeman (Planning)
Rod Diridon (Mineta Institute)

Format of Discussions

Basic scripts were developed for the stakeholder interviews. The core of the interview topics in this period are the same as in the earlier public input reports; however, there was more discussion of various modes along Santa Clara/Alum Rock. As the design process has moved forward, specific interview topics were developed 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 Downtown East Valley VTA project manager, then gave a brief project history, 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 focussed interview with respect to specific design issues particularly affecting the stakeholder(s). The same core set of questions set out in the December 2001 Public Outreach report was used in the stakeholder interviews in the January through June 2002 period.  Each of the stakeholders was asked to contribute their input and voice their concerns in all areas affecting them. Focussed materials were presented and questions posed in the areas of parking, project alignment, station locations, transportation modes and other project options.

In the January to June 2002 period, 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. Stakeholders were asked to provide their input into questions related to DTEV connectivity to BART and the Vasona line terminus options, the modes under consideration (LRT, streetcar, enhanced bus, etc.) and, specifically, the concept of a loop in the Five Wounds area. 

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 asked 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. It was common for the stakeholders to work in one part of the alignment and live in another. Most are not current transit commuters.

Longevity
Most stakeholders indicated they had lived/worked in the study area for longer than 10 years.

Opinions about Current Service
The stakeholders were familiar with the LRT on First Street and indicated a positive response to the service it provides. Many indicated they were familiar with the bus and current LRT system. 

Center vs. Side-running Station Location
Safety of the passengers, 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. 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.

Streetcar/BRT Alternatives
Stakeholders support of the streetcar concept along Santa Clara/ Alum Rock, although they were concerned about the length of time the trip might take. Additionally, there were comments about the capacity of a one-car streetcar system.

Terminus
The connection between the DTEV and Vasona lines is important to stakeholders. Some stakeholders gave technical specific input as to how the connections might be provided in and around SJSU.

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 the parking required for operation of the Compaq Center and San Jose State University.  

Buses and LRT Together
Most stakeholders did not see a problem with sharing the right-of-way among the various modes. They did see potential problems with the side‑running streetcar and opportunities for delivery vehicles in the same corridor.

Station Evaluation
Stakeholders indicated that the station evaluation should be governed by technical considerations – the key being to handle the maximum number of people efficiently. Several stakeholders suggested highlighting “safety” in the criteria. 

Station Locations
Many stakeholders noted connectivity with BART and other public transit systems as a key element of station location. Stakeholders were concerned about minimizing the need to transfer between different systems, and the streetcar loop to connect with BART in the Five Wounds area did not garner significant support. However, stakeholders noted that the less people have to walk or to transfer, the more useful the system will be for them. Stakeholders indicated they would be supportive of the utilization of streetcars and enhanced buses if they were responsive to riders’ needs. 

Park and Ride Lots
Some stakeholders thought it was important to have lots of Park and Ride facilities or people will just drive downtown.

Transit Oriented Development
Stakeholders agreed that employees, students and other users of the system need services conveniently located near stations. It was also noted that having housing developed near the stations was highly desirable.

Station Design Elements
A majority of the stakeholders were very excited about being asked their opinions and suggestions on station design elements (to make them more attractive and community friendly). A Mediterranean look was suggested for the station or stations in the Little Portugal neighborhood and stakeholders from SJSU would like the station adjacent to the University to reflect its campus design guidelines. All stakeholders felt that the community should be involved in the discussion about station elements. 

Construction Phase and Operational Questions
All stakeholders were concerned about the existence and duration access blockages during construction phase. The stakeholders are concerned about turning access from Alum Rock when the line is operational. 

Additional Community Contacts
Additional potential community organizations and stakeholders were identified with the help from current stakeholder 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 “loop” concept to bring fixed rail from Santa Clara to the BART station at Five Wounds did not receive any stakeholder support. Stakeholders in the vicinity of Five Wounds Church questioned whether BART riders would be well‑served by option and felt that it might add additional time to only potentially serve a few people transferring between BART and streetcars. Discussion of the “loop option,” however, was not uniform in all interviews.

