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The Martial Cottle Park Master Plan Alternatives have been evaluated by the consultant team according to criteria that 
was vetted by the Project Team, the TAC and Task Force.  This document summarizes the merits and constraints of 
each alternative in relation to the following broad categories: 

♦ Policy- This category encompasses three criteria: Consistency with Donor’s Vision, Consistency with Master Plan 
Goals; and Consistency with Ownership Conditions.  

♦ Agriculture- This category addresses consistency with Master Plan Goal #2 and the Williamson Act Program 
Guidelines.  The focus of this evaluation is on opportunities for community involvement and educational 
programming, the promotion of sustainable agricultural methods, management structure and the methods for the 
sale of agricultural goods.   

♦ Recreation- This category addresses the extent, quality and diversity of recreational uses.  Criteria that fall within 
this category include Historic Value, State/Countywide Significance and Quality of Visitor Experience.  Relevant 
policies include Master Plan Goal #1. 

♦ Economic and Management Implications- A generalized summary of financial implications of the alternatives 
will be provided.  Relevant policies include Master Plan Goals 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3.  

♦ Environmental Impact analysis addresses the following topics: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, 
noise, public services, traffic/circulation and utilities/infrastructure.  

 
A. Policy 
 
Finding: Alternative C is most consistent with the Donor’s Vision. 
 
All alternatives were designed to be consistent with the Donor’s Vision, Master Plan Goals and Ownership 
Conditions.  Alternative C has the most positive relationship with these policies as it is most similar in layout to the 
Donor’s Vision and because it is the only alternative that does not include a dog park.  Although the Donor’s Vision 
does not include a dog park and prohibits non-passive recreational uses, Master Plan Objective 1.7 is to “explore the 
potential for compatible dog use within the park.”  This objective was established in response to requests from 
community members.   
 
The Donor’s Vision, Master Plan Goals and Ownership Conditions are further discussed below as they apply to 
specific uses.  
 
 
B. Agriculture 
 
Finding:  Alternative B provides the greatest benefit in terms of agricultural criteria.   



 
All alternatives are consistent with Master Plan Goal #2, which is to “preserve and enhance the park as a functioning 
farm that supports sustainable and multi-faceted agriculture including educational and community-serving components 
and commercial concessions consistent with the Donor’s Vision.”  All alternatives would include sustainable farming 
practices and could be phased so as to comply with existing Williamson Act Program guidelines.  However, the 
agricultural programs differ in terms of management structure and the opportunities they provide for public 
involvement, education and research and marketing.   
 
Alternative C provides the fewest opportunities for participatory agriculture, education and research as this alternative 
does not include significant area dedicated to such programming nor does it include a cooperative partner to run these 
programs.  However, this alternative does include a community garden and the area designated as “specialty crops”.   
 
Alternative A and B both include dedicated areas for youth agriculture, research and demonstration gardens that would 
be managed by a cooperative partner.  Alternative B has the greatest opportunities for participation given the large 
area dedicated to the cooperative partner as well as the location of this area immediately adjacent to consolidated park 
area. In addition, more marketing opportunities are built into Alternative B than the other Alternatives.  This feature 
could further the park’s ability to promote sustainable farming practices and make farming at Martial Cottle more 
economical.  
 
Alternatives B and C have provide the greatest variety of agriculture uses, not including those managed by a 
cooperative partner.  In these alternatives, production agriculture would be managed by one Master Lessor who would 
sub-let areas ranging from one to fifty acres to small farmers.  By contrast, the production agriculture land in 
Alternative A would be leased to one Master Farmer.   
 
 
C. Recreation and Education 
 
Finding:  Alternative A has the greatest area dedicated to recreational uses, while Alternative B maximizes unique 
agriculture-focused recreational and educational opportunities.  
 
