SERNEVRERIANENE
. {

HEEN ANNREN RNRNRR 0

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 1



‘“Where modern
ideas meet modern
needs in an

EXCITING DESIGN OF NEW a tm os p h e re
City HarL conducive to big
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA
T e thinking to meet big
Carl N. Swenson Co., Inc., General Contractor
problems”
— A.P. “Dutch”
e Hamman, San Jose

City Manager,
1950-1969

Architect & Engineer, March 1958
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Arnold Del Carlo Collection, Sourisseau Academy
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Arnold Del Carlo Collection, Sourisseau Academy
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WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

A symbol of growth:

: (gommemoraﬁnj +the
y Dedication of “San JOSES
new %2,59?.{?80 City Hall
SanJost " Merch 271958

Mayor Robert C Doerr ¢ C;le Manaqer A.PHamann

Councilmen
Paul F.Moore --- George Starbird
Fred Watson --- Parker L. Hathaway

Louis S.Solari ++- Emery J. Delmas

1,000,000 {urpassmg— Ihggga%/m y
a million il

800,000 — San Jose went through a
population explosion
starting in the mid-1950s,

600,000 thanks to City Manager
A.P.Hamann’s ambitious
program of growth by

400,000 — annexation.

A.P. Dutch Hamann

Or T T T T T T T T T T
1900 10 20 '30 '40 50 60 70 '80 "90 '00 '09
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, MERCURY NEWS

California Department of Finance
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A symbol of
progress:

Norman Mineta (1931-2022)

* San Jose City Council (1967-1971)
* San Jose Mayor (1971-1975)

* First Asian-American mayor of a major

U.S. city

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ



Janet Gray Hayes (1926-2014)

e San Jose City Council (1971-1974)
* San Jose Mayor (1975-1983)

* First female mayor of a major U.S. city

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ



A symbol of progress:

“The feminist capital of the world”

] ’ ; '

F
lf'

|
\

lola Williams (1936-2019 )

e San Jose City Council (1973-1978) e San Jose City Council (1980-1994) e San Jose City Council (1979-1991)
® First Latina Vice-Mayor ® First African-American Councilperson

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 8



A symbol of community:

.

T
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A symbol of future promise?

Phasing Summary

|:‘:I';‘~; :‘ o I Total County Office Capacity (sites A+ partial B+C) 1,570,000 sf
e S ywice Total Civic Center Campus Office Capacity (sites A+B+C+D) 3,020,000 sf
Essential Services EOC ” =

Essenlial Services Parking
Parking Structure

Hadding Streetscape

PSJ Central Plant
Amenity Building

Total Office GFA: 660,000 sf
Tolal Parking: 2200 spaces

[Phase 2

Finance & Government

Offce Buildings

Board Chambers

Parking Structure

Logistics Hub

Md-block Crossing + Pedestrnian Spine

Total Office GFA: 400,000 sf
Total Parking: 1300 spaces

Social Services Agency / Other
Office Buildings
Parking Structure

Total Office GFA: 510,000 sf
Total Parking: 1700 spaces

[Phase 4

Future Growth

Total GFA: 1,450,000 sf
Total Parxing: 3100 spaces

oY
%1% County cf anta Clera Civic Center Campus Master Plan

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 10



Or a symbol of... wasted potential?!
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Former San José City Hall Project
Environmental Impact Report

County of Santa Clara

March 2022

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

Former San Jose City Hall Project

Project Overview:

The Project proposes demolition of the former San Jose City Hall building (former City Hall).
The facility is a five-story, approximately 113,430-square-foot office building, at 801 North
First Street in San Jose, on the northwest corner of North First Street and West Mission

Street.

Demolition activities would include the following:
» Abatement of hazardous building materials;
s Site control and preparation for demolition;

¢ Demolition of the building and disposal of
demolition debris; and

¢ Regrading and hydroseeding the site.

The building is currently vacant and is notin a
usable condition, with ongoing maintenance and
security costs borne by the County. No future use
has been identified or proposed for the site
following demolition of the building.

https://ffd.sccgov.org/capital-projects/former-san-
jose-city-hall-project

PAC*SJ 11



Location:

801 N. First Street
Date:

Built 1958
Architect:
Donald F. Haines
Threat:

Neglect, Redevelopment

. G, = !
1;:\]‘ e e | (/G/v A?Jb o

(G o \a
o~~~ @ MapData 200 M kw1 Terms of Use
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Santa Clara County Historic Preservation Ordinance:

Sec. C17-16. - Permit findings. % & B @&

In order to approve a landmark alteration permit, the department director or designee, or Board of Supervisars, shall make ane or more of the

following findings:

A. The landmark alteration permit has been conditioned upon all alterations complying with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Illustrated Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, as the department director or designee, or Board of Supervisors, deems reasonably necessary to secure
the purposes of this chapter, and with the California Historical Building Code and the California Health and Safety Code Section 18950 et
seq., as amended, and applied to the project by the Building Official.

B. The proposed alteration or demolition would not destroy or have a significant adverse effect on the integrity of the designated landmark,

and the landmark will retain the essential elements that make it significant.

C. Inthe case of any proposed alteration that includes detached new construction on the designated landmark site, the exterior features of

such new construction would not have a significant adye

ith the exterior features of the designated

D. There is no feasible alternative that would avoid the significant adverse effect on the integrity of the designated landmark. The owner shall
provide facts and substantial evidence demonstrating that there is no feasible alternative to the proposed alteration or demolition that
would preserve the integrity of the designated landmark. In the case of demalition, up to a six-month waiting period may be imposed by

the Board of Supervisors from the date of the HHC hearing at which the HHC recommendation was made.