On the streetcar mode option, stakeholders felt that adding a transfer to streetcar from the Capitol or Vasona lines would negatively impact the usability of the system. Some felt that a forced transfer would be even worse if the express bus option were selected. Others felt that such a system would be acceptable if it is designed to meet riders’ needs. Stakeholders noted that light rail or streetcar is preferred over the enhanced bus concept as it would reflect a real investment in the community, offer better connection to BART and to existing and planned connections to VTA’s light rail system.

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 meetings, the publicity efforts 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 (TAC) 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 provided 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 meetings focussed on the alignment of the DTEV line, station location alternatives, and the alternatives for connection of the DTEV line to BART, Caltrain, the Vasona line, and existing bus routes. Meetings were held in the interested neighborhoods, with the presentations and discussions focussed on the issues most important to the attendees. 

Eileen Goodwin of Apex Strategies facilitated the public 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, 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, operations, and design issues. 

The presentation covered operational alternatives (center vs. side-running; exclusive vs. non‑exclusive right‑of‑way), various modes (light rail, streetcar, enhanced bus and bus) the downtown alignment alternatives (Santa Clara vs. San Fernando), potential station locations, and platform alternatives (center vs. split) and connectivity issues. A series of key questions were prepared in advance of each meeting addressing important conceptual design issues (route, station siting, intermodal connection, station design, etc.). 

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

MARCH



3/18/02
 Public Meeting 

 Santa Clara/Alum Rock Corridor
 San Jose Medical Center (Auditorium)
 675 E. Santa Clara St.
 San Jose

3/21/02
 Public Meeting 

 Santa Clara/Alum Rock Corridor
 Mexican Heritage Plaza (Classroom 1)
 1700 Alum Rock Ave.
 San Jose

3/25/02
 Public Meeting 

 Capitol Exwy Corridor
 Eastridge Mall (Community Room)
 1 Eastridge Mall
 San Jose

3/28/02
 Open House 

 Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Exwy Corridors
 VTA Downtown Customer Service Center
 2 N. First St.
 San Jose

3/30/02
 Open House 

 Capitol Exwy Corridor
 Eastridge Mall (Near carousel)
 1 Eastridge Mall
 San Jose

APRIL



4/29/02
 VTA Downtown San Jose Meeting 

 Topic: Coordination between BART and Downtown   East Valley transportation projects              


 First United Methodist Church
 24 N. First St.
 San Jose

As the input from the public meetings, stakeholders and comment cards was considered in the development of updated design, alignment and station location alternatives, the presentations and subjects of the public meetings were continually refined. 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. 

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.
 Some speakers did suggest exploration of bus rapid transit as an alternative to a fixed light rail system. There is 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 discussion matrix chart is an outline of the public statements and questions provided by meeting participants, sorted by the questions and corridors that formed the backbone of each meeting:

Center vs. Side‑Running

Capitol Expressway
It was not clear to one speaker whether the design at the Eastridge stop was center or side‑running. A speaker wondered whether a side‑running alignment at Story Road would still have to be elevated. Center‑running (along the Capitol Corridor) was endorsed by several speakers on the grounds of noise abatement and construction expense. A speaker stated that side versus center-running may be a safety issue for pedestrians. 

Exclusive vs. Shared-running (non-exclusive)

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
One speaker did not like shared-running on Santa Clara Street, preferring to keep it solely for autos. Another supported shared-running operations through Downtown. Another speaker preferred the San Fernando alignment in exclusive right-of-way (ROW), suggesting that San Fernando can be operational with single lanes where it would be impractical to run the same operations on Santa Clara. Several speakers objected to shared-running because of potential auto and traffic impacts on the LRT system. One speaker noted that an exclusive right‑of‑way would be much faster, followed by a speaker noting that the goal should be a faster, not slower, commute than by car.




Downtown Option

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Several speakers liked the proposed Fourth Street option, citing its attractiveness for SJSU students and its proximity to the new joint San Jose City/San Jose State University library facility. A speaker endorsed the San Fernando alignment on the grounds that it had fewer impacts on merchants. A speaker did not want “dog leg” turns of the LRT and suggested it go straight along Santa Clara Street to Diridon Station. One person wondered whether the “trauma” routes to hospitals on Santa Clara Street might be affected. 

Undergrounding

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
There were suggestions that both light rail and BART be placed together underground under Santa Clara Street to minimize traffic impacts. 

