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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

Sent on: Sunday, October 27, 2024 7:45:02 AM
To: Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>; Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Comments on the Glider Residential Project (file No. H23-028)
   

You don't often get email from leo.gelman@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Ms. Telahun and Mr. Atienza:

I would like to comment on the following issues that are sure to arise with the new development
under the current proposal:

Negative effects of increased traffic
Parking overflow into surrounding areas
Increased heat due to paving of the currently grassy areas
Increased potential for flooding due to the loss of permeable ground

Traffic: there will be a significant increase in traffic in the neighborhood due to both the addition
of close to two hundred cars in this new development, and a similar increase in traffic due to the
new drivers who will be residing in the 5885 Santa Teresa Boulevard Affordable Housing Project
development. This will surely result in more harmful exhausts and noise pollution. There will also
be an increased potential for accidents, since there are already multiple speeding cars on Suisse
Dr. and many cars traveling on Dunn Ave that don’t stop at the Stop signs at the intersection of
Dunn Ave and Suisse Drive.

Parking: with such a high density of housing there will surely not be enough street parking in the
development itself. The residents of the new buildings and their visitors will be parking on Suisse
Drive and Drifter Drive.

Increased heat: with the minimal setbacks of only 10 feet and the side yards of only 4 feet,
chances of the side yards and backyards being fully paved are high. Two fully paved backyards
right behind mine will reflect more sunlight and radiate heat in the summer, thus increasing the
ambient temperature in the entire neighborhood.

Increased potential for flooding: loss of the grassy permeable areas will lead to increased
potential for flooding during the rainy season. With the loss of almost all permeable ground, the
rain water will not be absorbed by this ground. Instead, the water will run off onto the streets.
Suisse Drive has been flooded in the past. I am concerned about the increased severity of such
flooding as the result of this high-density development.

I am also concerned with potential flooding directly on my property, as the Glider School ground
is several inches higher than my backyard, and the run-off from the two houses behind mine will
flow into my yard.

I would like to request the inclusion of the following categories in the Environmental Impact
Report:

Effects of increased traffic and the corresponding increases in pollution and potential for accidents
Potential loss of parking on Suisse and Drifter due to insufficient parking in the development
Increase in ambient temperature in the neighborhood due to the loss of grassy areas and similar heat-
absorbing ground
Increased potential for flooding in the streets and the properties surrounding this development due to
the high density of housing

Sincerely,
Leo Gelman

474 Suisse Drive
San Jose, CA
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From: Barbara Caywood <barbaracaywood@yahoo.com>
Sent on: Monday, October 28, 2024 11:51:26 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
CC: Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Glider Residential Project File No. H23-0
   

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

[You don't often get email from barbaracaywood@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear Mr. Atienza and Ms. Telahun,

We moved into our property on Glider Drive 37 years ago. We raised our 4 children here and sent them to local schools. We have always
enjoyed our peaceful neighborhood, so close to the hills that deer and other animals have sometimes visited us. I can walk from my house
at 6210 Glider, very close to Glider School, and be at the hills in one quarter mile. I am very concerned about the possibility of being
trapped at my home in the event of a fire in the hills if a dense housing project is completed on the Glider School property. I am 75 years
old and am not assertive or aggressive enough to fight my way through the traffic that will surely block any escape routes available to me.
How will emergency vehicles get into the neighborhood when so many are trying to leave?

The Glider property does not connect to any large streets so traffic, parking, and congestion are a concern.

I was in Lahaina, Maui, HI during the fires last year and when I was able to return home, I became even more concerned about the
situation here. I hope you will look closely at this area and remember that shortly before Lahaina was destroyed, we were told that the fire
was 100% contained.

Thank you,

Barbara Caywood
6210 Glider Dr
San Jose, CA 95123

(408) 839-9755

barbaracaywood@yahoo.com

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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Attachment 1 – Gas Facilities  
 
There could be gas transmission pipelines in this area which would be considered critical 
facilities for PG&E and a high priority subsurface installation under California law. Care must be 
taken to ensure safety and accessibility. So, please ensure that if PG&E approves work near 
gas transmission pipelines it is done in adherence with the below stipulations.  Additionally, the 
following link provides additional information regarding legal requirements under California 
excavation laws:  https://www.usanorth811.org/images/pdfs/CA-LAW-2018.pdf 

 
 
1. Standby Inspection: A PG&E Gas Transmission Standby Inspector must be present 
during any demolition or construction activity that comes within 10 feet of the gas pipeline. This 
includes all grading, trenching, substructure depth verifications (potholes), asphalt or concrete 
demolition/removal, removal of trees, signs, light poles, etc. This inspection can be coordinated 
through the Underground Service Alert (USA) service at 811. A minimum notice of 48 hours is 
required. Ensure the USA markings and notifications are maintained throughout the duration of 
your work. 
  
2. Access: At any time, PG&E may need to access, excavate, and perform work on the gas 
pipeline. Any construction equipment, materials, or spoils may need to be removed upon notice. 
Any temporary construction fencing installed within PG&E’s easement would also need to be 
capable of being removed at any time upon notice. Any plans to cut temporary slopes 
exceeding a 1:4 grade within 10 feet of a gas transmission pipeline need to be approved by 
PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work. 
 
3. Wheel Loads: To prevent damage to the buried gas pipeline, there are weight limits that 
must be enforced whenever any equipment gets within 10 feet of traversing the pipe. 
 
Ensure a list of the axle weights of all equipment being used is available for PG&E’s Standby 
Inspector. To confirm the depth of cover, the pipeline may need to be potholed by hand in a few 
areas. 
 
