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Task Force Meeting #6 

Draft Meeting Summary (3-19-09) 

Time and Location: 
February 17, 2009 6:00 pm-8:00 pm 
Gunderson High School – Media Center/Library 
622 Gaundabert Lane 
San José, CA 95136 
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Virginia Holtz, Board of Directors, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 
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Judy Elrite 
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Summary: 
 
A. Welcome/Introductions  

Patrick Miller, Principal of 2M Associates and subconsultant to the Prime Consultant, DC&E, initiated the sixth Task 
Force Meeting for Martial Cottle Park by welcoming Task Force members and members of the general public.  Miller 
noted that a public comment period would be added to the end of the meetings agenda. 
 
Jane Mark, Project Manager for Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department (SCCPRD), thanked Task Force 
members for their support and participation and expressed hope that on the Task Force would provide additional 
guidance on the revised Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative.  She acknowledged the input provided by and 
participation of VEP Community Association, Hayes Neighborhood Association, Colony Green Homeowners 
Association and others.  
 
 
B. Project Status Update 

1. Agriculture 
Isabelle Minn, Project Manager for DC&E, provided a summary of comments from the potential partners such as Youth 
Agriculture, Master Gardeners and UC Cooperative Extension research programs.  The discussion provided a better 
understanding of these programs, and the potential partners offered feedback on siting adjacencies to share necessary 
infrastructure components for those potential uses.   
 
Jane Mark summarized the December 15, 2008 meeting with the representatives of the Santa Clara County Farm Bureau 
where the economic viability of farming at Martial Cottle Park was discussed.  Recommendations of the Farm Bureau 
included keeping the agricultural lands in larger parcels and to provide adequate buffers and farming infrastructure, such 
as irrigation systems.  
 
Jane Mark also provided an update on ongoing discussions with the County Planning Office and the Deputy Ag 
Commissioner regarding consistency of the master plan with the Williamson Act Contract.  For the State-owned parcel, 
the non-renewal period will extend through 2018.  
 
2. Task Force Site Visit and Workshop #3 
Miller summarized the outcomes of the January 17, 2009 site visit with Task Force members and stakeholders which 
focused on the options for the residential buffer on the westside of the park.  Miller then provided a summary of 
Community Workshop #3 outcomes. Main questions discussed during small group discussions included “How can 
partners get involved?” and “What are most important considerations?” 
 
C. Presentation of Preliminary Traffic Analysis Findings  

Minn summarized Hexagon’s preliminary traffic analysis, including trip generation calculations and the 38 key intersection 
studies.  She highlighted the following: 

♦ Hexagon used a “high-end” projection of vehicle trips.  The impact criteria came from the City of San Jose for peak 
AM, PM and Weekends midday.  There were no significant impacts as per City of San Jose’s criteria or CEQA. 

♦ Study assumes current roadway conditions. 

♦ The study indicated that there is enough parking allocation in the Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative for 
maximum event demand.   

♦ Hexagon also provided design recommendations for the proposed entrance locations. 
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Minn also noted that Timm Borden, City of San Jose Public Works Deputy Director, had provided an update of roadway 
widening plans at Community Workshop #3.  He advised that roadway widening projects have been put on hold due to 
budget constraints.  
 
 
D. Presentation of Revised Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative 

Minn described the Revised Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative.  Revisions to this alternative were made following 
Public Workshop #3.  Minn emphasized the following components and changes to the alternative: 

♦ The main park entrance has been re-located to Snell Avenue. 
♦ Overflow parking and main parking areas have an orchard-like character. 
♦ The multi-use pavilion would be a flexible space for community use. 
♦ The central green space has not changed and denotes pockets of irrigated landscape and picnic areas, but is not 

intended as a large lawn. 
♦ The Youth Agriculture area was moved south, including the animal husbandry area which will be located in the 

northern portion of this area (furthest away from Chynoweth Ave). 
♦ Community gardens have been re-located into a portion of the Life Estate Area which recently reverted to the 

County. 
♦ The Research area has been re-located away from public use areas to provide additional privacy and security. 
♦ The green space on the west side of the park has been consolidated around the seasonal wetlands, allowing for larger 

parcels of contiguous agricultural land. 
♦ Community access points are located on all sides of the park for pedestrian access to the perimeter and park trails. 
 