Connection to BART

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
A speaker inquired about the large parcels needed for the BART project and if VTA had future plans for it. 

Aerial Crossing

Capitol Expressway
Several speakers objected to the possible aerial crossing of Tully Road by the LRT. One suggested that Tully Road be depressed below-grade to allow the train to cross at‑grade. There were concerns stated about how to effectively shield sound in an above‑grade alignment. One speaker was in favor of having the line go under Tully Road, but wondered whether the Tully Road station would then also be under ground.

Streetcar/ BRT Alternatives

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
At several meetings where the mode alternatives were explored, there was support of the streetcar concept, due, in part, to potentially less construction impact and a more “attractive” streetscape. One speaker objected to the trolley concept on the grounds it was inconsistent with the ballot approval of the DTEV project. The same speaker, and others, felt that having additional transfers between modes would not fit the transit riders’ needs and noted a preference for a single “cross‑town” line. Another speaker did not like the idea of adding another option to bus, LRT and BART and felt that a fast underground LRT system would best attract riders. A speaker feels adding a third mode to bus and LRT would increase overall costs and burden taxpayers. A speaker asked whether the two-three car trolley configuration would be adequate in regards to passenger capacity. A speaker wondered whether the Vasona line was also considered for trolleys. One speaker strongly supported express bus service as an alternative to fixed guideway systems and other speakers suggested BRT on Alum Rock. A speaker wondered about the ease of transporting bicycles on streetcars and the enhanced buses.

Terminus

Capitol Expressway
A speaker requested that the line terminate at Monterey Rd. in the first phase not just Eastridge Mall. Another suggested changing the alignment to something shorter to reduce costs. 

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Meeting participants unanimously supported a common terminus with the Vasona line. Diridon Station was cited as the appropriate interconnection location but another speaker suggested Vasona proceed directly though Downtown San Jose. A speaker stated that the Valley Fair area wants a trolley and asked what were the long‑term big picture items in discussion. 

San Antonio Street vs. Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
A speaker favored San Antonio because it might be less expensive. A speaker asked whether a survey had been done regarding the alternatives.

On‑Street Parking

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Parking was a commonly discussed issue. Businesses are concerned since parking is already a “precious commodity.” Parking loss and replacement are factors in evaluating station design. 

Buses and LRT Together

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
One speaker inquired about a bus-trolley combination as an alternative to light rail. 

Station Locations

Capitol Expressway
On the Capitol Expressway segment, the proposed station at Ocala was preferred. Others stated support for splitting the difference and placing the station between Ocala and Cunningham. A speaker asked what the cost difference among the three options. The Aborn station was also the preferred alternative of the single speaker on the subject.

Capitol Expressway
Station location options at Route 87 caused differences in opinions. Some speakers support the station as close to the existing Park and Ride lots as possible; another suggested that the station not be placed to the west at Route 87 due to safety concerns and due to perceived adverse impacts on Park and Ride commuters. 

Capitol Expressway
Several speakers suggested additional stations at the Flea Market at Snell and the multi-plex theaters. 

Park and Ride Lots

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Meeting attendees generally felt that Park and Ride lots were important and more should be planned. There were some speakers who did not want their neighborhood stations to have Park and Ride lots since the lots might turn into an “in‑and‑out” destination for commuters. There was also concern expressed that “spill-over” parking would have an adverse impact on the local neighborhood. Speakers in the Alum Rock/Five Wounds neighborhood suggested special access from Highway 101 to the proposed Park and Ride lots to keep Park and Ride commuters off local streets. 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
There were not a significant number of public comments concerning transit oriented development issues. Most of the comments focussed on impacts to current business and residences and suggestions focussed on making the stations user‑friendly (see Station Design Elements below) rather than on development adjacent to the LRT line and stations. Some interest was expressed regarding Park and Ride lots along Capitol Expressway.

Station Design Elements

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Speakers discussing the subject want the stations to be attractive and fit the respective neighborhood they are in. Design to accommodate persons with disabilities was noted by one. 

Questions, Concerns, and Suggestions


Alignment and Access Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
A speaker wondered how would the streetcar interrelate with the Capitol LRT Line.