Due to the complex variability of tracked equipment, vibratory compaction equipment, and 
cranes, PG&E must evaluate those items on a case-by-case basis prior to use over the gas 
pipeline (provide a list of any proposed equipment of this type noting model numbers and 
specific attachments). 
 
No equipment may be set up over the gas pipeline while operating. Ensure crane outriggers are 
at least 10 feet from the centerline of the gas pipeline. Transport trucks must not be parked over 
the gas pipeline while being loaded or unloaded.  
 
4. Grading: PG&E requires a minimum of 36 inches of cover over gas pipelines (or existing 
grade if less) and a maximum of 7 feet of cover at all locations. The graded surface cannot 
exceed a cross slope of 1:4. 
 
5. Excavating: Any digging within 2 feet of a gas pipeline must be dug by hand. Note that 
while the minimum clearance is only 24 inches, any excavation work within 24 inches of the 
edge of a pipeline must be done with hand tools. So to avoid having to dig a trench entirely with 
hand tools, the edge of the trench must be over 24 inches away. (Doing the math for a 24 inch 

Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company· 
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wide trench being dug along a 36 inch pipeline, the centerline of the trench would need to be at 
least 54 inches [24/2 + 24 + 36/2 = 54] away, or be entirely dug by hand.) 
 
Water jetting to assist vacuum excavating must be limited to 1000 psig and directed at a 40° 
angle to the pipe. All pile driving must be kept a minimum of 3 feet away.  
 
Any plans to expose and support a PG&E gas transmission pipeline across an open excavation 
need to be approved by PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.  
 
6. Boring/Trenchless Installations: PG&E Pipeline Services must review and approve all 
plans to bore across or parallel to (within 10 feet) a gas transmission pipeline. There are 
stringent criteria to pothole the gas transmission facility at regular intervals for all parallel bore 
installations. 
 
For bore paths that cross gas transmission pipelines perpendicularly, the pipeline must be 
potholed a minimum of 2 feet in the horizontal direction of the bore path and a minimum of 24 
inches in the vertical direction from the bottom of the pipe with minimum clearances measured 
from the edge of the pipe in both directions. Standby personnel must watch the locator trace 
(and every ream pass) the path of the bore as it approaches the pipeline and visually monitor 
the pothole (with the exposed transmission pipe) as the bore traverses the pipeline to ensure 
adequate clearance with the pipeline. The pothole width must account for the inaccuracy of the 
locating equipment. 
 
7. Substructures: All utility crossings of a gas pipeline should be made as close to 
perpendicular as feasible (90° +/- 15°). All utility lines crossing the gas pipeline must have a 
minimum of 24 inches of separation from the gas pipeline. Parallel utilities, pole bases, water 
line ‘kicker blocks’, storm drain inlets, water meters, valves, back pressure devices or other 
utility substructures are not allowed in the PG&E gas pipeline easement. 
 
If previously retired PG&E facilities are in conflict with proposed substructures, PG&E must 
verify they are safe prior to removal.  This includes verification testing of the contents of the 
facilities, as well as environmental testing of the coating and internal surfaces.  Timelines for 
PG&E completion of this verification will vary depending on the type and location of facilities in 
conflict. 
 
8. Structures: No structures are to be built within the PG&E gas pipeline easement. This 
includes buildings, retaining walls, fences, decks, patios, carports, septic tanks, storage sheds, 
tanks, loading ramps, or any structure that could limit PG&E’s ability to access its facilities. 
 
9. Fencing: Permanent fencing is not allowed within PG&E easements except for 
perpendicular crossings which must include a 16 foot wide gate for vehicular access. Gates will 
be secured with PG&E corporation locks. 
 
10. Landscaping:  Landscaping must be designed to allow PG&E to access the pipeline for 
maintenance and not interfere with pipeline coatings or other cathodic protection systems. No 
trees, shrubs, brush, vines, and other vegetation may be planted within the easement area. 
Only those plants, ground covers, grasses, flowers, and low-growing plants that grow 
unsupported to a maximum of four feet (4’) in height at maturity may be planted within the 
easement area.  
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11. Cathodic Protection: PG&E pipelines are protected from corrosion with an “Impressed 
Current” cathodic protection system. Any proposed facilities, such as metal conduit, pipes, 
service lines, ground rods, anodes, wires, etc. that might affect the pipeline cathodic protection 
system must be reviewed and approved by PG&E Corrosion Engineering. 
 
12. Pipeline Marker Signs: PG&E needs to maintain pipeline marker signs for gas 
transmission pipelines in order to ensure public awareness of the presence of the pipelines. 
With prior written approval from PG&E Pipeline Services, an existing PG&E pipeline marker sign 
that is in direct conflict with proposed developments may be temporarily relocated to 
accommodate construction work. The pipeline marker must be moved back once construction is 
complete.  
 
13. PG&E is also the provider of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within 
the state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs which may endanger the safe operation of 
its facilities.   
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Attachment 2 – Electric Facilities  
 

It is PG&E’s policy to permit certain uses on a case by case basis within its electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) provided such uses and manner in which they are 
exercised, will not interfere with PG&E’s rights or endanger its facilities. Some 
examples/restrictions are as follows: 
 
1. Buildings and Other Structures: No buildings or other structures including the foot print and 
eave of any buildings, swimming pools, wells or similar structures will be permitted within fee 
strip(s) and/or easement(s) areas. PG&E’s transmission easement shall be designated on 
subdivision/parcel maps as “RESTRICTED USE AREA – NO BUILDING.” 
 
2. Grading: Cuts, trenches or excavations may not be made within 25 feet of our towers. 
Developers must submit grading plans and site development plans (including geotechnical 
reports if applicable), signed and dated, for PG&E’s review. PG&E engineers must review grade 
changes in the vicinity of our towers. No fills will be allowed which would impair ground-to-
conductor clearances. Towers shall not be left on mounds without adequate road access to 
base of tower or structure. 
 