If the depa

be denied.

or or designee, or Board of Supervisors, cannot make one or more of the above findings, the landmark altergiigas=

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 13



PAC*SJ Recommendations

e Recommend Denial of Landmark
Alteration Permit

* Recommend No Action on Final EIR
Certification by Board of Supervisors

e Recommend Recirculation of Draft EIR
with clarified project objectives and
alternatives analysis

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

PAC*SJ
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PAC”SJ Concerns

#1: Demolition is More Expensive Than Preservation

#2: No Replacement Plan for Site

#3: Reuse Infeasibility Unproven

#4: Demolition Ignores Civic Center Master Plan

#5: Reuse is Greener than Demolition

#6: Demolition = Dangerous Precedent and Double-Standard

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 15



Concern #1: Cost of demolition vs.
ongoing maintenance

Demo: $5.7-$8.0 million vs “No Project”: $3.9 million

e ~ A v 4 q CoSC Farmer City Hall
CeSCromer City | Ch~ L | L 1

omrar City Hall_LCCA ~ Upaste — City sl Only MiC Upe ae 1021202 Agoregate LECA and TGO
[Econano 1 oc
Last Option EEONEEINE

CoSC Former City Hall Feasibility Study

$San Jose, California Project # 20-00136.00 <
Rough Order of Magnitude foct 03031120 E PRV 343
PROJECT SUMMARY Low Cowt. CaN (5 Voure Lok Rt iy o Wobladloy: 3 DE45228
o cyre s awas e et patut - riess P -
Schema 1 Scheme 2 Scheme 3 Scheme 4 Scheme 5 e oo \siod e kit oo
113,430 SF 113,430 SF 220,000 SF 113,430 SF 480,000 SF il 4
Potentially to 376,000'SF Potentially T62,000/SF T 3 mnan Conpn g et i S
Eloment Construction Projoct Project C Projoct Construction Project Construction Project Euas: 3 e
Hightax
Former City Mall $330,145 $490,203 $68,408,145 $105,152,548 323,758,463 $36,706,534 3 5
Former Ciy Hall $350,145 $420203 $68,408,145  $105,152548 S25758.465  $36.70653 y [T
New Development (Base Scheme) S109.133410  $147,617.274 $7,439,000 $10,605,559 SI06B49410  $4145338T4 ) o e e i
1 Building Demoition NA NA NA NA $5743,410 $8,040,774 NA NA $5,743.410 $8,040,774 e
2 Housing, T35, 1,200s4unit NA NA NA NA $93500,000 NA NA NA NA s P
3 Office NA NA NA NA NA A $252,000000  $340.200,000
4 Parking, 325stisp NA NA NA NA $9.590,000 351, $7.439,000 $10,605,559 $49,106,000 $66,293,100
Sitework $14310,000  $14,310,000 $14,310,000 $14,310,000
5 Sitework NA NA NA NA $14310,000 Incudod NA NA $14,310,000 Included Wy

$350,145 $490,203 $68,408,145  $105,152,548 $123443,410  §161,927,274 $33,197465  $47,312,003 $321,150 410

Cost per Unit 57 Units 200 Units
20 YEAR TOTAL COST OF OWNERSHIP 5
Additive Alornates |PRESENT VALUE) e
Opfion 2 - 108 units in liew of 57 units NA NA $§7,940,100 $12.307,155
i "*";m‘q"_‘ g e 1 e e onsos o Agrogats Life-Cycla Cost Analysis and Total Cost of Ownarssis
Opsion 4 - Convert Class B to Class A Offic NA NA NA NA NA NA $52,177,800  $80,875,590
Op#ion 5 - Increase office from 480,000/SF ‘o 762,000 NA NA NA NA NA NA $205,200,000  $277,020,000 Diacounted bo Preseni n-nu
u Comemiztien Amanm
Subtotal Additional Costs $7,940,100 $12,307,155 $123340,000  $166,509,000 $52,177,800 $80,875,500 $205,200,000 $277,020,000 [ 3 Ui 4 s -
5 T 4 - 8
3 s © 4 s
Total High Cost $350,145 $490,203 $76,348,245  $117.450,703 $24€783,410  $328.436,.274 $85,375,265  $128,187,683 $526,359410  $705,863,874 a (e 5 ) s
“ e s 7 4 s
108 Units $1,088,000 410 Units $801,100 % o . 4 3
Soft Cost (Mark Up) 40% 54% 33% € 1518, s s -
! B 3 -8
" 5 s -3
Note: s s w8 s
Costs Above are based on Todays $§$ and do NOT Include any Escalation ? : : < f
% 3 ] -
. . ; D
" 5 a3 3
10 ] % 3
w s % -2
w s 5 -
3 ] 4 - 3
n 5 X s
21 5 3 ]
= s s 3
= s 5 ]
» 3 4 s
* 5 s s
] 5 % 1
2 s 5 s
= s 0. 3
= 5 5 3
an 3 i s
Prepared by C UMMING Page 2 of 26 I SEEGEE T BBSLTE ) 5 [T ]

DEIR Appendix B: FEIR Appendix
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California Office of Historic Preservation

MARCH 2015

Consider the Whole Action:
How to Avoid Segmenting

One important element in any project review is the

Project Description. As outlined in the CEQA Guide-
lines Section 15124, the Project Description section of
an environmental document provides the reviewer with
several key pieces of information about the project and
the baseline environmental conditions. The Project

Description should include project location, objectives,
and a scope of work. A Project Description should be
a thoughtful attempt to describe the whole project tg
the public. If manipulated, the Project Description fin
cause the environmental impact analysis process toffo
awry, misleading the public and decision makers.