E. Discussion on Revised Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative 

Prior to the discussion on the Revised Preliminary Draft Preferred Alternative, Jane Mark clarified that: 

♦ The community garden land reverted to the County as of January 1, 2009 per the Donor’s Property Transfer 
Agreement.   

♦ The potential for the native plant nursery to offer retail sales to the public is being explored and discussed with 
County Counsel. 

 
Miller opened the floor to comments and discussion from Task Force members.  
 
Access Road. A Task Force member raised the question of how much of the access road would be paved.  In the 
revised alternative, the road would be paved in the heavily-used entrance areas, then the interior park road would remain 
unpaved and/or graveled.  Dust is a consideration and the roadway may be paved to control dust if buses need to access 
the roadway leading to the seasonal wetlands area.  Consideration should also be given to the potential for access road to 
double as trails, assuming this is not a conflict with farm equipment/vehicles. 
 
Right of Ways.  A Task Force member inquired whether the draft alternative accommodated additional right-of-way for 
the future Branham/Snell roadway widening. The consultant team clarified that the alternative reserves a right-of-way for 
Branham Lane and Snell Avenue widening. 
 
Entrance.  A Task Force member requested for some costs on the different entrance location improvements, which 
would include the cost of signalization. There was also concern regarding proximity of the entrance to the existing 
shopping center and the possibility of increasing pedestrian-vehicular conflict.  Minn responded that the design aims to 
have a pedestrian access on each side of the park, and that the idea had been to take advantage at the light located at the 
entrance of Branham Plaza for a pedestrian crossing to the park.  Lisa Killough, Director of SCCPRD, stated that Mr. 
Lester wants an emergency access for patrol and access to be located across from the shopping center at the existing 
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signal.  This access area would remain gated. Given that the park entrance would be relocated, a Task Force member 
asked that pedestrian access be considered further down (west of the existing crosswalk at Branham Lane/Snell Avenue). 
 
Clarifications of Changes in Revised Preliminary Draft Alternative.  Task Force members asked if the buffer width 
had been changed, if the ratio of activities had been changed, and if there was still a special event exit on Chynoweth 
Avenue.  The special event exit is still shown, and may trigger the need for paving (a Fire Marshal requirement).   
 
Agriculture.  In response to questions from Task Force members about the consolidation of the growing areas and 
considerations for a more “corporate” approach to farming, Killough stated that options were being kept open on issues 
of management and multiple contracts, and that the Department is evaluating a number of models – whether a larger 
lessee or a grouping of smaller lessees.  Economics are a consideration.  A Task Force member stated that a large farmer 
working with more growers would result in greater diversity of food and landscape; Killough responded that her 
department is striving to balance multiple uses with the economic sustainability factor.  Sibella Kraus explained that there 
is an option for phasing management over time. Regarding the conceptual layout for the Youth Agriculture Area, a Task 
Force member identified the odors associated with pigs in a swine yard as a possible serious issue when exposed to wind.  
 
 
F. Focused Discussion Items 

1. Options for Location of Main Entrance 
Miller explained that the Snell Avenue entrance location will need to be evaluated in terms of a cost analysis and make 
sure that it would be on economically-sound ground.  Killough explained that the future roadway improvements would 
need to be evaluated when the Parks Department starts the design and construction process. It would be optimal to have 
a park entrance solution that would work in the current and future long-term phase. 
 
VEP representatives pointed out that their recommendations did not identify a traffic light at the Snell Avenue entrance.  
A question was also asked regarding how most visitors would reach the site driving northbound on Snell Avenue.  
Potential issues identified included the possibility of U-turns on Snell near Chynoweth as well as north of Branham Lane.   
 