3. Fences: Walls, fences, and other structures must be installed at locations that do not affect 
the safe operation of PG&’s facilities.  Heavy equipment access to our facilities must be 
maintained at all times. Metal fences are to be grounded to PG&E specifications. No wall, fence 
or other like structure is to be installed within 10 feet of tower footings and unrestricted access 
must be maintained from a tower structure to the nearest street. Walls, fences and other 
structures proposed along or within the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) will require PG&E 
review; submit plans to PG&E Centralized Review Team for review and comment.   
 
4. Landscaping: Vegetation may be allowed; subject to review of plans. On overhead electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s), trees and shrubs are limited to those varieties that 
do not exceed 10 feet in height at maturity. PG&E must have access to its facilities at all times, 
including access by heavy equipment. No planting is to occur within the footprint of the tower 
legs. Greenbelts are encouraged. 
 
5. Reservoirs, Sumps, Drainage Basins, and Ponds: Prohibited within PG&E’s fee strip(s) 
and/or easement(s) for electric transmission lines.   
 
6. Automobile Parking: Short term parking of movable passenger vehicles and light trucks 
(pickups, vans, etc.) is allowed.  The lighting within these parking areas will need to be reviewed 
by PG&E; approval will be on a case by case basis. Heavy equipment access to PG&E facilities 
is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by at least 10 feet.  
Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at developer’s expense AND 
to PG&E specifications. Blocked-up vehicles are not allowed. Carports, canopies, or awnings 
are not allowed. 
 
7. Storage of Flammable, Explosive or Corrosive Materials: There shall be no storage of fuel or 
combustibles and no fueling of vehicles within PG&E’s easement. No trash bins or incinerators 
are allowed. 
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8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities must be maintained at all times. Street lights may be 
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for 
proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right 
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement. 
 
9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as 
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by 
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are 
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of any construction. 
 
10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E. 
 
11. Recreation Areas: Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light 
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment 
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by 
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at 
developer’s expense AND to PG&E specifications.  
 
12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E’s overhead 
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor’s responsibility to be aware of, and observe 
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric 
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial 
Safety (https://www.dir.ca.gov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations. 
Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html) and all other safety rules.  No 
construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only 
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.  
 
Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E’s towers and poles from vehicular damage by 
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to 
construction.  
 
13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the 
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable 
operation of its facilities.   
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Telahun, Bethelhem

From: Andrew Quan <AQuan@valleywater.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 3:23 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem
Cc: Lisa Brancatelli
Subject: RE: Public Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Glider Residential 

Project (H23-028)

  

 

Afternoon Bethelhem, 
 
Valley Water has reviewed Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Glider 
Residential Project at 511 Cozy Drive in San Jose, received on September 27, 2024. Per our review, please see the 
following comments.  

 

1. Potential Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project - Topical Sections to be Included in the 
Draft EIR - 5. Hydrology and Water Quality - Page 15:  
According to Valley Water’s records, the project site is located within the Santa Clara Plain Recharge 
Area of the Santa Clara Subbasin. The DEIR needs to note that the project site is within a groundwater 
recharge area and should consider potential impacts to groundwater recharge resulting from this project 
and include potential measures to minimize the impacts. 
 

2. The project is in an area that supports natural groundwater recharge (see the 2021 Groundwater 
Management Plan for the Santa Clara and Llagas Subbasin).  Natural groundwater recharge is an 
important element of the county’s overall water supply, representing approximately 15% of the supply 
available. The long-term effect of development throughout San Jose and the rest of the county over the 
last 50 years has substantially reduced natural groundwater recharge as naturally pervious surfaces have 
been developed with impervious surface.  To avoid further reduction of natural groundwater recharge on 
groundwater level and water supply the project should be designed to minimize impervious surface and 
the bioretention basins and other elements of the stormwater management plan designed to allow as 
much infiltration as possible to maintain existing natural groundwater recharge. 

 

3. Please note that the project site is located within the Leroy Anderson dam failure inundation zone.  
 

4. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) 06085C0402H, effective on May 18, 2009, the project site is located in Zone D, an area with 
undetermined but possible flood hazards.  
 

5. According to Valley Water’s records, there are no wells within the property boundary. While Valley 
Water has records for most wells located in the County, it is always possible that a well exists that is not 
in Valley Water’s records. If previously unknown wells are found on the subject property during 
development, they must be properly destroyed under permit form Valley Water or registered with Valley 

  [External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.] 
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Water and protected from damage. For more information, please call Valley Water’s Well Ordinance 
Program Hotline at (408) 630-2660. 
 

For any questions, you can reach me at (408) 630‐1667 or at AQuan@valleywater.org. For any future correspondence, 
please reference File No. 35281. 
 
Thank you, 
ANDREW QUAN 
ASSISTANT ENGINEER II ‐ CIVIL 
Community Projects Review Unit 
Tel. (408) 630‐1667  

 

VALLEY WATER 
5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118 
www.valleywater.org 

 
 
 

From: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>  
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2024 10:44 AM 
Subject: Public Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Glider Residential Project (H23‐
028) 
 

*** This email originated from outside of Valley Water. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. *** 

 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE  

GLIDER RESIDENTIAL PROJECT 

 

FILE NO:  

PROJECT APPLICANT: 

APNs: 

 

 

 

H23‐028 and ER23‐230 

The True Life Companies, LLC  

689‐08‐001 

Project Description:  The project proposes the demolition of the existing vacant school buildings and the development 
of 64 single‐family detached homes and 16 single‐family attached homes on the 9.51 acre site. The project also includes 
2.09 acres of public right‐of‐way, and an approximately 0.68‐acre park site.   
 