When dealing with impacts to historical resources, s¢
cral missteps have become common in the Project
Description section of CEQA documents. Section
15378 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a project as
“the whole of an action,” yet when dealing with histor-
ic resources, projects often include enly demolition.
Demolition ot a building or structure needs to also
cvaluate the future use of the site. The goal of CEQA
is to provide decision-makers with eaough information
about the environmental impacts of a proposed project
to make an informed decision. OHP encourages Lead
Agencies to insist project applicants describe the future
use of the site when proposing to demolish a historic
resource.

Another misstep often befalling project applicants and
Lead Agencies is carefully defining the project objec-
tives as part of the description. It is difficult to draft
clear project objectives if the entire scope of the pro-
ject is unknown. Defining the project as including only
demolition makes it difficult for the public to comment
on the project impacts because the fall scope is not
defined.

@ CEQA CASE STUDIES

YOLUME I

THE CAUFORNIA OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMENTS ON CEQA DOCUMENTS AS AN AUTHORMY ON
HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES. THIS PUBLICATION USES
CASE-STUDIES TAKEN FROM ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUNENTS
PRODUCED IN CALIFORNIA TO HELP ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSTS
AND LEAD AGENCIES UNDERSTAND HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL
RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION.

THIS IS NOT AN OFFICIAL POLICY DOCUMENT, BUT THE
EXAMPLES INCLUDED CAN HELP PROFESSIONALS AND DECISION
MAKERS UNDERSTAND HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESCURCE
EVALUATION AS AN INTEGRAL ELEMENT IN SUCCESSFUL
COMPLETION OF THE CEQA PROCESS.

In our case stady, a Lead Agency is trying to revitalize a
large civic center complex built in the 1960s. The Lead
Agency prepared an EIR that proposed demolition and
stated that mounting maintenance and security concerns
over a vacant building (previously deemed eligible for Li
ing on the National Register) were untenable. At tig

of the courthouse and the remaining civic ceng
The Lead Agency had 2 greateryision in my

When a Project Description involves only demolition of a
historic resource, the project is likely being segmented,
which is discouraged by CEQA. This approach deprives
the public of the entire scope of potential environmental
impacts, and potential benefits of the proposed project, and
keeps the project proponent from exploring the full range
of reasonable alternatives that come through the public
comment process.

ning involves an interaction 4 xchange of ideas between
the project applicant, Lead Agency, the public, and decision
makers. This process starts with a good Project Descrip-
tion that offers the participants the full scope of the pro-
posed project.

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

Concern #2: No proposed replacement

When a Project Description involves only demolition of a
historic resource, the project is likely being segmented,
which is discouraged by CEQA. This approach deprives
the public of the entire scope of potential environmental
impacts, and potential benefits of the proposed project, and
keeps the project proponent from exploring the full range
of reasonable alternatives that come through the public
comment process.

PAC*SJ
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Concern #3: Inadequate alternatives analysis

Studied vs Unstudied

* Preservation + New Construction
* Preservation + Supporting Addition
e Partial Demolition + New Construction

* Demo + New Construction

3. Comparison with Maximized Housing
momrHl FR4Y STREET A arce]

OFFICE

5. Comparison with Maximized Office
NomtH TRGT STREED ViAsioe]

OFFICE 762,000 sf | 988,600 sf |

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 18



Concern #3: Inadequate alternatives analysis

Studied Vs

 Office (Class A/Class B)
 Affordable Housing

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

Unstudied

* Mixed-Income Housing
* Market-Rate Housing

* Hotel

* Mixed-Use Commercial
e Health Care

» County Services

PAC*SJ
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oncern #3: Inadequate alternatives analysis
ssumptions:

NORTH FIRST STREET

2. Adaptive Reuse as Affordable Housing | Ground Floor Plan

Potential Community Services:
1 Childeare

2. Non-profit Offices

1. Supportive Housing Services

4. Behavioral Health Services

2. Adaptive Reuse as Affordable Housing | Summary

PROGRAM

COST (Former City Hall and Site Area)

City Hall Rewsedt
for Afford

y
bl Housdng «
y Services

@l Swal Uoits 1084
8 $i50000
135031360 1o e
= $(105,694200)  $(113,001.400)
5 $i55200
< & requ e L 500,000
Nt $24,500) $ a0
Affcedable Housing \ y - - < >
Snonts 57 et :2‘\2\:.‘1 S0-veer Comt $(204,700.900)  $1107,046.000)
Scheme2i 106 Sl Uots soagm | &
|
\
{ (
A ! (H ]
T
g2 |
G
Z
S\
A |

Gensler | HKIT | Kapp | CUMMING

e No additions or  No ground-floor « Questionable revenue
adjacent new hOUSing units? assumptions ($773
construction? monthly rentals,

regardless of unit
type?)