All alternatives are consistent with Master Plan Goal #1, which is to “provide for a range of passive recreation 
opportunities that complement the vision of a historic agricultural park and are consistent with the property’s deed 
restrictions.”  In addition, all alternatives can be considered as having a high level of State/Countywide significance 
since there are very few agricultural parks within the State.  All alternatives are also generally consistent with Master 
Plan Goal #3, to “provide educational opportunities for a broad cross-section of the public that address the agricultural 
and historical themes of the park,” although Alternatives A and B provide greater opportunities.   
 
The recreational program in Alternative A is most extensive.  However, the program shown in Alternative B provides 
the most unique opportunities for recreational users in the State and County.  This is due primarily to the adjacency of 
consolidated park area to demonstration gardens and youth agriculture, the potential for agricultural branding which 
could attract a wide spectrum of visitors, and the trolley/horse-drawn carriage/walking loop road that includes 
numerous opportunities for educational programming and interpretation.  The recreational uses in Alternative C are 
less diverse than the other alternatives.  
 
As all alternatives include many similar recreational components, this section focuses on differences in recreational 
programming.  

♦ Trails and Pedestrian Access.  The 2007 Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department’s public opinion survey 
found that hiking, walking, picnicking and barbequing were the most likely activities of respondents in County 



Parks.  All alternatives provide opportunities for these activities, with Alternatives A and B providing the more 
miles of trails and more pedestrian access points than Alternative C.   

♦ Equestrian Uses.  All alternatives include equestrian facilities, with Alternative A and C including arenas.  While 
this is consistent with the Donor’s Vision, the regional demand for public equestrian facilities needs to be further 
analyzed.  

♦ Dog Park.  Alternatives A and B also include an off-leash dog park, which is not in the Donor’s Vision yet is 
discussed in the Master Plan Goals and Objectives as a possible inclusion.  In both alternatives, this program area 
is located on County property due to State Parks’ restrictions.  As the closest County park that provides an off-
leash dog park facility is Hellyer County Park at Hellyer Avenue, the dog park would likely draw dog owners 
from the surrounding neighborhood.  Within San Jose Council District 10, there is a citywide dog park located 
approximately five miles from Martial Cottle Park, which is Miyuki Dog Park on Miyuki Drive off Santa Teresa 
Boulevard. Although the dog park at Martial Cottle Park may not provide countywide appeal, it offers significant 
local and citywide appeal. 

♦ Water Feature.  Alternative A and C include lakes/ponds while Alternative B includes a seasonal wetland.  All 
of these features provide opportunities for trails and education, with the lake/pond providing for additional 
activities such as fishing.  Water features are further discussed in relation to Environmental Impacts.  

♦ Outdoor Pavilion.  Alternative A includes a separate, large outdoor pavilion, while the other alternatives show 
smaller pavilions grouped with the Visitor Center Complex.  The separate pavilion would better enable multiple 
large group events to take place at one time, or for singular events to take place with minimal interruption to 
ongoing activities within the Visitor Center Complex.   

♦ Historic/Interpretive Programming.  It should be assumed that all alternatives include historic 
education/interpretation programming.  In addition to this, Alternatives B and C include specific features that 
reference the site’s history.  Alternative B includes a pedestrian promenade framing views of historic structures as 
well as seasonal wetland that would provide a glimpse of the site’s pre-agriculture condition.  In Alternative C, 
the lake feature is located in approximately the same location as the historic pond and the existing east-west 
access road is maintained.   

 
 
D. Economic and Management Implications (including Sustainability) 
 
TO BE PROVIDED  
 
 
E. Environmental Impact 
 
1. Aesthetics 
Finding: Alternative B best enhances the agricultural visual character of the property. 
 
Master Plan Goal #5 is to “protect and enhance the park’s visual character while preserving high quality scenic vistas 
provided from within the park.”  In general, all of the alternatives achieve this goal.  Alternative A would result in the 
greatest change to the existing visual character of the site, as park uses are distributed throughout the site.  In 
Alternative C the park use area is centered in the site, enabling high quality vistas to be enjoyed from within the park 
yet interrupting the continuous vistas into the site from surrounding areas.  In Alternative B, park uses are 
concentrated on the outer edges of the site.  This preserves the existing agricultural expanses and provides a buffer 
between the slow, park and agricultural uses and the fast paced Snell Avenue. In addition, Alternative B is maintains 
an agricultural grid and frames views utilizing traditional allees or rows of trees.   