Location:  The project site is located at 511 Cozy Drive, at the intersection of Cozy Drive and Glider Drive. 

As the Lead Agency, the City of San José will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project summarized 

above.  The City welcomes your input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant 

to your area of interest, or to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project.  If you are 

affiliated with a public agency, this EIR may be used by your agency when considering subsequent approvals related to 

the project.   

A joint community and environmental public scoping meeting for this project will be held: 

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as: 

♦ Valley Water 

Clean Water • Healthy Environment • Flood Protection 
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When:  Tuesday, October 15, 2024 from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. 

Where: Santa Teresa Library, 290 International Circle, San Jose, CA 95119 (see 

www.sanjoseca.gov/PlanningCommunitMtgs)   

The project description, location, and probable environmental effects to be analyzed in the EIR for the project can be 

found on the City’s Active EIRs website at www.sanjoseca.gov/activeeirs, including the EIR Scoping Meeting 

information.  According to State law, the deadline for your response is 30 days after receipt of this notice, and responses 

provided before the 30‐day deadline are always welcome. The City will accept comments on the scope of the EIR until 

5:00 p.m. on Monday, October 28, 2024. If you have comments on this Notice of Preparation (NOP), please identify a 

contact person from your organization, and send your response via mail or email to:   
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City of San José, Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
Attn: Bethelhem Telahun, Environmental Project Manager 

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor Tower 
San José, CA 95113‐1905 

E‐mail: Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov  

 
  

 

  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. I 
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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>
Sent on: Tuesday, October 29, 2024 4:19:52 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Fw: Proposed Glider Housing - URGENT!
   

See below.

Kind Regards,
Manuel (Alec) Atienza
Planner | Planning Division | City of San Jose
200 E. Santa Clara Street, 3rd floor
Email: alec.atienza@sanjoseca.gov

From: Maria Casillas <mariacasillas@interorealestate.com>
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2024 5:21 PM
To: bethelhem.telahun@sanjose.gov <bethelhem.telahun@sanjose.gov>; Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: Comcast <mariacasillas@comcast.net>; Gustavo Gallardo <gustavo_gallardo@comcast.net>; District 10
<District10@sanjoseca.gov>; Maria Casillas <mariacasillas@interorealestate.com>
Subject: Proposed Glider Housing - URGENT!

Dear Bethelhem & Alec,
We are writing as residents of Glider Drive to express significant concerns regarding the proposed developments on the
former Glider School site and across from Santa Teresa High School. The addition of excessive homes in the area poses
serious risks to our neighborhood’s traffic flow, infrastructure, and overall quality of life.
For the first time in 22 years, we are hesitant to make improvements to their homes due to uncertainty about the future of
our community. It is disheartening to feel that we are living in limbo after purchasing our properties and paying taxes for the
school for many years, only to be confronted with developments that appear to prioritize investors' interests over our
community’s well-being. We have chosen to live here because of the peaceful nature of our neighborhood, and it is crucial
to preserve this environment.
Our neighborhood is already experiencing frequent sewer clean-up issues, raising concerns about the capacity of our
existing utilities. Increased demand for new homes could exacerbate this problem, further compromising service quality for
current residents. We urge the city to conduct a thorough assessment of our sewer infrastructure to fully understand the
potential impacts.
Traffic congestion is another major concern, particularly due to the nearby high school. The addition of more homes would
likely worsen traffic, especially during peak hours. This situation raises alarms about emergency access for first responders,
which is crucial for the safety of all residents. We respectfully request a careful review of the traffic report and the
implementation of a CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) assessment to evaluate environmental impacts,
including traffic, air quality, and noise, ensuring that decisions prioritize community safety and sustainability.
Moreover, the proposed 10-foot setbacks are insufficient for preserving privacy and maintaining the neighborhood’s
character. High-density development threatens to encroach on neighbors’ spaces, diminishing the sense of community we
currently enjoy. Excessive home building can lead to a lack of personal privacy and an overcrowded living environment,
which is not conducive to a healthy community.
Furthermore, the planned removal of mature trees in the area is alarming. These trees play a crucial role in our
neighborhood’s ecosystem, providing shade and enhancing air quality. Preserving green spaces should be a priority, and we
encourage the city to explore options that minimize environmental disruption.
Finally, adding more homes in the area could strain local school resources, impacting the educational experience for our
children. It is essential to evaluate school capacity to ensure adequate support for all students.
We ask the city to review these proposed developments with the community’s concerns in mind and prioritize a CEQA
assessment to address these issues comprehensively. Thank you for your attention to these critical matters, and please keep
us informed of any upcoming meetings where we can discuss these concerns further.
Warm regards,
Gustavo & Maria Gallardo
Residents, Glider Drive

    
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                                                                                October 25, 2024

Bethelhem Telahun, Environmental Project Manager
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement Department
City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor Tower
San Jose, CA 95113-1905
Email: Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Glider Residential Project - File No. H23-028 

Dear Mr. Telahun:

The Santa Teresa Foothills Neighborhood Association (STFNA) was formed in 
1999 with the goal of preserving the Santa Teresa Foothills as public open space 
and creation of the east-west Coyote-Alamitos Trail connecting the Coyote 
Creek Trail on the east with the Alamitos Creek Trail on the west. STFNA is 
also concerned with a number of other issues including community safety as 
well as access to parks and open space. We represent over 4,200 residences 
between Santa Teresa Boulevard on the north, the Santa Teresa Foothills on the 
south, Cottle Road on the east, and Winfield Boulevard on the west. The Glider 
School site is located within our boundaries.