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

PAC*SJ 20



Concern #4: Civic Center Master Plan ignore

Phasing Summary

Public Safety & Justice
Office Buildings

Essential Services EOC
Essenlial Services Parking
Parking Structure

Hadding Streetscape

P34 Central Plant

Amenity Building

Total Office GFA: 660,000 sf
Tolal Parking: 2200 spaces

[Phase 2

Finance & Government

Office Buildings

Board Chambers

Parking Structure

Logistics Hub

Md-block Crossing + Pedestrian Spine

¥ I[FyE FREREE

l?w

Total Office GFA: 400,000 sf
Total Parking: 1300 spaces

Social Services Agency / Other
Office Buildings
Parking Structure

County of Santa Clara

Civic Center Campus Master Plan

Final EIR, Master Plan, and Design Guidelines
August 28, 2013

Vot T AT IR V) S

Total Offlca
g g: 1700 spaces

Future Growth

Total GFA: 1,450,000 sf
Total Parxing: 3100 spaces

P
% 15 County cf Santa Clera Civic Center Campus Ma

5. Comparison with Maximized Office | Summary

“Maximized development”

PROGRAM

NORTH FIRST STREET [vinstor|

alternatives exceed Master
Plan capacity:
 1.45M vs 1.99M sq ft

Former City Hall Demolished

to Maximize Office Potential

* Demolition is classified as a
‘significant unavoidable impact’
under CEQA and mitigaticn
measures are recommended

Mitigation Measures
- Reccrdation in the Historic Former City Hall Area
American Building Survey Office:  762,000sf
(HABS) in Site D Parking Structure)

[Phase 1 N Total County Office Capacity (sites A+ partial B+C)
Total Civic Center Campus Office Capacity (sites A+B+C+D)

- Interpretation
- Retain of 2 small portion

Site D Total
| -
|Cffice |1,988,660sj
|Parking | 2,570 spaces

Spring 2020 -25-

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

1,570,000 sf
3,020,000 sf

COST (Former City Hall and Site Arca)

One-time Stabilization

Construction $(705,863,900)
Initial Cost $(705,863,900)
Operating Cost

(Utilities = O&W) $ (5,469,300)
Revenue $ 22,860,000
Annual Cash Flow $17.390,100
30-Year Cost $(231,377,100)
Cost Notes and Assumptions:

- Numbers in parentneses are ret cos's;
- Construction ircludes cemolition, sitewors, and soft costs;
- Comstruction Custs ure bused un (weays vulue und do ot indlude uny escatation,
- Revenve Avsurnpiian: (ronthly): $ 5.0 7 3] for Claws A office,
- J0-Year Cost - Total Cost of Cwnershiv {Prezent Value);

All costs arz rounded tc the nearest hundred.
* Parking Assumptions:

- 2arking for the East Wing wil remain cff site;

- Al' rew housing buildings are selj-paked on podiven levelis)

- Office parxing in Site D Parking Structure;

Development with high-ris: office builaings assumes lower parking ratio (les; thon 2.8 spaces

1000 sf which wos ccnsistent with Civic Certer Campus Master Plan Site D) or parking off site.

‘i Gensler | HKIT | Knapp | CUMMING

PAC*SJ
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Concern #5: Environmental Impacts of
Demolition vs New Construction

County Infeasibility Analysis:

“A renovated Former City
Hall would be far less
energy-efficient than new
construction....”

I'he total cost of over 30 years (net present value) of leaving Former City Hall vacant 1s
estimated at $3.6 million.*? Lzaving Former City Ilall vacant would also adversely impact the
development potential of Master Plan Site D. It would result in 38 percent less office space
(1.226,600 sq.ft. vs. 1,988,600 sq.ft.) if Site D were redeveloped solely for offices, and 410
fewer housing units (-61%) if Site I were redeveloped for mixed housing and office use *!

B. Envirenmental Factors

The threats to public health, safety and welfare from climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG)
cmissions is well-recognized.  The County has adopted several policics aimed at making its
operations more sustainable and to promote sustainability and cnvironmental stewardship
locally, regionally, and nationally.”® The County’s huildings and facilitics account for
approximately 60 percent of its GHG emissions.™

I'he County’s recently-adopted Sustainability Master Plan includes the following strategy.:
“Enhance energy efficiency of and electnfy new and existing buildings. ™ One of the targets for
achieving this strategy is to:

Ensure that 100% of new County-owned buildings meet CALGreen Tier 1
n*qmrc*nents and large p'mcms A3 specifi cd bv size, type or by the Board, are

Jose City Hall (109765 : Landmark Alteration Permil - Former San

While renovating and reusing Former City Hall for office or housing use would involve some
energy-cfficiency upgrades, the renovated Facility would still be far less energy-efficient than
new constructxon meeting thc LALurccn Tier | and LEED standarcs 2019 LBL and Lalurc;n

g Fo

Ccllfomxa B o o
2016 CBC, which in turn was 28% mare cffmbn* lhm the 2013 standards.*® Reuse of existing
structures like Former City Hall would use less efficient standards under the Historic Building
Code in Title 24, Part ¥, of the California Code ol Regulations. Even when considermg the
embodied encrgy of the building (¢.g., the sum total of the energy to extract raw resources,
process materials, assemble product components, transport between ¢ach step, construction,

is of Retaini

"
y

DDLIR, p. 174 and Appx. I (Gensler 2020, Cumming 2020)

ibility A

' See Table 3~ Comparison of Site 1) Development Potential, in Section 11 (.3, above

< See, e.g. Califurnia Assembly Bill 32 (2006); Senzte Bill 32 (2016).

* Counly of Santa Clara Sustainability Masler Plan (Jan, 2021).

" ld., Executive Summary, p. 4 (2015 County operzuonz! emissions by sector).

., p. 16 (Suutegy 1.2 Decarponization of Buildings und Focilities).

% An explanation of how the 2019 Building Encrgy Efficicncy Standards differ from the 2016 Standards is available
on the California Ercrgy Commission’s website at: https://www.energy.ca.gav/sites/defeuli files2020-

03/ tle_24 2019 _Building Standevs_FAQ_asdepdf. A precise comparison af erergy cfficiency hetween 2019
standards and the Historic Buildig Code is not averlable hecause it is depends on the particular historie stucture

ent: A

Allz

Page 20 0724

Packet Pg. 61

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ
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Concern #5: Environmental Impacts of

Demolition vs New Construction

Looking for the “Greenest” Building?
Start with the one that already exists.