 
2. Air Quality 
Finding: Alternatives B and C have the least impact on air quality.   
 
All of the alternatives will increase the amount of vehicular and farm equipment use on the property.  Alternative A is 
expected to have the most negative impact on air quality as it requires the greatest amount of driving within the 
interior of the park.  There is potential for the equestrian arena in Alternative C to negatively impact park neighbors to 
the south with unpleasant odors.  However, this is highly unexpected given the scale of the boarding area, distance and 
buffered use from the perimeter of the park.   
 
3. Biological Resources  
Finding:  Alternatives A and B have the least impact (and greatest benefit) to biological resources.  
 
All alternatives preserve existing heritage oak trees and incorporate natural landscaping and a water feature.   
 
While both Alternative A and B include vegetation enhancement along Canoas Creek, only Alternative A proposes 
modification of the channel.  The water feature, or lake, in Alternative A is advantageous in that it connects to Canoas 
Creek, creating greater ecological connectivity.  The landscaped buffer in this alternative is composed of native 
plantings.  
 
Alternative B is advantageous in that it establishes a seasonal wetland in an area that was historically a seasonal 
wetland.   
 
4. Cultural Resources 
Finding: It is in not expected that any of the alternatives would have a significant impact on cultural resources. 
 
5. Geology and Soils 
Finding: Alternative C maximizes use of suitable agricultural soils. 
 
Soil testing was conducted for Martial Cottle Park to assess soil quality as it relates to planning for agricultural uses as 
part of the Master Plan Alternatives.  The results of the soil testing indicated that the soil in all plots is highly suitable 
(or excellent) for agriculture, with only minor improvements being necessary and the southern area of the site being 
the least suitable for orchards.  Given this information, all alternatives are generally equal in terms of making 
“agronomic suitability of the various soils types a primary consideration in site design,” as stated by Master Plan 
Objective 4.6.  However, Alternative C dedicates a greater amount of land to agricultural production and therefore is 
the alternative that best maximizes use of agricultural soils.  This is due to largely to the absence of a cooperative 
partner, whose uses are not limited to production.  
 
 
6. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Finding: The alternatives are equal in terms of treatment of existing hazardous materials and creation of future 
hazards. 
 
Existing hazardous materials on site are limited to arsenic, toxaphene and oil and grease compounds, all of which are 
believed to be related to previous agricultural activities.  All of the alternatives would include equipment storage areas 
to minimize oil leakage and would promote sustainable farming practices.  In addition, all alternatives would 
incorporate soil enhancement activities.   
 



7. Hydrology and Water Quality  
Finding: Alternative B is most beneficial due to the inclusion of a seasonal wetland feature rather than a lake 
 
All alternatives will require approximately the same amount of water for irrigation.  It is anticipated that existing wells 
on the property will provide sufficient water for the park development.  Agricultural irrigation requires approximately 
3 acre-feet of water per year.  The primary difference between the alternatives is in the type of water feature they 
contain.  All water features are located in soil with limited drainage, which is beneficial in that a water feature will be 
easier to maintain and groundwater infiltration will be limited. 
 
Alternatives A and C both include relatively large lakes.  These features will require a significant amount of water to 
fill and maintain.  Due to potential health issues, it is not recommended that a recreational lake be used for irrigation 
or groundwater recharge. The water feature shown in Alternative A, however, is beneficial in that it could serve as a 
detention basin during flood conditions due to its connection to the Canoas Creek Channel.  Alternative B includes a 
seasonal wetland which would require minimal water resources to establish and maintain.   
 