The STFNA Board of Directors would like to submit the following comments on 
the scope and content of the environmental analyses to be considered in the 
Glider Residential Project’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Open Space/Parkland Issues

The proposed project decreases the amount of open space/recreation/parkland on 
the Glider site from approximately 4.5 acres to 0.68 acres. This impact needs to 
be addressed in the EIR, with an emphasis on alternatives and/or measures to 
avoid or mitigate this impact. As noted in Chapter 4 of the City’s Greenprint, 
“the City of San José relies on its partnerships with schools to meet community 
recreation needs. For example, schools provide over 1,900 acres of 
neighborhood/community serving recreation space.” Further, the Greenprint 
states that “the goal is to provide 3.5 acres per 1000 population of neighborhood/ 
community serving parkland and provide equal access within a 3/4 mile radius 

Santa Teresa Foothills Neighborhood Association
P O Box 53432   San Jose, CA 95153

www.STFNA.org

http://www.STFNA.org/
mailto:Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov


of residents…neighborhood parks, community parks and recreation areas at 
schools (emphasis added) are counted toward this goal."

Impacts Due to Small Setbacks

The developer’s proposal includes 10-foot setbacks between the new 2-story 
residences and the adjacent existing homes. Such setbacks are notably smaller 
than those in typical R-1 zones. The closeness of new homes to property lines is 
likely to create shade and shadow impacts on existing parcels. In view of this 
potential impact, we request that the EIR include a shade and shadow analysis. 
Please include the summer solstice, winter solstice, spring equinox, and fall 
equinox in the analysis.

Impacts to Trees

It is our understanding that 63 trees on the site will be removed by the project. 
Please include a list of all trees on the site in the EIR, including their size, 
location, and species. Please include mitigation for the tree removal.

Alternatives

Please include and analyze an alternative in the EIR that reduces the number of 
proposed housing units to that which matches the density of the neighborhood 
surrounding the site.

Cumulative Impacts

As City staff noted at the October 15th EIR Scoping Meeting for this project, 
pursuant to existing State law, future owners of the 80 proposed dwelling units 
will have a right to divide their lots and to add auxiliary dwelling units (ADUs) 
without public hearings and City approval. Therefore, although the developer is 
only proposing 80 units, the actual number of units over the long-term will be 
substantially greater. As such, we request that the EIR include an analysis of the 
number of additional units likely to be constructed on the project site by 2040, 
which is the horizon year of the City’s General Plan. The EIR needs to quantify 
the impacts of the additional units on traffic, air quality, urban services (e.g. 
parks, libraries, fire, and police), and utilities (e.g., water supply, sewage 
infrastructure, energy usage, etc.) need to be quantified in the EIR. Given 
existing State law and the City’s push for more housing citywide, these 
additional units should be viewed as “reasonably foreseeable” and, therefore, not 
speculative, which is why we are requesting their inclusion in the EIR’s 
cumulative analyses. 

Santa Teresa Foothills Neighborhood Association
P O Box 53432   San Jose, CA 95153

www.STFNA.org

http://www.STFNA.org/


We appreciate your consideration of our input into the scope of the EIR. We 
look forward to reviewing the Draft EIR when it is released. Should you have 
any questions regarding our input to the EIR, please don't hesitate to contact me 
at rickm@stfua.org. 

Sincerely, 

U/Zf~ 
Rick Mandel, President 

Cc: 
San Jose Mayor and City Councilmembers 
Oak Grove School District Board of Trustees 

Santa Teresa Foothills Neighborhood Association 
P O Box 53432 San Jose, CA 95153 

www.STFNA.org 
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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Allison Rolling <a_rolling@yahoo.com>
Sent on: Monday, October 28, 2024 9:53:42 PM
To: Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>; Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>;

District 10 <District10@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Glider school proposal requests
   

You don't often get email from a_rolling@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Hello -

On your website there is no links to the proposed research that is being done on this property. It just loops you back to the
proposal.
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-
division/environmental-review/environmental-review-documents#ActiveEIRs

**All of the research being done needs to consider both The glider project at 511 Cozy Dr and the other affordable housing
project in the area at 58885 Santa Teresa Blvd. which is not shown so far in the research.**

Here are some areas I would like investigating:

1. I would like to see the negotiation and permit with the Santa Clara Open Space Authority on the decrease in open space
to only .68acre.

2. I would like to see the Traffic Impact Study with both the glider project (80 new families) and the new housing project
(49 new families) 5885 SANTA TERESA BOULEVARD AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECT).This should be evaluated around the school drop off
and pick up times with each neighboring school. The traffic patterns assessed and the times they were conducted should
be noted in the research.

3. Where are 129 new families going to send their children to school with both housing projects in this area? Please provide
an adequate evaluation and report from the Oak Grove School district indicating each of the following schools can
support 149 more families in Sakamoto Elementary, Herman Intermediate school, and Santa Teresa High School.

4. An increase in Police needs to be assigned to the area given the 2 new projects. Please identify how the San Jose Police
will support this growth.

5. I would like to see the San Jose permits to remove the trees from the Glider property.
6. PG& E’s proposal to expand the grid in the area to support both of the new housing projects. (511 Cozy Dr Glider

project and 5885 Santa Teresa affordable housing project)
7. Identify the link to review all questions and research requests people and lawyers are asking for and the status.
8. Noise and light pollution research. Please provide the acoustic data collected over the past few years of various local

birds including the barn owl. Provide how the addition of 2 new housing projects will impact their nesting and feeding
patterns.

I am expecting an email indicating this has been received and where to find the progress of my questions.