A report produced by the
Preservation Green Lab of

the National Trust for Historic
Preservation provides the most
comprehensive analysis to date
of the potential environmental

benefit of building reuse. NP s R

‘Main Street’ buildings, common in historic

neighborhoods, are one building type
evaluated in the study.

This groundbreaking study, “The
Greenest Building: Quantifying the Value
of Building Reuse,” concludes that, when comparing buildings of equivalent

size and function, building reuse almost always offers environmental savings
over demolition and new construction.

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse

Preservation
Green Lab

NATIONALTRUST FOR
HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PAC*SJ
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Concern #5: Environmental Impacts of
Demolition vs New Construction

L1 LT

e
H liilmlml l el
mmumuuwmm gk m L

Former Las Vegas City Hall (1977)  Former Pirelli Tire Building (1970)

e LEED Gold  LEED Platinum
e Office e Net-Zero
 Hotel

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ 24



Concern #6: Dangerous Precedent

Santa Clara County Historic Preservation Ordinance:

Sec. C17-16. - Permit findings. % & B @&

In order to approve a landmark alteration permit, the department director or designee, or Board of Supervisars, shall make one or more of the

following findings:

A. The landmark alteration permit has been conditioned upon all alterations complying with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and lllustrated Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, as the department director or designee, or Board of Supervisors, deems reasonably necessary to secure

the purposes of this chapter, and with the California Historical Building Code and the California Health and Safety Code Section 18950 et
seq., as amended, and applied to the project by the Building Official.

B. The proposed alteration or demolition would not destroy or have a significant adverse effect on the integrity of the designated landmark,

and the landmark will retain the essential elements that make it significant.

C. Inthe case of any proposed alteration that includes detached new construction on the designated landmark site, the exterior features of

of the designated

. There is no feasible alternative that would avoid the significant adverse effect on the integrity of the designated landmark. The owner shall
provide facts and substantial evidence demonstrating that there is no feasible alternative to the proposed alteration or demolition that
would preserve the integrity of the designated landmark. In the case of demalition, up to a six-month waiting period may be imposed by

the Board of Supervisors from the date of the HHC hearing at which the HHC recommendation was made.

If the departme
be denied.

“Infeasible” # “Less than Ideal”

or or designee, or Board of Supervisors, cannot make one or more of the above findings, the landmark alteratigps

Former City Hall: A Case for Reuse PAC*SJ
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OMGIVNING

June 13, 2022

Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission
70 W Hedding Street

10th Floor, East Wing

San Jose, CA 95110

Christopher Manning, Chair
Tere Johnson, Vice Chair
Perlita Dicochea

Lila Gemellos

Pria Graves

Bill Hare

Subject: Adaptive Reuse of San Jose Former City Hall
Dear Chairperson Manning and Esteemed Commissioners,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and to share our perspective of adaptive reuse based
on our experience.

Introduction - About Omgivning

Founded in 2009, Omgivning has focused on the revitalization of cities through the adaptive reuse
of existing buildings and spaces. We have touched over 500 existing buildings in the Los Angeles
area and have been a critical component of Downtown LA’s resurgence. We are expanding our
services to design for a variety of projects and expand our imprint across greater Southern
California and further afield.

Architecture and Interiors firm specializing in adaptive reuse and urban infill projects.

Services provided are from feasibility studies through to execution of construction.

80-90% of Omgivning’s projects are Adaptive Reuse.

Project Portfolio includes mixed-use projects, market-rate and low-income housing,

workplace, hotel, restaurants/bars, and retail.

e Wide spectrum of projects from small, local cafes up to a 2-Million square foot adaptive
reuse of a historic landmark warehouse/retail to mixed-use housing.

e We understand the Client’'s/Developer’s goals and budgets and are experienced in
creatively addressing challenges that arise from unforeseen conditions during construction.

e Omgivning’s advocacy efforts demonstrate our commitment to urban revitalization by

uniting the many interests of legislators, developers, planners, residents, fellow architects,

and planners.

724 S. Spring St.,, Suite 501 omgivning.com
Los Angeles, CA 90014 1 213.596.5602
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The Value of Adaptive Reuse

The positive impacts of Adaptive Reuse can be seen in its ability to help combat climate change,
provide much-needed housing, and reinforce community building. Omgivning’s goal is to design
buildings and spaces that have market value as well as social and environmental value.

e Creating new housing units through reusing existing underutilized buildings is the most
environmentally sustainable way to meet our housing production needs. Building reuse
offers substantial environmental savings over demolition and new construction. According
to a report by Preservation Green Lab, “It can take up to 80 years for a new,
energy-efficient building to overcome the negative climate impact created during
construction”. Reusing existing buildings means not only preserving the embodied energy
and value investment made into the building, but also important cultural pieces that
contribute to the character of a neighborhood or the city at large. Reusing existing buildings
for new residential uses are usually more acceptable to residents of the surrounding
neighborhood, reduce traffic, and have less occupants.. They create a more holistic mixed
use community which has become ever more popular and necessary. Lastly, each
community must address state-mandated Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocations
and the Adaptive Reuse of buildings can help to solve a region’s housing crisis.