Construction Phase and Operational Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
What is the fare box recovery for the possible trolley? Can’t VTA just add more buses rather than build the line? If VTA uses a BRT system, what kind of fuel would it use? Alum Rock/Capitol interface? Will there be a forced transfer?  How will the turn work? What advantage does a streetcar have over a bus when it’s in traffic? Will it be necessary to take right of way at Alum Rock and Capitol Avenue? Praise for the location of the pedestrian overcrossing (on the Capitol segment) as useful to station neighbors. Will there be signal synchronization to ensure fast passage of LRT vehicles and trolleys? A potential trolley barn should be located at SJSU. Restricting left turns across Alum Rock will cause business impacts. There were questions on the extent and duration of traffic restrictions during construction. Also, there are concerns over noise and dust during the construction phase.  

Concerns

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
A number of speakers were concerned about construction impacts, particularly concurrent or quick succession of both LRT and BART construction One speaker was concerned about the impact of earthquakes on a fixed guideway system, believing bus to be more flexible and available. A speaker was concerned about height issues on Tully Avenue near Reed Hillview Airport, believing that it could be in the flight path of planes using the airport. A speaker was concerned about how the system would impact movement from Silver Creek Blvd. to Highway 101. There was strong interest in the aesthetics of sound walls and a desire to have public involvement in soundwall design. A speaker noted that there are pedestrian issues all the way along Capitol and a need to ensure pedestrian safety. 

Process Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
Some speakers wondered about the use of the Portland, Oregon streetcar as a comparable template for evaluating trolley systems due to the difference in community size and other factors. A speaker wanted one or more future East San Jose meetings to be held at the Eastside Neighborhood Center. Several speakers asked whether Caltrans or Caltrain had approved proposed alternatives. 

Suggestions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
A Bus Rapid Transit system should be considered. Need to make transit stops more aesthetically pleasing. 

Other


Additional Community Contacts

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Additional names and addresses were collected from the meetings and added to the project database.

Opinions Regarding Current Service

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
One speaker wondered whether the proposed Capitol portion of the line was related in any way to the recent reductions in service and fare increases. There were several speakers who felt that current service could be improved by the establishment of a “fareless” square along the DTEV corridor. A series of speakers asked about budget, fare box return for bus/LRT and the level of ridership required to make a system self‑sustaining.

6.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT – COMMUNITY OUTREACH PRESENTATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Background

As discussed in the Overview Report, the public involvement process began with identification of stakeholders, associations, and groups. Throughout the conceptual design development, the identified groups have been continually consulted concerning the project and have been actively solicited for input. Presentations have been made at neighborhood meetings, meetings of local business people and meetings and other gatherings of community groups.

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

This report identifies the meeting sponsors, notes when and where the meetings were held, and summarizes the outreach efforts conducted. The concluding section includes a summary of the comments received. 

The Outreach Presentations

Advance Work

Neighborhood, businesses, and TAC members were consulted about broad conceptual design themes and project issues. This 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 presentations made to the public were informative and provided solid opportunities for feedback comments and questions. A selection of materials used is located in Appendix.  

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

Outreach presentations were given to the following groups as indicated:

DATE
SPONSORING ORGANIZATION/ EVENT

JANUARY
 

1/22/02
 Vietnamese American Chamber of Commerce (VACC) Business Luncheon

1/22/02
 Five Wounds Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Neighborhood Advisory Committee  (SNI NAC) Meeting

1/23/02
 Strong Neighborhoods Advisory Policy Advisory Committee  (SNI PAC) Meeting

1/24/02
 Vietnamese American Chamber of Commerce Business Breakfast

1/28/02
 Silicon Valley Ethnic Merchants Association

FEBRUARY
 

2/16/02
 Vietnamese Tet (New Year's) Festival

2/19/02
 West Evergreen Neighborhood Assn., Leyva Community Action Team, Moss Creek    Mobile Home Community, Meadow Fair Community Action Team

2/21/02
 Alum Rock Business Association (ARBA)