Thank you
Allison Rolling
538 Curie Dr 95123
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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lynne Paulson <LCPaulson@comcast.net>
Sent on: Sunday, October 27, 2024 6:41:41 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Glider Residential Project --File No. H-23-028
   

You don't often get email from lcpaulson@comcast.net. Learn why this is important

To: Bethelhem Telahun:
In addition to the comments I made on behalf of the Santa Teresa Foothills Neighborhood Association, I would like to make these
comments on my own behalf.
The EIR should include an inventory and analysis of potentially impacted biological resources. I note that several people in the
October 14 meeting referenced owls and other birds of prey that they heard or observed in the trees at Glider School property. I am
concerned with the impacts of removal of so many trees and the gap between their removal and establishment of replacement trees.
Also, will the replacement trees provide suitable and equivalent habitat?
The EIR should include analysis of the impact on traffic as well as the cumulative impact from traffic due to other upcoming nearby
projects. You heard many concerns about traffic during the October 14 meeting. Every weekday when school is in session, there are at
least twice daily traffic jams on Santa Teresa Blvd and Snell Avenue that also impact surrounding streets.
The EIR should include analysis of an alternative that provides more open space for the community. It would be inconsistent for the
City of San Jose to have assumed the continued availability of school recreation areas in their strategic planning process and then not
account for it in the review of this proposed project.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the scope of the EIR.
Lynne Paulson
Email LCPaulson@comcast.net
6331 Contessa Ct.
San Jose, CA 95123
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October 3, 2024 

 

Bethelhem Telahun 

City of San José 

200 East Santa Clara Street  

3rd Floor Tower 

San José CA 95113-1905 

 

   

Re: 2024091026 Glider Residential Project, Santa Clara County 

 

Dear Ms. Telahun:  

 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project 

referenced above.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code 

§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that 

may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code 

Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).  If there is substantial evidence, in 

light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared.  (Pub. Resources 

Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).  

In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are 

historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).  

  

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014.  Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 

2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal 

cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect 

that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is 

a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21084.2).  Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural 

resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)).  AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice 

of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on 

or after July 1, 2015.  If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or 

a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1, 

2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).  

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements.  If your project is also subject to the 

federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal 

consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 

U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.  

    

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are 

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early 

as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and 

best protect tribal cultural resources.  Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as 

well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.   

  

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with 

any other applicable laws.  
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AB 52  

  

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:   

  

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:  

Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public 

agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or 

tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have 

requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:  

a. A brief description of the project.  

b. The lead agency contact information.  

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation.  (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).  

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is 

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).  

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).  

  

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 

Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report:  A lead agency shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 

(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, 

mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).  

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).  

  

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe:  The following topics of consultation, if a tribe 

requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:  

a. Alternatives to the project.  

b. Recommended mitigation measures.  

c. Significant effects.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation:  The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:  

a. Type of environmental review necessary.  

b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.  

c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.  

d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe 

may recommend to the lead agency.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process:  With some 

exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 

included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency 

to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10.  Any information submitted by a 

California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a 

confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in 

writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).  

  

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document:  If a project may have a 

significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of 

the following:  

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.  

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed 

to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on 

the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).  
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7. Conclusion of Consultation:  Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the 

following occurs:  

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on 

a tribal cultural resource; or  

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot 

be reached.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).  

  

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:  Any 

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 

subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable.  (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).  

  

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation:  If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 

agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 

agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 

substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 

lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 

Code §21082.3 (e)).  

  

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:  

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:  

i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural 

context.  

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 

appropriate protection and management criteria.  

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values 

and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.  

ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.  

iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.  

d. Protecting the resource.  (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).  

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally 

recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect 

a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold 

conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed.  (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).  

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave 

artifacts shall be repatriated.  (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).  

   

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource:  An Environmental 

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be 

adopted unless one of the following occurs:  

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.2.  

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise 

failed to engage in the consultation process.  

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources 

Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21082.3 (d)).  
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The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:  Requirements and Best Practices” may 

be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf  

 

SB 18  

  

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 

consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of 

open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3).  Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at: 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf.  

  

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:  

  

1. Tribal Consultation:  If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a 

specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC 

by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government 

must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal.  A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 

request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.  (Gov. Code §65352.3  

(a)(2)).  

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation.  There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.  

3. Confidentiality:  Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and 

Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information 

concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public 

Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction.  (Gov. Code §65352.3 

(b)).  

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:  Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:  

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures 

for preservation or mitigation; or  

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes 

that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or 

mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).  

  

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 

tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 

SB 18.  For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands 

File” searches from the NAHC.  The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.  

  

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments  

  

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends 

the following actions:  

  

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 

(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search.  The records search will 

determine:  

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.  

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.  

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.  

  

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.  

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 

immediately to the planning department.  All information regarding site locations, Native American 

human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and 

not be made available for public disclosure.  

http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/
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b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 

appropriate regional CHRIS center.  

 

3. Contact the NAHC for: 

a. A Sacred Lands File search.  Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the 

Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so.  A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for 

consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 

project’s APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the 

project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation 

measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) 

does not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for 

the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)).  In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 

certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 

should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains.  Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 

subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 

followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and 

associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: 

Mathew.Lin@NAHC.ca.gov.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Mathew Lin 
Cultural Resources Analyst 

 

 cc:  State Clearinghouse  

 

 

mailto:Mathew.Lin@NAHC.ca.gov
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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rob <robsendemail@yahoo.com>
Sent on: Monday, October 28, 2024 10:05:02 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
CC: Atienza, Manuel <Alec.Atienza@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Glider Residential Project - File No. H23-028
   

You don't often get email from robsendemail@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Bethelhem,

Here is my list for the EIR areas to study for Glider School proposed property development, File No. H23-028:

1. Majority of the concerns being voiced by the Glider Property neighbors is due to the proposal to put 80
homes
on the site where there should only be 42 homes according to our research.