Project Feasibility

Based on our review of both the “2020 Feasibility Study” by Gensler and Cumming and the
“infeasibility Analysis of Retaining Former San Jose City Hall” we have identified many areas that
are either unclear or are not a fair portrayal of the redevelopment potential of the SJ former City
Hall. The following are our biggest concerns about the misrepresentation of this project’s potential.

e The construction cost/sf is at LEAST double what we would anticipate it to be.

e The notion that the reuse would be “inconsistent with the County’s sustainability policies”
seems to be reverse of reality. Reuse of a building is the greenest thing we can do and
there are many ways that this building can be renovated to be highly energy-efficient, even
a high level LEED certification.

e The maximum number of potential residential units on Site D with both reuse of city hall and
new construction is vastly misrepresented and could likely meet or exceed the maximum
number of units shown.

Based on our experience the former City Hall would be an outstanding candidate for housing or
even hotel. We feel that the reports showing the adaptive reuse to be infeasible are inadequate and
inaccurate. Adaptive Reuse of historic buildings and sites are a specialty niche in Architecture and
requires extensive experience to evaluate. The consultants who prepared the reports are highly
experienced, but not in historic adaptive reuse projects.

724 S. Spring St.,, Suite 501 omgivning.com
Los Angeles, CA 90014 2 213.596.5602
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Please consider whatever course of action is acceptable but to allow more study to prove the
feasibility of the reuse of this building.

Sincerely,

e

Karin Liljegren, FAIA,
Omgivning Architecture and Interiors
Principal and Founder

724 S. Spring St.,, Suite 501 omgivning.com
Los Angeles, CA 90014 3 213.596.5602



Karin Li IJeg 'en, raia, 1iba

Founder + Principal

Education
University of California, Los Angeles
Master of Architecture

University of North Carolina, Charlotte
Bachelor of Arts in Architecture

License
Architect, California, C28158

Karin Liljegren has dedicated her career to community building, sustainability and

advocacy by embracing adaptive reuse as a powerful means to revitalize our cities. In 1999,

she worked on the very first projects under Los Angeles's Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, which

launched her understanding of the challenges and opportunities of adaptive reuse.

The power of adaptive reuse projects to become a solution to today's housing shortage is

of particular interest to Karin. Many of the firm’'s multifamily housing projects are adaptive

reuse of historic buildings and these projects pay careful attention to preserving and

enhancing the historic fabric as a means to foster community growth and pride.

Karin founded Omgivning in 2009 and the firm has built a reputation for uncovering

potential in underutilized buildings by transforming them into multifamily housing,

hotels, offices, and restaurants. Omgivning has grown and expanded in greater Southern

California and beyond, having touched more than 500 buildings, over 50 of which were

designated historic adaptive reuse projects.

Organizations & Community
American Institute of Architects
« College of Fellows 2020

American Institute of Architects Los Angeles
« Historic Resources Committee, Member
2021

« Interiors Committee, Member, 2014-Present
« Member since 1997

Los Angeles Conservancy

« Board of Directors, 2021-2022
« Juror for 2011 awards

« Member since 1999

California Preservation Foundation
« Speaker at numerous events
« Member since 2011

National Trust for Historic Preservation
« Speaker at numerous events
« Member since 2011

Urban Land Institute

« Redevelopment and Reuse Council, Invited
Member, 2018-2024

« Invited speaker at numerous events

« Women's Leadership Initiative,
2018-Present

« Women's Development Collaborative,
2018-Present

« Member 2000-2003, 2017-Present

Los Angeles Mayor's Non-Ductile
Concrete Ordinance Task Force
« Intitiator and Chair, 2019-Present

Central City Association

« Co-Chair of Transportation,
Infrastructure and Environment
Committee 2017-2018

« Downtown 2020 Committee

« Ad Hoc Development Reform, 2010

* Movers & Shakers Committee, 2003-2005
« Member since 2001

Bringing Back Broadway Committees
» Broadway Sign District Committee
2012-2015

« Commercial Reuse Task Force
Co-led group to create the Historic
Broadway Community Reuse Bulletin,
2008-2013

« Broadway Stakeholders Committee
Appointed Trustee, 2015-2018

« Preservation & Infrastructure
Committee Member, 2008-2010

Chair, 2011-2014

« Economic & Tourism Committee
Member, 2010-2014

« Streetcar Committee Member, 2010-
2014

OMGIVNING



SWINERTON 5@

2880 Lakeside Drive, Suite 300
Santa Clara, CA 95054
swinerton.com

June 13, 2022

Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission
70 W Hedding Street

10t Floor, East Wing

San Jose, CA95110

RE: FEASIBILITY OF ADAPTIVE REUSE FOR FORMER SAN JOSE CITY HALL
Dear Commissioners,

Swinerton Builders has reviewed the 2020 Feasibility Study developed by Gensler and Cumming as
well as the documents and discussion contained within the 2022 Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) regarding the feasibility for adaptive reuse of the former San Jose City Hall.
Swinerton firmly believes in adaptive re-use as a viable solution to address pressing housing needs
while also greatly reducing the embodied carbon when compared to baseline new construction.
We feel this project warrants further review than presently outlined in the FEIR for the following
reasons:

* The cost studies currently suggest the cost of adaptive reuse to be more than the cost
of new construction (on a cost per SF basis) which appears to have missed
opportunities thru reuse of structure and portions of the existing skin. This appears
to disproportionately weight against the adaptive re-use.

* The soft costs associated with the adaptive re-use study similarly are noted to be
nearly double those expected in the new construction scenario despite the
anticipated schedule savings associated with adaptive re-use which should in fact
reduce the overall soft costs not increase them.

* The “maximized” site studies suggest no alternative for adjacent new construction
around the existing building to allow for more efficient use of the site to achieve the
goals of additional housing.