MARCH
 

3/05/02
 San Jose Business Fair

3/07/02
 Mayfair SNI Open House 

3/09/02
 San Jose Cathedral Foundation

3/14/02
 BART Downtown San Jose Community Working Group (CWG) Meeting

APRIL
 

4/16/02
 Lyndale Neighborhood Association

4/18/02
 I-680/East Valley SNI NAC Meeting

MAY
 

5/01/02
 East Santa Clara Business Association

5/11/02
 District 3 Annual Neighborhood Summit 

5/15/02
 Story Road Business Association

5/15/02
 BART Hostetter/Alum Rock CWG Meeting

5/22/02
 Lyndale Neighborhood Association (w/Blanca Alvarado + Nora Campos)

JUNE
 

6/03/02
 West Evergreen SNI NAC Steering Committee

6/03/02
 Seven Trees Neighborhood Group

6/06/02
 Evergreen Business Association

6/19/02
 Story Road Business Association

6/22/02
 Hillsdale/Jason Dahl Elementary School Neighborhood Community Day

6/24/02
 West Evergreen SNI NAC Meeting

Summary of Comments Received

The project was generally well received and the community members who mad public comments stated that they would like to see the project completed as soon as possible. There were some neighborhoods with negative feelings about the DTEV line, particularly the area in the 30’s blocks of Alum Rock Avenue (area near Hwy 101). 

The following is an outline of the public statements, questions and advice provided by participants in the various meetings and events at which the DTEV project was presented. The questions and concerns are noted below.
 In all cases where time permitted, responses were provided to questions or information was provided as requested. The responses and information can be found in the minutes of various meetings and the materials presented (Appendices C and G). 

Center vs. Side‑Running
There was concern raised that light rail could result in the narrowing of sidewalks and also a question posed whether there would be an adverse impact on the width of lanes of traffic due to the project. There was a statement of concern over the possible impact that center-running might have on traffic entering the northbound on‑ramp to Hwy 101 from Alum Rock Avenue (a left‑hand turn from the eastbound direction), noting that the area is already congested during the morning period. 

Exclusive vs. Shared-running (non-exclusive)
The topic was not the subject of significant discussion. There was concern raised over the safety of transitioning between the two modes. One speaker did question why VTA would continue to run bus service and LRT along the same street.

Under grounding
Support for placing the DTEV line (and the BART line) under Santa Clara Street was voiced by a number of attendees. Some speakers felt that BART and light rail could best connect at an underground station on Santa Clara. 

At‑Grade vs. Aerial Crossing

Capitol Expressway
There were a few concerns about the proposal for aerial crossing at Story Road. The primary concerns are visual impact and potentially higher noise levels from an elevated train. An informal poll at one well attended meeting strongly supported the supported the tunnel/aerial option, with a few people liking the aerial only alternative, but with reservations. The concern was the potential impact to traffic circulation in the neighborhood and speakers wondered why the LRT would cross Story Rd. at above-grade vs. at-grade. When it was pointed out that there was heavy traffic at the intersection, speakers noted that traffic at that intersection was no heavier than at similar at-grade operation at N. First St./Montague Exwy. One suggestion was to depress street traffic to keep LRT at-grade at Story Road. 

Streetcar and BRT Alternatives

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
There were mostly favorable comments by viewers of the materials presented on the Portland style streetcar. 

On‑Street Parking

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
In almost every meeting or event, there were concerns raised about the potential impact to on‑street parking by the DTEV line. One speaker asked about the potential for permit only parking near stations to protect local residents’ parking spaces. One participant wondered how the replacement parking areas (shown on map) were chosen, highlighting the need to make sure the process is open and transparent to the community. 

Alignment

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
San Antonio was preferred by a few 33rd Street area Alum Rock business owners because of better transit along San Antonio and Capitol Expressway and the narrow state of 33rd street leading to right-of-way acquisitions. Additional concern was raised over the structural adequacy of the Highway 101 bridge, suggesting San Antonio was wider and stronger. Questions were raised about turning to and from Westboro Avenue with a desire for elimination.

Station Locations

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
Concern was raised as to both the 21st/22nd Street and the 22nd/23rd Street station options. There were adverse impacts noted for each with no strong consensus about which station option is preferred by the community. 

Capitol Expressway
As to the question of Ocala Station vs. Cunningham Station vs. No Station, the Cunningham Station was generally the preferred option. Some people did prefer Ocala due to its proximity to residences and schools. Reasons for supporting the Cunningham location included the following: the proximity to Cunningham Park and surrounding neighborhoods (the main reason identified). In light of the new skate board park approved at Lake Cunningham, some community members also expressed a desire for a pedestrian over-crossing at this station. The general consensus was that a station at Cunningham would eliminate the need for a station at Ocala. 