8. Land Use 
Finding: Alternative B provides the maximum benefit in terms of land use. 
 
Alternative B is more efficient in terms of land use in that most park uses are consolidated and the major use area and 
parking lot are in proximity of the entrance.  In addition, the expanded produce stand in this alternative is located 
across the street from existing commercial land uses.  The major park uses are adjacent to major streets, minimizing 
conflicts with residential neighbors and maximizing park visibility. 
 
Alternative C is also highly efficient in that the park uses are consolidated and within proximity of the entrance, 
although commercial uses are not consolidated.  Alternative A is less efficient than the other alternatives due to the 
distribution of park uses, which require increased vehicular use.   
 
9. Noise 
Finding:  Alternative A is the most likely to have negative noise impacts.  
 
While significant noise impacts are not anticipated by any of the alternatives, the Outdoor Pavilion, Visitor Center 
Complex and recreational lake are shown in Alternative A could negatively impact neighbors to the west; and the 
equestrian arena activities in Alternative C could impact neighbors to the south.  Alternative A would also generate 
more vehicular use, which could potentially result in noise impacts to the residences to the south and park users.  The 
impact of park generated noise on surrounding neighborhoods is minimized in Alternative B.   
 
10. Public Services 
Finding:  All alternatives will have similar impacts on public services.  
 
11. Traffic/Circulation 
Finding:  Alternative B is most beneficial in terms of traffic and circulation.  
 
a. Vehicular Access Point  
There are no apparent “fatal flaws” for any of the park access alternatives.  The primary advantages of locating the 
major park entrance on Branham Lane (at Branham Plaza) are the fact that the location is already signalized and that 
there would be no direct impacts to nearby residential neighborhoods.  The primary disadvantage of locating the major 
park entrance along Snell is the difficulty in providing a new traffic signal at the entrance location. An advantage of 
locating the major park entrance on Chynoweth Avenue is that it is a relatively low-volume street that clearly has the 



capacity to accommodate the traffic increases associated with the planned park.  However, the increased traffic would 
directly affect the adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
 
In general, it is advantageous for the main entrance to be located in proximity to most park activities and internal 
parking lots (assumption based on Hexagon’s discussion of Chynoweth Avenue), as is shown in Alternatives B and C. 
All prospective entrance locations provide connections to nearby residential neighborhoods; therefore, a traffic signal 
would likely be necessary to ensure safe pedestrian access to the park at each alternative location. Alternative C, 
which shows an entrance at Chynoweth Avenue and Duesenberg Drive, may not require a traffic signal.  The cost of 
the necessary traffic signal may be marginally less at the Branham Lane entrance location, but the cost differential will 
probably not be significant. 
 
It is also preferable to have secondary or service access roads for park and agricultural operations, as well as for 
possible secondary ingress and egress during large events. 
 
b. Internal Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
Alternatives B and C have the least number of miles of internal public access roads as both alternatives consolidate 
park uses near the main entrance.  The overlap of public use and farm roads is minimized in Alternative C.  
Alternative B and C also effectively minimize the number of parking lots.  
 
c. Pedestrian Access Points and Connection to VTA Station 
All alternatives include a trail connection to the VTA Station as well as an undercrossing connection to Blossom Hill 
Road.  While the Visitor Center Complex is closer to the VTA Station in Alternatives A and C, Alternative B would 
include a tour route that would provide access for park users to all park destinations including the Visitor Center 
Complex.  Alternatives A and B have a greater number of pedestrian access points.  
 
12. Utilities/Infrastructure 
Findings:  Alternative C has the least impact in terms of utilities and infrastructure.  

It is anticipated that municipal water would be necessary for drinking fountains and other non-irrigation uses.  In 
addition, the property’s existing septic system would likely need to be expanded and/or a connection to the municipal 
sewer system would need to be established.   

Impacts to utilities and infrastructure are expected to be greater when park uses are distributed and/or for alternatives 
that have a greater number of partners.  For this reason, it is expected that Alternative A would have the greatest 
impact (distributed park and many partners), Alternative B would have a moderate impact (condensed park area and 
many partners) and Alternative C would have the least impact (condensed park area and few partners). 
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