* Neither adaptive re-use study contemplates scenarios to activate the roof of the
existing building to gain additional GSF for program space.

* None of the studies discuss or contemplate the opportunity for alternative project
delivery methods such as P3 nor does it appear a Request for Interest or Request for
Proposal to solicit market feedback for various potential re-use opportunities was
contemplated.

* The studies appear to limit the review of sustainability to the base building upgrades
and title 24 performance without contemplating the reduction in embodied carbon
and opportunities to improve operational carbon impacts associated with the reuse
of the structure

Given these points we believe further study of the potential opportunities for adaptive re-use of the
former City Hall is warranted.



SWINERTON 5@

2880 Lakeside Drive, Suite 300
Santa Clara, CA 95054
swinerton.com

About Swinerton

Swinerton traces its roots back to 1888, when a young Swedish immigrant formed a brick
masonry and contracting business in Los Angeles to serve the growing city in its post-
Gold Rush building boom. Since our earliest days building along the Western frontier, the
company has survived and thrived through two world wars, the Great Depression and
Recession, dynamic cultural movements, and natural disasters. Since Swinerton'’s earliest
days, our exceptional craftsmanship has helped us create celebrated landmark projects
throughout the West and beyond.

The company now has over 4,000 employees from coast to coast, and still operates under
California contractor’s license number 92—the one it obtained in 1927 when the state first
began issuing licenses. Many Swinerton-built structures now claim a spot on the

National Register of Historic Places and other architectural preservation lists.

A culture of innovation and flexibility has been essential to Swinerton’s enduring success.

The construction industry is constantly evolving, and we’ve seen innumerable

changes in our 133-year history. As builders, we recognize our responsibility to preserve
natural resources for future generations, and we’re building for the future through our
commitment to sustainability. Swinerton is committed to green building initiatives that
create structures that will operate cleanly and efficiently for many years to come.

Sincerely,
SWINERTON BUILDERS

Kyle Burnham, PE, LEED AP, Assoc. DBIA
Preconstruction Manager
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documentation and conservation
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modern movement

Northern California Chapter
33 Topaz Way

San Francisco, CA 94131
info@docomomo-noca.org
www.docomomo-us.org

June 13, 2022

Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission
70 W Hedding Street
East Wing, 7th Floor
San Jose, CA 95110

Re: Proposed Demolition of Former San Jose City Hall
Dear Chairperson Manning and Esteemed Commissioners,

| am writing on behalf of the board of the Northern California chapter of Docomomo US to express our
concern about the proposed demolition of the former San Jose City Hall. Docomomo US/NOCA is the
Northern California chapter of the international non-profit organization Documentation and Conservation
of the Modern Movement (DoCoMoMo), established nearly 35 years ago to provide leadership, education,
and advocacy assistance to people committed to saving places and collectively shaping the future of
America’s stories.

We concur with the San Jose Modernism Historic Context Statement (2009) and the numerous previous
findings by qualified architectural historians that the former San Jose City Hall building is a significant
local historic resource both for its exemplary Modernist design and for its association with the civic growth
of San Jose and its progressive values—including being the first major American city to appoint an Asian
American mayor (Norman Mineta, 1971-1975) and a female mayor (Janet Gray Hayes, 1975-1983). The
value of Modernist icons such as the former San Jose City Hall goes beyond their aesthetic value—this
building holds symbolic value for the community, and has served as the site of many important civic
moments and community gatherings over the years.

Docomomo US/NOCA is particularly concerned that the proposal to demolish the former San Jose City
Hall building does not include any future use for the site, and that the feasibility study for the reuse of the
building did not adequately address incentives such as tax credits or the environmental impact of
demolition of this large, existing building. It has been well-demonstrated through research, including by
the Preservation Green Lab of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, that the “greenest” building is
the one that already exists, even when taking into account existing energy performance.

We believe that approval of the demolition of the former San Jose City Hall would set a dangerous
precedent with regards to the City of San Jose and Santa Clara County’s commitment to historic
preservation, including its own preservation ordinance (Santa Clara County Historic Preservation
Ordinance, Sec. C17-16), and its commitment to sustainability.

Numerous recent examples have proven the financial viability of the adaptive reuse of Modernist civic and
commercial office buildings to meet current needs and environmental sustainability goals. Of the many
examples, the former Las Vegas City Hall (built 1977 as a city hall, now a tech office), Hotel Marcel New
Haven (built 1970 as an office building, now a hotel), the Standard Hotel (built 1955 as an office building,
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documentation and conservation
of buildings, sites and neighborhoods of the
modern movement

Northern California Chapter
33 Topaz Way

San Francisco, CA 94131
info@docomomo-noca.org
www.docomomo-us.org

now a hotel) in downtown Los Angeles, and the Mayflower Apartments (built 1962 as an office building,
now mixed-income apartments), are just a few that are examples of successful and beloved adaptive
reuse projects.

Even in just the past few years with the COVID-19 pandemic, the needs of cities have changed
dramatically. Now is the perfect opportunity to solicit additional ideas or proposals for adaptive reuses of
this site, with serious due consideration of available tax credits and other incentives, and to reimagine
how this aesthetically striking and history-laden building could continue to serve the community.

Docomomo US/NOCA commends Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) for their diligent
review of the materials regarding the former San Jose City Hall site and supports their recommendations
to:

Endorse FEIR’s environmentally superior “No Project” alternative

Recommend denial of Landmark Alteration Permit

Endorse PAC*SJ offer to fund peer review/reuse analysis

Recommend no action on FEIR certification to allow for further study and/or RFP of adaptive
reuse.