Capitol Expressway
While there were no objections to the proposed Eastridge station, it was noted that it is important that parking be maintained at this important transit area. The consensus was that the proposed station at Nieman was an important station and it was generally viewed as a superior location to Aborn Road. The overall consensus was to eliminate the station at Aborn and there were questions concerned whether there would be a Park and Ride lot included in the design. There was concern expressed over the proposed Monterey station on the grounds that this is a heavy traffic area, with two local buses, etc. Parking was again noted as a concern. There were also parking concerns raised as to the proposed Vista Park station. In general, speakers noted that there should be a strategy articulated for handling parking along Capitol Expressway near each selected station.

Park and Ride Lots

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Generally, residents wanted sufficient Park and Ride spaces to ensure that overflow parking did not go into the adjacent neighborhoods. One speaker suggested that even with sufficient spaces, there would be an incentive to park in the neighborhood to avoid the cost of a Park and Ride lot. There was some resistance to Park and Ride lots, particularly in the Alum Rock and Five Wounds neighborhoods. Statements were made that Alum Rock should not be the location of regional parking and that drivers should not be encouraged by providing parking. There were concerns raised over the impact of such lots on already congested streets and clogged on‑ramps to Highway 101 and on the schools in the Five Wounds neighborhoods. One speaker suggested that the better location for a Park and Ride lot was in the Berryessa area. There is a question on whether providing Park and Ride parking is a requirement for a BART station location. To the extent that some Park and Ride lots are required, there was support for underground parking, and to minimize the visual impact of above‑ground structured parking. 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Residents want development to reflect the neighborhood and enhance a “green” feeling. 

Design Elements

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
There were various concerns raised about access, particularly access for the disabled and pedestrians. A speaker suggested that the flavor of the community should be maintained in the design of stations and should match in tile and mosaic design along Alum Rock. Sufficient lighting and security at stations is a common request. The design of soundwalls also received a lot of attention at meetings with a strongly stated desire that they be attractive and not eyesores. 

Questions, Concerns, and Suggestions


Alignment and Access Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
A speaker suggested single tracking. It was suggested that pedestrian corridors should have safer crossings and traffic claming – specifically around San Antonio Street to I-680 and 24th Street from Williams Street to Julian Street to connect to the Coyote Creek Trail. 

Construction Phase and Operational Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Community Participants were interested in the project staying on schedule to bring its benefits to the community. There was also concern about potential construction impacts that were voiced at several meetings. Community members inquired about the impact of LRT construction and operations on small businesses, particularly those owned and operated by minorities and those dependent on on‑street parking. Another concern was the effect on operations of funeral processions on Alum Rock Avenue. 

At one meeting, the Policy Advisory Board members stated their commitment to look for rail options and alternatives that will not disturb businesses on Alum Rock Avenue. One meeting participant inquired about how the coordination between bus stops and LRT stations will work. Community members from several meetings were concerned about potential graffiti on soundwalls, wondering who will own and maintain the sound walls and whom they would contact if there were graffiti problems on the soundwalls. It was suggested that a security and graffiti clean‑up program be identified prior to system completion. A speaker inquired whether VTA Bus Lines 22 and 64 would be eliminated after the project. A community member from the Capitol Expressway area noted that commented that they would like to see some kind of hiker‑biker trail as a component of the system.

Concerns

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
Many attendees expressed concern about the use of light rail and streetcar options due to construction, displacement of on-street parking, and right-of-way issues.

Opinions Regarding Current Service

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Many community members were concerned with the current reduction in bus service in the East Valley community and fare increases. A speaker questioned the need for light rail since the buses are already doing such a great job. 

Connection to BART

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
There was significant discussion concerning a possible transit interface plaza where the DTEV line would connect with the BART system. There was general support for such a transit interface plaza. There were some concerns that retail elements in such a plaza might not work as it was perceived that BART commuters will not stay to shop. However, it was noted that, as a general matter, more pedestrians will generally increase revenues for local businesses. It was generally felt that BART station names should be different than DTEV station names – with the BART names being regional (such as “East San Jose”) and the DTEV station names being more local (such as “Five Wounds” or “Alum Rock”). 

