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From: Elizabeth Ell iott 

Sent: M onday, January 24, 2022 9:38 AM 
To: John Davidson <JDavidson@SantaClaraCA.gov> 

PMM 
Item 2 
PC Meeting 
1/26/22 

Cc: Andrew Crabtree <ACrabtree@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Reena Brilliot <RBrill iot@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Mayor and Counci l 

<MA VORAN DCOU NCI L@SantaClaraCA.gov> 

Subject: Jan . 26, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting FW : Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan 

Good Morning Mr. Boldt, 

Your email and letter has been received in the Communit y Development Department/ Planning Division. By way of this 

email I am including the appropriate staff for review and response. 
Please note, your correspondence w ill part of the public record on this item. 

Thank you for taking the t ime to contact us on this matter. 

Regards, 
~Elizabeth 

Elizabeth Elliott 
Community Development Department I Planning Division 

1500 Warburton Avenue I Santa Clara, CA 95050 
0 : 408.615.2450 I D: 408.615.2474 

City of 
Santa Clara 
Ille CllbrofWIII~-

From: Mayor and Counci l <MAYORANDCOUNCIL@SantaClaraCA.gov> 

Sent: Monday, January 24, 2022 9:26 AM 
To: Elizabeth Elliott <EElliott@santaclaraca .gov>; Planning <Planning@santaclaraca.gov>; Andrew Crabtree 

<ACrabtree@SantaClaraCA.gov> 
Subject: FW: Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan 

Please see attached-

Thank you, 

Melissa Lee 

From: Dylan Boldt 

Sent: Friday, January 21, 2022 4 :18 PM 
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To: John Davidson <JDavidson@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Priya Cherukuru <PCherukuru@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Mayor and 
Council <MAYORANDCOUNCIL@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Lance Saleme <LSaleme@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Yashraj Bhatnagar 
<YBhatnagar@Santaclaraca.gov>; Qian Huang <QHuang@Santaclaraca.gov>; Yuki Ikezi <YIkezi@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Ricci 
Herro <RHerro@Santaclaraca.gov>; Nancy Biagini <NBiagini@SantaClaraCA.gov> 
Subject: Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan 
 
Dear Councilmembers, 
  
Please see the attached, for your consideration. We request this to be submitted for the planning commission meeting 
on Jan 26th 
  
  
  

In Solidarity, 
  
Dylan Boldt 
President  
Silicon Valley MEPS  
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Silicon Valley MEPS 

To: Mayor and City Council 
From: Dylan Boldt 

Re: The Promise of the Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan 

On behalf of the MEPS of Si licon Valley Group we write in representation of several 
thousand working fam ilies of the IBEW Local 332, SMART Local 104, UA Plumbers 
Union Local 393, and Sprinkler Fitters Local 483. Our members are residents who live 
in and near the City of Santa Clara. 
We applaud and support the City of Santa Clara for the forward-looking vision the 
Planning Commission and City Council is taking in planning the future urban 
development needs of Santa Clara in the new Patrick Henry Specific Plan. The focus on 
both housing and employment generating land uses holds the pron1ise of a vibrant future. 
However, we have concern that the plan as written fails to ensure that thefu/1 benefits 
related to the community in the construction of these projects are at risk. Given the 
billions of dollars of investment capital this project will attract the full benefits must 
address and consider local workforce at the forefront of planning to avoid extensive 
Green House Gas emissions and Housing/Job imbalance when considering the planning 
and permitting and building of the Patrick Henry Specific Plan. Therefore, we urge the 
planning commission to consider the construction workforce in parallel with community 
benefits to develop a responsible economic and local workforce vibrancy plan by 
considering the following: 

► Will this project ensure alignment with the state goals to support pre­

apprenticeship and apprenticeship of skilled and trained workers? 
► Will the construction workers that are employed to build the project be paid a 

livable wage? 
► Will the workers be treated with equity by ensuring employers provide medical 

benefits versus shifting the burden of healthcare to existing taxpayers subsidized 

government health care? 
► Will this project put safety as a priority by uti lizing skilled, trained, and 

experienced workers? 
► "Will the local workforce development needs be considered, in light of the 

opportunity to create hundreds of jobs and training opportunities for Santa Clara 
youth, minorities and at-risk workers? "Will the buildings be built responsibly 
with highly trained, ski lled, and experienced workers that will reduce errors and 



omissions that ultimately conflict with state and federal sustainability, air quality, 

and goals of the state and nation? 

► Will the City gain the benefit of the millions in sales tax revenue a local 

workforce will spend during and after the construction of these projects? 