2. Traffic Congestion
a. Already have excessive traffic due to high school
b. We don’t have specific design solutions but that’s developer’s responsibility

3. Proposed 10’ backyard setbacks to 2 story house, existing houses have 31’ for 2 story houses
a. Will block sunlight
b. Setbacks that don't meet current SJ zoning laws

4. Single home lots that are 3,600 sq ft. vs min. 5,445 sq ft., surrounding lots 6,000 sq ft
a. Surrounding zoning would be 42 homes vs 80
b. Proposed street frontage is less than 55 ft. SJ Zoning rule
c. Development plans for 80 homes is not compatible with neighborhood

5. To date, we have not witnessed or heard that SJ City Council is pushing back against Builder’s Remedy
and other
state density guidelines that override local SJ zoning rules.
a. No precedent has been set in San Jose that validates Builder’s Remedy

6. Strain on utilities, additional 80 homes will exasperate an already problematic situation:
a. Electric grid in this area is very unreliable, please request history of power outages from PG&E
b. Houses across from Glider property experience sewage smell in their house, City of SJ regularly sends out
crews to clean out sewer line below street level.

7. Due to high density, will be excessive amount of cars spilling onto surrounding streets for parking

8. Another housing development planned on Snell near Suisse Dr., further increasing traffic

9. Loss of large amount of green space often used by surrounding neighbors
a. Current 0.68 acre park area is too small compared to previous 4.5 acres

10. Emergency evacuation study needed

11. Permanent loss of a PQP designated property

12. Significant increase in auto emissions

13. Increased noise and light pollution from small lots and setbacks

14. Effects from the future erection of ADU's on proposed housing lots

Please confirm receipt of this email.

Thanks,
Rob LaNoce
477 Suisse Dr.
San Jose, CA 95123
(408) 506-5399

    

 


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Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

P.O. Box  0000 

City, State, Zip Code 

 

 

PG&E Gas and Electric Facilities  Page 1 

October 23, 2024 
 
Bethelhem Telahun 
City of San Jose 
200 East Santa Clara St, 3rd Flr Tower 
San Jose, CA 95113 
 
Re: Glider Residential Project 
 
Dear Behtelhem Telahun, 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review the subject plans. The proposed Glider 
Residential Project is within the same vicinity of PG&E’s existing facilities that impact this 

property. 
 
The Glider Residential Project plans call for the abandonment and/or relocation of existing 
PG&E services and facilities. The applicant may contact Service Planning department at 
www.pge.com/cco to apply for the relocation and/or modification of said services and facilities. 
Modifications and/or relocations are typically done at applicant expense. 
 
Please contact the Building and Renovation Center (BRSC) for facility map requests by calling 
1-877-743-7782 and PG&E’s Service Planning department at www.pge.com/cco for any 
modification or relocation requests, or for any additional services you may require. 
 
As a reminder, before any digging or excavation occurs, please contact Underground Service 
Alert (USA) by dialing 811 a minimum of 2 working days prior to commencing any work.  This 
free and independent service will ensure that all existing underground utilities are identified and 
marked on-site. 
 
If you have any questions regarding our response, please contact me at paul.takemoto@pge.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Paul Takemoto 
Land Management 

Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company 

http://www.pge.com/cco
http://www.pge.com/cco
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[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.]

From: Janet Williams <janet.m.williams@icloud.com>
Sent on: Friday, October 18, 2024 8:25:10 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Re: Concerns for EIR Scoping for the "Glider Residential Project" - File No. H23-028
   

You don't often get email from janet.m.williams@icloud.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Bethelhem,

I hit send too soon.

Another environmental question. Can the city insist the new builds are “green”? For example, could they require solar
panels as to not put strain on the PGE grid? Our public utilities seem to already be strained to the max. Please include public
utilities on the EIR for proposed build comprehensive of any SB9/ADU additions.

Could the builder change the plan to make only one-story homes back up to existing residents who share a fence with Glider
to offset the shade/privacy/light/noise concerns?

Thank you!

Janet

On Oct 18, 2024, at 1:20 PM, Janet Williams <janet.m.williams@icloud.com> wrote:

Hello Bethelhem,

First of all, thank you for attending Tuesday night’s meeting with the Glider community and even staying after
the doors closed for questions. We appreciate your efforts here.

Here are my comments/concerns with regards to the Glider development project that I voiced last night.

1. In my conversation with the True Life Companies VP Aidan Barry and a few neighbors, Mr. Barry clearly
said that the he wasn’t there to negotiate with us, and that he doesn’t have any obligation to the
community (only the buyer), and that his company was there to make a profit. He said “neighbors will
get over it”. Last night I briefly spoke with Kelly and she again emphasized that their client was the
school district, not the community. Equally dismissive, the school district superintendent and board
members also did not address community concerns. (You will notice there was no school district
representative at the meeting last night either.) As such, the community is relying on decision makers
at the City level to represent the best interest of the community.

2. Density: As shown in my poster, if we overlay the Glider boundaries onto the existing neighborhood the
same acreage would accommodate 40-42 homes without any park space. The proposed development is
double that density, which is not in keeping with the established nature of the neighborhood.

1. While the elementary school was in session, there were many additional people on site, but that
population went down to zero once residents were home for the evening. This new development as
opposed to PQP use will increase the population at peak hours.