Process Questions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
One community member believed that the public had not been made aware of the Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Avenue LRT alignment “early on” and another asked whether neighborhood groups had been contacted about the project. Another community member stated that he found it helpful to go to the city planning office and the VTA for individual meetings about the project, and strongly suggested that others do the same. People asked what they could do to oppose the project and stated the Alum Rock neighborhood had voted against having a LRT alignment on Alum Rock. In addition, several community members had asked whether Caltrans has been consulted. 

7.
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 January to June 2002,twenty separate forms of written comments have been received and are summarized in this report in    Appendix B. In addition, individual summaries of the community outreach meetings are in Appendix C.

Public Written Comments

Center vs. Side‑Running

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
A comment was submitted stating a preference for side‑running to center-running east of 7th Street.

Exclusive vs. Non‑Exclusive

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
One comment suggests a single exclusive track leaving Downtown east on Santa Clara, returning Downtown west on McKee/Julian, San Antonio/William, or Story/South 1st Street. The comment suggests this will save right of way and better share with existing traffic. Another comment states a preference for exclusive right of way using the Downtown San Fernando alignment, suggesting that San Fernando can accommodate single lanes of auto traffic better than Santa Clara. 

Downtown Alignment

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
One comment suggested running the Vasona line west on      Santa Clara from the Guadalupe line, serving Park Center, then south to Diridon, instead of the "loopy" routing it now has.

One person made extensive comments about an underground construction BART and LRT in Downtown San Jose. The writer suggested that a single-level tunnel system with four separate tunnels (two for LRT and two for BART) would be feasible. The suggestion notes the following advantages: high speed light rail across town, three-car capability similar to the rest of the system, safe pedestrian access and ease to LRT stations, and direct passenger transfers at inter-modal stations. The writer also notes that in some areas a common platform would connect BART and LRT directly and simplify transfers. (See diagram in      Appendix B)

Connection to BART

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
A Berryessa resident was concerned about having BART in the neighborhood at all. The commenter noted that local residents will not use BART to commute and adds that Park and Ride lots are always at capacity.

Aerial Crossing

Capitol Expressway
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Streetcar and BRT Alternatives

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
One comment objects to adding an additional gauge (referring to the introduction of a new track size for a trolley system) because it would complicate long‑term operations. Another comment suggested that, if the primary use of the system is for local transit, then use of a BRT system makes sense, including a dedicated bus road on Alum Rock. Followed by another comment that suggested continuing the proposed trolley on Alum Rock out to White Road. 

Terminus

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
A comment endorses the Vasona terminus option for San Carlos Street and the streetcar alternative from Diridon Station to Capitol. 

On‑Street Parking and Parking Issues

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
 No specific comments were received on this issue.

Connections to other transit lines

Capitol Expressway
A comment noted the need to coordinate the DTEV line with the Capitol line between Ocala and Tully.

Bus and LTR Together

Santa Clara/Alum Rock
No specific comments were received on this issue. 

Station Evaluation

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Station Locations

Capitol Expressway
A station at Ocala is preferred in two comments over the in‑between Ocala and Cunningham option because of the number of residences in the vicinity of Ocala and the sporadic/seasonal use that users of Reid-Hillview and Raging Waters would bring.

Park and Ride Lots

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
As previously noted, one comments that they do not like Park and Ride lots at all. 

Transit Oriented Development

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Traffic and Transportation

Capitol Expressway
A Westboro resident wants to preserve left‑hand turns toward the freeway. The same comment notes that soundwalls should be attractive and suggests planting trees along the path of the light rail line.

Station Design Elements

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
No specific comments were received on this issue. 

Alignment Alternatives

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
No specific comments were received on this issue.

Concerns and Suggestions


Concerns

Capitol Expressway
A writer believes there should be better coordination with the airport master planning effort currently underway.

Suggestions

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
General consensus was that the project should be done as soon as possible. One writer said simply “build it.” Another comment complimented the presentation about the available alternatives. 

Other


Additional Community Contacts

Santa Clara/Alum Rock + Capitol Expressway
Comment cards with the writer’s name and address are being added to our mailing database for future contact.