In lieu of public policy intervention it is likely few apprentices enrolled in State of 
California approved programs will be employed in the build out of the Plan. 
To help ensure our community gains the benefits in needs with the passage of the Plan, 
we are proposing the following modification to the Specific Plan Planning Principles: 
3.2.2 Planning Principles of Santa Clara (Page 40) 
The existing plan has six principles; we ask that you consider adding the following 
seventh planning principles to draw on community and stakeholder engagement that also 
support Santa Clara General Plan vision and policies. The principles respond to unique 
PHO Specifi c Plan Area assets and opportunities and ensure the resulting community will 
reflect the priorities, values, and vision of the Santa Clara community. 
New: 7. Building a Vibrant Middle Class 
Encourage the use of a local construction worliforce and local business sourcing in the 
build out ,.,vithin the Plan area. The employment of a local construction worliforce that 
pays family supporting wages will generate sales tax revenue for the City as those wages 
are recirculated within the City's business community. The availability of a trained 
construction workforce is essential.for the success in implementing the Plan there.fore the 
employment of apprentices in State of California approved training programs will also be 
encouraged. 

We look forward to discussing with you these proposed changes in the Plan. 
Communities throughout the Bay Area have placed simjlar language in their planning 
documents to promote and sustain a vibrant local economy. 

Sincerely, 

Dylan Boldt 
President 



Buchalter 

PMM 
Item 2 
PC Meeting 
1/26/22 

January 24, 2022 --
VIA E-MAIL (JDAVIDSON@SANTACLARACA.GOV) 

John Davidson 
Senior Planner 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Re: Patrick Hemy Drive Specific Plan and Final EIR (SCH # 2019120515) 

Dear Mr. Davidson: 

As you know, O2Micro owns the parcel located at 3118 Patrick Hemy Drive, Santa 
Clara, California ("O2Micro Propeity'') in the southern poition of the Pati·ick Hemy Drive 
Specific Plan (the "PHD Specific Plan") area. The City of Santa Clara ("City") included various 
stakeholders in its planning process and identified O2Micro as Stakeholder #6 for the Specific 
Plan review process. Buchalter, a Professional Corporation, represents O2Micro as land use 
counsel for the development of the O2Micro Property. 

Thank you for fo1warding the City's Final Environmental Impact Repo1t ("Final EIR") 
addressing some of our cormnents on the Draft Environmental Impact Repo1t ("Draft EIR") for 
the PHD Specific Plan. We understand that the City also recently released the Final Specific 
Plan in January, 20221. As we have advised you previously, O2Micro remains concerned with 
the Specific Plan's proposed roadway connection across the O2Micro Prope1ty to Mission 
College Boulevard on the Mission College Campus (the "Road Connector"). This concern has 
not changed. 

1 It appears that the City released a version of the Final Specific Plan as a "full draft" Specific Plan. For purposes of 
our comments, we have referred to the Specific Plan as the " final." 

bucha lter.com 
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The Final PHD Specific Plan and Final EIR should be revised to eliminate the Road 
Connector Option Because Mission College Rejected It. 

The City released for public review the Final PHD EIR on January 12, 2022. 
Unfortunately, however, the Final EIR and the Final PHD Specific Plan fail to accurately and 
consistently depict the circulation network in light of the recent action of the West Valley-
Mission Community College District Board of Trustees (the “Board of Trustees”). As you know, 
the Board of Trustees governs development on the Mission College Campus. At the December 
21, 2021 meeting of the Board of Trustees, the Board unanimously rejected the PHD Specific 
Plan Road Connector option described in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. Although the Final 
EIR acknowledged that the Road Connector cannot be constructed if rejected by “Mission 
College” (i.e. the Board of Trustees), the Final EIR failed to report that the Board of Trustees 
already rejected the Road Connector option. (See PHD Specific Plan Final EIR, pp. 3-10, 3-25, 
3-46.) Since the Road Connector cannot be constructed without Mission College’s consent, the 
Road Connector option is infeasible.  Thus, the City’s only option is to remove the Road 
Connector option from the Final PHD EIR and Specific Plan and eliminate the Road Connector 
from O2Micro’s Property.  

To continue depicting the Road Connector across the O2Micro Property in the EIR and 
Specific Plan is confusing, misleading and meaningless given the rejection by the Board of 
Trustees.  It is confusing because the Final PHD Specific Plan and the Final EIR flipped the 
preferred option so it is now the alternative option but they both still show an option with the 
Road Connector even though the Board of Trustees rejected the Road Connector.  Any Road 
Connector from the southern portion of the Specific Plan area through Mission College as shown 
in the Final EIR and Specific Plan (be it the preferred land plan or the option) would result in a 
proverbial “road to nowhere.”   It is misleading and meaningless because the agency responsible 
for approving it has rejected this option.  Therefore, it is not a feasible option and the Road 
Connector and any references to “potential future vehicle connection” should be eliminated from 
the Specific Plan and EIR as an alternative for the land plan circulation system.  

The Final PHD Specific Plan and Final PHD EIR No Road Connector Option 
should be revised so that the open space on the O2Micro Property equals the open 
space on the adjacent Summerhill Property. 