Although there are great ideas shared, ultimately the traffic design would be dictated by standards put forward by the City 
of San Jose. The County Parks Department will work with the City on the design standards. In comparing the entrance 
with the one shown on the previous draft, it was pointed out that an entrance on Branham Lane could bring business into 
the shopping mall for purchases of picnic supplies by park visitors.  On the other hand, such an entrance might result in 
people parking in the Safeway parking lot, where there is already a lack of parking and an issue over which several people 
expressed concern. A Task Force member explained that no matter where the park entrance location would be, Safeway 
would still be accessible to park visitors. 
 
2. Options for Buffers and Perimeter Trail/Access 
Miller introduced this topic, noting that agricultural interests need flexibility for sustaining any type of agriculture and the 
future agricultural uses are likely to be considerably more intensive than they are today.  Most agricultural interests want a 
buffer from residences due to adjacency issues with residential properties. Since it is not known what types of agriculture 
would be developed here, it is important to have a buffer. From a park management perspective, the wider the buffers, 
the greater the maintenance costs.  From a trail user perspective, park users do not want to look into private backyards; 
they also desire more park experience and vegetation for aesthetics. 

♦ Charlie Friedericks presented the results of a neighborhood survey where he interviewed 28 residents. He found that 
some people were fine with the trail, some folks wanted trees and some did not, including support from numerous 
west side neighbors for eliminating a perimeter trail along a large portion of the west side of the park. Many were 
passionate about their property’s relationship with the park. In terms of security, there was a perceived threat of 
security for the public to go behind their homes. Most appreciated the open expanse of agriculture and the way it is 
farmed right now.  

♦ Miller stated that the design team is trying to come up with an optimum plan, which is consistent with Santa Clara 
County Countywide Trails Master Plan policies.  This trails master plan actually requires a much smaller buffer (25 feet) 
than what has been recommended in the alternative.  The design identified keeping the trail within a 75 feet buffer 



Page 6 of 8 
 

and provides viable fire break between the park uses and the private residences. If a berm or shrub massing is 
considered, there would be visual screening.  Residents would still maintain views of the middle-ground and 
background but not see the foreground which includes the trail uses.  A matrix was developed to address privacy 
issues and security concerns with relation to the setback and buffer area. 

♦ A Task Force member offered that the 150’ buffer requested by VEP could be considered a community garden along 
that edge.  Another member asked what was the difference between community gardening up to the back fence and 
people walking along a trail. 

♦ Organic farming would need a 25 to 30 feet buffer, even for small plots of land, according to a Task Force member.  
However, vehicular access would need to be maintained. 

♦ A Task Force member said that the issue is to find the right buffer and it is a bad idea to eliminate a portion of the 
perimeter trail.  He emphasized the need to think ahead for this master plan 25- 50 years out and that the worst case 
scenario would be to eliminate the trail.  Any buffers and distances can be mitigated to provide views of the hills and 
a sense of safety. With a great trails system nearby, people would use it. Other Task Force members echoed similar 
thoughts, stating that the VEP-recommended 150 feet buffer would be like using up about 12.4 acres for the 
personal security and enjoyment of 36 families (1/3 acre per family) which is not realistic.  Within that 75 feet buffer, 
a berm could shield noises from trail use. 

♦ A Task Force member stated that trails are a great thing and a great community builder.  It is difficult to see new 
things come on. Failure to see the bigger picture can overlook wonderful opportunities.  

♦ A Task Force member questioned what would be done about people walking up and down the Canoas Creek 
channel.  It was stated that creek and wetland areas would incorporate security and that the access along the channel 
would need to be looked at closely. Trails would need to be developed in coordination with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District which owns the creek. 

♦ A Task Force member shared explained that whenever there is a trail near a home, that amenity raises the value of a 
home. Trails that do have people walking on them on a regular basis provide “eyes” on the community and safety for 
people who live nearby. 