2. Noise & Air Pollution
3. I echo the request of John Hessler of STFNA for a cumulative analysis of potential population

growth due to SB9 lot splitting and ADUs
3. Increased traffic: with our elementary school closed, my family and our neighbors cannot walk to

school anymore. We either have to walk or ride bikes. My 6th grader now rides bikes with his neighbor
friends to Sakamoto 1.4 miles away. Morning rush hour for commuting coincides with start times for
elementary, middle school and high school start times. Our neighborhood also has high vehicle and bike
traffic for high school students going to/from school. What traffic calming measures will the developer
put into place on Dunn, Curie, Glider, Cozy and Suisse to protect my son and our neighbors as they bike
to school with even more traffic than we currently have? Please take into account the project traffic
increase from the new apartment building going up on Snell & Santa Teresa along with the lane
reductions on Santa Teresa and Snell in your traffic analysis.

4. Parking is insufficient in the developer’s current designs. The designs count 2 spaces in the garage and 2
spaces on the driveway as parking spaces. This is unrealistic in any San Jose neighborhood. Cars are
parked in either the driveway or the garage, not both. We park our cars in the garage, therefore we have to
keep the driveway clear for entrance and exit. Our third car goes on the street or in the extended driveway
that we added to the side of our home. Further, there is insufficient street parking for residents and
visitors in the developer’s plans. Please request more parking spaces in their design.

5. Setbacks: You must insist that the setbacks for the properties backing up to existing homes must bring
their setbacks to standard city levels. There are many one-story homes that back up to the Glider property.
These will take the brunt of the noise, light, air and privacy consequences of the new development. Please
prioritize the needs of these neighbors who share fences with the school.

1. I echo the request of John Hessler of STFNA for a shade & shadow analysis for June and
December.

6. Green space & PQP infill:
h lid l h b h h f i hb h d h h hild l i 




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10 15 2024  Glider Project Scoping MeeƟng Comments 

My name is Lynne Paulson. I am speaking as a Board member on behalf of Santa 

Teresa Foothills Neighborhood AssociaƟon. Our organizaƟon was formed in 1999 

and represents over 4,200 residences along the base of the Santa Teresa Foothills 

from CoƩle Road on the east, to Winfield Boulevard on the west. Most of our 

members did not receive the project mailing even though we could be deeply 

impacted by this project. 

Among our organizaƟon’s prioriƟes is preservaƟon of public open space. In the 

year 2000 the San Jose Greenprint was prepared and it calculated open space for 

each City Council District with the interest of preserving open space and 

increasing open space where needed.  It counted not just parks, but also porƟons 

of school properƟes in determinaƟon of the amount of open space in each district 

including Glider School open space.  

We are concerned that this project will reduce public use of this space including 

access for community acƟviƟes as well as recreaƟonal use.  The reducƟon of the 

open space to 15% of what it was, will have a negaƟve impact on the community.  

We ask that the EIR consider alternate project plans that would allow community 

acƟviƟes including events and recreaƟonal acƟviƟes.  If alternaƟves such as that 

outlined in the NOP reduce these features, we ask that those alternaƟves include 

miƟgaƟon measures. 

The EIR should also analyze biological resources impacts including from the 

removal of 63 trees. Can project alternaƟves be considered that will not remove 

as many trees?  What miƟgaƟon will be provided? 

We will be providing a comment leƩer which will also include other concerns such 

as traffic impacts due to high density use. 

Let’s not have this project be a negaƟve example for other school properƟes that 

consider different uses for their faciliƟes. 
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Telahun, Bethelhem

From: jonie murphy <joniebaloney@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 11:47 PM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem
Cc: The Office of Mayor Matt Mahan; District1; District2; District3; District4; District5; District 6; District7; 

District8; District9; district10@sanjose.ca.gov; City Clerk
Subject: Scoping concerns FOR GLIDER RESIDENTIAL PROJECT FILE No: PROJECT APPLICANT: APNs: H23-028 

and ER23-230 The True Life Companies, LLC

  

  

1. The allotted parkland-to-resident ratio is much too small.  
In PR1.1       
"3.5 acres per 1,000 population through 1.5 acres of public park and 2.0 acres 
of recreational school grounds open to the public per 1,000 SJ residents"- NOT 
ENOUGH PUBLIC PARK SPACE. Common area of only .68 acre is nadequate 
and almost insulting. 
Cut the density of housing by half and maybe you might justify a better ratio 
of population to public park. 
 
 
2. There is no timely emergency mode of evacuation with such high density. 
Need to lower the density of housing. 
 
3. The setbacks are inadequate- too close to existing residential structures. 
Need to work on improving setback distance to at least 20 feet. 
 
 
4. Traffic is already heavy as Santa Teresa HS begins and ends. Lots of people 
use back roads to escape the traffic (like using Suisse Dr). 
I do not see a way out of this heavy congestion and residents have been 
dealing with taking back roads for years who live there. 
Now you will multiply the traffic with more cars, more emissions. 
You have put this proposed high density housing right smack in an established 
older neighborhood where the extra water, extra traffic, extra emissions from 
all the cars will cause bedlam. 
 
5. Emergency vehicles cannot get a patient out of the traffic gridlock in either 
morning or afternoons due to STHS. Should a patient have his/her heart 

   [External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.] I 
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attack during this gridlocked time, it could be fatal for the 
patient(s).  
 

6. Have you considered using the high density housing 
downtown San Jose. I have heard very sound proposals 
from some council folks to bring  
more business downtown. So why not have the residential 
housing close to the business model that is being proposed 
instead of disturbing an   
older established neighborhood already struggling with 
high traffic from the high school? Downtown also has 
established forms of public transit 

so that would be a plus for less congestion and less 
emissions. 
 

7. Consider turning the property into a park or community 
center. 
 

Thank you, 

Joanie Murphy 
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