We appreciate the City’s replacement of the Road Connector option with the No Road 
Connector option as the preferred land plan in light of the Board of Trustee’s denial of the Road 
Connector through the Mission College campus.  We request that the City size the proposed open 
space depicted along the eastern boundary of the O2Micro Property so that it is equivalent to the 
open space on the Summerhill property next door.  This would be a fair and equitable 
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distribution of open space and public amenities consistent with the development contemplated on 
both properties. 

The Final EIR and Final Specific Plan Exhibits should be revised to remove the 
Road Connector. 

At this point, and given the Board of Trustee’s rejection of the Road Connector, the 
City’s sole option is to eliminate the roadway across the O2Micro Property from the Specific 
Plan and the EIR, rather than continuing to show it in the Specific Plan and the EIR. By retaining 
this “road to nowhere” (as it is still shown on the preferred Land Use Plan in Figure 3.6 of the 
EIR) creates confusion.   

Given the Board of Trustee’s rejection of the Road Connector, the PHD Specific Plan can 
only remain consistent with the Final EIR if the City removes the Road Connector from the 
O2Micro Property. Given the concerns O2Micro has raised in writing on numerous occasions2, 
which are incorporated herein by reference, we respectfully request that the City revise the PHD 
Specific Plan and the Final EIR to make the documents consistent and remove this “road to 
nowhere” on the O2 Micro Property. Specifically, this includes, but is not limited to, removal of 
references to the Road Connector or “potential future vehicle connection” from the following 
exhibits in the Final PHD Specific Plan and Final EIR: 

 
� Final PHD Specific Plan: 

o Figure 4.2-ALT (Urban Design Framework); 
o Figure 4.3A-ALT (Land Use Plan); 
o Figure 4.3B-ALT (Ground Floor Activation); 
o Figure 4.3C-ALT (Building Height); 
o Figure 4.5-ALT (Parks and Greenways); 
o Figure 4.6.2-ALT (Circulation); 
o Figure 4.6.2.1A-ALT (Street Types and Existing Easements); 
o Figure 4.6.2.1B-ALT (Vehicular Network); 
o Figure 4.6.2.2-ALT (Pedestrian and Bicycle Network); 
o Key map on page 125; and 
o Key map on page 130; 

 
� PHD Specific Plan Final EIR: 

o Figure 3.6 (Land Use Plan); 
o Figure 3.7 (Urban Design Framework); and 
o Figure 3.8 (Building Height) 

                                                
2 Letters from O2Micro or Buchalter on O2Micro’s behalf dated 3/1/2021, 3/31/2021, 9/13/2021, 12/21/2021 and 
12/22/2021. 
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It may be easier and result in less confusion to simply delete all exhibits illustrating the Road 
Connector Option including Figures 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 on pages 134, 136 and 138 of the Final EIR.  
This change could be explained in the Text Revisions chapter in the Final EIR.  

Similarly, the following figures showing the No Road Connector option also should be 
revised to illustrate equal size of the open space on the O2Micro and Summerhill Properties: 

o Figure 4.2 (Urban Design Framework); 
o Figure 4.3A (Land Use Plan); 
o Figure 4.3B (Ground Floor Activation) 
o Figure 4.3C (Building Height); 
o Figure 4.5 (Parks and Greenways); 
o Figure 4.6.2 (Circulation); 
o Figure 4.6.2.1B (Vehicular Network); 
o Figure 4.6.2.2 (Pedestrian and Bicycle Network); 

 
The Final EIR and Final Specific Plan should be revised to change the 8,000 square 
feet of retail use to flex space. 

 O2Micro requests that the City revise the Specific Plan and Final EIR to change the retail 
use to flex use per our prior comments on the Draft EIR.  The following figures should be 
revised, accordingly: 

o Final PHD Specific Plan and Final PHD EIR, Figure 4.2 (Urban Design 
Framework); 

o Final PHD Specific Plan and Final PHD EIR, Figure 4.2-Alt (Urban 
Design Framework); 

o Final PHD Specific Plan and Final PHD EIR, Figure 4.3B (Ground Floor 
Activation); 

o Final EIR, Figure 4.3B-Alt (Ground Floor Activation); 
o Final EIR, Figure 3.7 (Urban Design Framework); and 
o Final EIR, Figure 3.7-A (Urban Design Framework – No Connection to 

Mission College Blvd). 
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We hope to work with the City on a mutually acceptable plan that meets the community’s 
interests without imposing greater impacts to O2Micro.  We look forward to the City’s 
certification of the Final EIR and approval of the Final PHD Specific Plan. 

 

Sincerely, 

BUCHALTER 
A Professional Corporation 

B  

Alicia Guerra 

AG:nj 
 

 

 
cc: Xander Abbe 
 Reena Brilliot 
 Lynn Lin 

Yimin Zimmerer 
 Jane Zhang 
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