♦ Another Task Force member mentioned that it is unfortunate that the other 1.7 million residents who live in the 
County that would be very excited about the perimeter trail are not present this evening.   

♦ A representative of VEP asked if agriculture were kept in the buffer area instead of a trail, wouldn’t that use generate 
more revenue for the Parks Department. Miller explained that it is important to balance the urban agricultural uses 
with public uses in a State-County park. 

♦ Questions were asked about the nature of the buffer and the types of vegetation that would be used. Are there 
examples of urban edge buffers within other County parks? 

♦ Lisa Killough mentioned that most of the County parks are natural lands, where the most notable urban regional 
parks include Hellyer, Vasona and Los Gatos Creek County Parks. Typically, one would see roads as perimeters and 
not many homes along a park edge. The County does have trails that go through urban areas where there is much 
less land and smaller widths than noted here. Most of the vegetated buffers are along the urban creek zones with 
natural vegetation. The dilemma is how to create a reasonable buffer to address the neighborhood concerns – that 
would not be exorbitantly expensive to maintain, not take away from Mr. Lester’s vision which includes a perimeter 
trail, and that provides views in and views out and Mr. Lester’s vision for park views to the hills.  Sibella Kraus also 
mentioned a habitat buffer being used at another agricultural park which is an Alameda County Resource 
Conservation District pilot project, that has both habitat and screening benefits, and provides an opportunity for 
education. There is a 30 foot buffer for habitat with native plantings, such as toyon and coffeeberry, that once 
established would not need irrigation.  Federal funding was used to implement this. 
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♦ A Task Force member asked how this perimeter trail system would tie into the City’s bike plans.  Minn explained 
that there would be pedestrian and trail connections to Chynoweth Avenue, the VTA light rail station and Blossom 
Hill Road. 

 
3. Relationships Between Park Uses 

♦ Minn stated that there are many considerations at play, such as the sharing of infrastructure and facilities to consider 
in locating adjacent uses, and that based on feedback received from potential partners, the current alternative shows 
the research/demonstration gardens and community gardens adjacent to one another, with Youth Agriculture south 
of the main road and across from these two uses.  In addition, the research use is now proposed to the west of youth 
agricultural uses, due to the need for controlled access and higher security for research activities. 

♦ As Task Force member asked if service roads would be gated with a key for cooperative partners.  Killough stated 
that this has not been worked out yet.  The Department may consider separating service roads from trail uses but 
those details have not been worked out yet. Effort will be made to maintain controlled access for security.  

 
4. Life Estate Area 

♦ Lisa Killough reminded attendees that we need to be reminded that land was donated by Mr. Lester.  He is under no 
obligation to allow planning or access to the Life Estate.  There has been some desire expressed to consider the Life 
Estate in the park planning process, and a portion of the area has been suggested as potential access.  However, Lisa 
Killough reminded everyone that the Life Estate is not part of the process, we need to honor Mr. Lester’s Life Estate 
and the donation agreement stipulated the Life Estate Area would be for Mr. Lester’s use as long as he wishes.   

♦ A Task Force member asked what type of noise mitigations would be considered for the overflow parking area given 
that Mr. Lester remains in the Life Estate Area. It was suggested that a buffer be considered between overflow 
parking and the Life Estate. 

 
5. Other 

♦ A Task Force member suggested that this was a very flat property and that an elevated place would be a nice thing to 
look out from, somewhere on the site. Would it be possible to elevate the pavilion, similar to the elevated grassy lawn 
area at the Guadalupe River Parkway? 

♦ Another comment was made that an observatory for birdwatching would be a nice thing if there were an elevated 
area.  One possibility for an elevated area would be to use the material removed from undercrossing under highway 
85.   

 
 
G. Public Comment Period 

The following additional comments and/or questions were provided by members of the general public. 

♦ Susan Stuart from the Santa Clara County Public Health Department expressed that she is very excited about the 
trails, particularly with the chronic health problems with obesity, access to locally-grown goods and fresh food 
components of the plan. 