Opinions about Current Service

Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
A commenter found it difficult to understand how funds to be applied to this expansion while simultaneously reducing services and raising fares.

8.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT – SURVEYS

INTRODUCTION

As part of the community outreach and input process, it was appropriate to reach current bus riders along the proposed DTEV line and to gain direct input from property owners and tenants in and around the Santa Clara Alum Rock right of way. It is understood that although notice is given to attend meetings and submit written comment, not all people have the time or inclination to participate in those meetings or submit written comment. Therefore, in order to extend the outreach effort and gain the insight of those directly affected communities, surveys were developed in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese, administered and the results are currently being compiled.

THE SURVEYS

Bus Riders

The surveys of bus riders focussed on obtaining critical origin and destination information. In order to evaluate the ongoing public outreach efforts, bus riders were also asked whether they had received information about the project and if they found such information useful. Finally, in an effort to ensure full participation in the public outreach efforts, an open-ended question asked for any additional comments that bus riders might have. 

Property Owners

The survey of property owners seeks information on the existing businesses, focusing on the needs of owners and their tenants, particularly as it relates to on‑street and off‑street parking. In addition, the surveys asked owners if they felt that the DTEV line would be valuable to their tenants. The surveys also asked whether property owners had received information about the DTEV project and whether they found such information to be valuable. Finally, an open‑ended question asked property owners to provide additional comments. 

Tenants

The survey of tenants in properties along the corridor asked tenants about their needs, including current parking and loading zone usage, similar to the information sought from property owners. Furthermore, in order to gain a perspective on the businesses operating along the line, information such as hours of operation, number of employees was sought and whether employees drove, took transit or biked to work. Tenants were also asked to comment on whether their customers drove, walked or took transit to the business. Finally, tenants were asked whether they had received information about the project and if that information was useful and tenants were asked to provide any additional comments they desired. Surveys were provided in English, Spanish and Vietnamese to ensure that all tenants in properties in the Santa Clara/Alum Rock business district had the full opportunity to provide their input.

DISTRIBUTION

Bus Riders

The survey of bus riders were distributed over a three day period from April 30 to May 2, 2002. Surveying began at 6:00 a.m. and ran continuously until approximately 10:00 p.m. (unless the bus route surveyed ceased operations earlier). A total of 1,480 surveys were collected in 105 one‑way trips. The specific routes and return of surveys by route were:

Bus Line 22
477 surveys in 31 one‑way trips

Bus Line 64
427 surveys in 27 one‑way trips

Bus Line 81
271 surveys in 19 one‑way trips

Bus Line 300
305 surveys in 28 one‑way trips

Property Owners and Tenants

The surveys to property owners were delivered by mail to all property owners of record in the        Santa Clara/Alum Rock corridor (utilizing their tax address). The specific areas included were along Santa Clara/Alum Rock between Delmas Avenue and Capitol Avenue, San Fernando Avenue between Delmas Avenue and 8th Street, and San Carlos Street between 2nd and 4th Streets. A total of 613 surveys were mailed to property owners on April 12, 2002, and of those, 108 surveys were returned.

Surveys of tenants were hand‑delivered to each property address in the Santa Clara/Alum Rock corridor between April 22 and May 13, 2002. A total of 525 surveys were distributed and 137 surveys were returned. 

SURVEY RESULTS

The return rates of the property owners and tenants surveys were very strong, perhaps a reflection of the interest of the community in the project. As of June 28, 2002, 110 completed owner surveys were received, an 18% return rate, and 137 completed tenant surveys were returned, a 26% return rate. Preliminary data is available but the analysis is being completed prior to the preparation of the survey summary.
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� 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 in Appendix B.


� 	Comment forms were provided at various events/meetings. Any written comments submitted on the comment forms are summarized and reported in Appendix B.


�	Spoken commentary at the public meetings is reflected in the summaries and meeting reports included in       Appendices  A-C.


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





_1055666746.doc


[image: image1.wmf]

_980680609.unknown




_1055667255.doc


[image: image1.wmf]

_980747980.unknown




_1055665579.jpg
Uy
i e //
5—- - - \. 'J

DOWNTOWN e EAST VALLEY