♦ David Fadness from VEP Community Association thanked the planning team for taking request for a Snell Avenue 
entrance seriously.  He doesn’t want a traffic light and does not feel it would be necessary to impose additional costs. 
The City’s proposed fourteen-foot medians can accommodate left-turn lanes.  As for the VEP’s buffer 
recommendations, he felt that the operative word was a minimum of 100’.  The buffer should be made as large as 
possible, including agriculture, and could be as wide as 300’ or whatever it would take to make agriculture feasible.   
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♦ Peter Voelter spoke in favor of a Chynoweth Avenue entrance, as he doesn’t want a traffic jam on Snell Avenue.  
There is already an existing light at Chynoweth/Snell for north, south and east bound travel. 

♦ Charles Herbert, a resident of Birmingham Drive, reiterated Fadeness’s statement in favor of a large buffer and that 
it is very important to maintain privacy. He was not excited about a trail located even 75 feet away from the fence. 

♦ Shiloh Ballard of Colony Green Homeowners Association stated that she loved the concept of the perimeter trail; 
the nicest side of the park will be the west side since the park side along Branham Lane is not as pleasant.  She 
supports not having a traffic light on Snell Avenue for the park entrance with deceleration on the frontage road as it 
is now and questioned why the entrance was being moved. Was the decision regarding a different entrance based on 
the number of comments received or the quantitative data that advised looking at an alternate park entrance? 

♦ A representative from Our City Forest stated that the organization hoped to provide trees for the park. 

♦ Forrest Williams, a neighborhood resident, spoke regarding the large contiguous agricultural areas, asking why the 
part of the road/trail near the native plant area and wetlands wasn’t removed to make a larger farm area. Regarding 
the park entrance at Branham Lane, he asked if there were any considerations for a pedestrian undercrossing to the 
park. 

♦ Marilyn Rodgers of VEP Community Association thanked the team for responding to the community concerns and 
believed that the team can optimize agriculture, keep the trail and make neighbors on the west side of the park 
happy.  We must consider meeting the needs and desires of the residents while preserving the value of the park. She 
has advocated for years for Mr. Lester to keep the property as a park.  

♦ Roland Zechmeister, of VEP Community Association was concerned with the trail along Canoas Creek and safety.  
He asked for security measures to prevent youth from jumping into the creek, and was concerned about stopping the 
park from becoming a hangout for homeless people. 

♦ Jim Dumanowski said the perimeter issues, security, privacy and continued agriculture are major issues and would 
like a 300’ buffer without trees.  It is very troubling that the park could be accessible at night and that a security 
nuisance would be created.  He requested that the trails be locked at night. 

♦ Karen Stevens, a resident at the corner of Rue Paris and Snell Avenue, felt that there would be traffic back-up on 
Snell Avenue and accidents on Snell Avenue would increase , as there are already accidents on Rue Paris. She cannot 
see how this has changed so much from the original vision with the proposed park entrance on Chynoweth Avenue. 

♦ Councilmember Ash Kalra of the City of San Jose Council District 2 was glad to hear the excitement and said that 
we should think about 20 to 40 years into the future and the long-term vision. He represented the Hayes 
Neighborhood Association and felt that they should be thankful that there are not 5,000 new homes here and that it 
is a park. He stated he is preliminarily against a Snell entrance, but will work with Councilmember Pyle’s office on 
the issues, and knows that at the end of the day we will have a beautiful park.  

♦ Commissioner Greg West asked if San Jose Council members could help with prioritizing the widening of Branham 
Lane. 

♦ Frank Giordano reiterated Lisa Killough’s comments about the Donor’s right to privacy and his generosity. 

 
H. Next Steps and Conclusions 

Patrick Miller concluded the meeting by thanking everyone for attending, and stating that a presentation would be made 
on a revised plan based on comments received at tonight’s meeting to the County Parks and Recreation Commission. 
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