In summary, we strongly oppose the demolition of the former San Jose City Hall and support future
serious exploration of adaptive reuse alternatives.

Sincerely,
Hannak Simenasn
Hannah Simonson, President

Docomomo US/Northern California

cc: Christopher Manning, Chair; Tere Johnson, Vice Chair; Perlita Dicochea; Lila Gemellos; Pria Graves;
Bill Hare; Preservation Action Council of San Jose



ALAN HESS
ARCHITECT
4991 CORKWOOD LANE

IRVINE, CA 92612
949 551 5343
alan@alanhess.net

June 8, 2022

Christopher Manning, Chair

Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission
Tere Johnson, Vice Chair

Perlita Dicochea

Lila Gemellos

Pria Graves

Bill Hare

bnc@cob.sccgov.org

re: Former San Jose City Hall

Dear Chairman Manning and Commissioners:

San Jose’s decision to build a Modern city hall in 1958 was a clear proclamation
of the city’s vision for its future, when “Silicon Valley” as we know it was still in its
infancy. Nonetheless the city saw the possibilities and built for that future with a
gleaming example of civic pride and modernity.

Today that city hall building offers San Jose the same opportunity to establish a
clear direction for our future by embracing the values of sustainability, innovation,
and pride in the city’s unique roots. | fully support the preservation and adaptive
reuse of this singular building so that it and all it symbolizes will remain a vital
part of the city’s life.

Certainly the city hall’s International Style architecture still embodies that
progressive spirit. That design by San Jose architect Donald Haines is an
excellent (and increasingly rare) example of the International Style locally.

True to Modern architecture’s fundamental concepts, the building’s forms express
its functions: a four-story office wing for civic servants, a low wing for a council
chamber where citizens address their elected officers.

Haines used bold but simple geometric shapes — curves and rectangles, some
solid, some transparent. The dynamic arc of the facade greets citizens with a
welcoming embrace in a way that a flat facade would not. Curving forms
throughout the design are a unifying motif, echoed in the council chambers and



the dramatic floating stairway in the main lobby. A splash of color connects the
building with the blue skies of Santa Clara County.

Tearing down a historic landmark as well known as city hall would send a
message of wastefulness. The energy embodied in the manufacturing of its
materials (steel, glass, not to mention the energy used in transporting and
constructing those materials) would be simply thrown away.

Even if a 100% green building replaced it, it would take years to pay back the
energy lost through demolition.

In my many years observing San Jose, | have seen too many excellent Modern
buildings needlessly demolished. The historic IBM campus on Cottle Rd. and
the handsome checkerboarded Pestana building at S. First and San Carlos (how
a parking lot) are just two examples of such lost opportunities.

The fitting answer for today is to adaptively reuse city hall for another appropriate
function. As architect Donald Haines fashioned a symbol for his era, today’s
creative San Jose architects and developers can make this building a symbol of
San Jose’s commitment to a sustainable future, as a hotel, school, apartments,
offices — the possibilities are great.

Adaptive reuse is the trend nationally. | see these opportunities in my role as
Commissioner on the California Historical Resources Commission (though | am
writing here as an architect, author, former architecture critic for the San Jose
Mercury News, and an independent expert.) Las Vegas’ former city hall (1977)
now serves as corporate headquarters for a major internet retailer. The Pirelli
Headquarters (1970) in New Haven is soon to open as an upscale hotel. The
Philadelphia Savings Fund Society office building (1932) was also repurposed as
a hotel, as was the TWA terminal (1962) at JFK Airport. A recent journal article by
a successful architect-developer specializing in adaptive reuse outlines the
concept: https://omgivning.com/journal/

San Jose always looks to the future. In facing today’s challenges, it can address
the need for wise resource use while enriching our streets with the memories,
diversity, and unique character that historic buildings represent.

Sincerely,

Cooa e

Alan Hess

cc: Ben Leech, Andre Luthard



From: Sally Zarnowitz <snzarnowitz@gmail.com>

Date: Mon, Jun 13, 2022 at 10:35 AM

Subject: June 16, 2022 HHC Agenda Item 5 Former San Jose City Hall
To: <bnc@cob.sccgov.org>

June 13, 2022

Historical Heritage Commission
County of Santa Clara

Dear Commissioners,

With its distinctive curved glass curtain wall facade, Former City Hall features a grand entry
space where an aluminum stair winds up to the second floor. Prominent and familiar to those
who called San Jose their home in the second half of the twentieth century, its architecture is an
important and early architectural example of the Modern office building in the Bay Area - and
one of the few remaining in the city.

It's the central public place where a new diversity of concerned citizens led our agricultural
outpost into a major American city under visionary leaders and managers. Local institutions
such as the City of San Jose along with others like the County of Santa Clara, San Jose State
and major industries such as Lockheed also opened opportunities up to new groups during the
period. In 1971, Mayor Norman Mineta became the first Asian-American mayor of a major U.S.
city, and In 1975 Mayor Janet Gray Hayes followed as the first female mayor of a major U.S.
city, continuing the work in balancing urban growth with quality of life issues.

Former City Hall today stands as an urban symbol to the greater Bay Area of how to enable
progressive leadership for the good of all. | believe there are alternatives for reuse of this
symbolic building, alongside dense new housing, that can meet fiscal and social objectives.
The Landmark Alteration Permit for demolition without a proposal should be denied, and a
robust search for proposals for such alternatives should continue.

Respectfully,

Sally Notthoff Zarnowitz, Architect, LEED AP
1642 Fairlawn Ave.
San Jose CA 95125



Juliet M. Arroyo

Historic Resource Professional
amjuliet@gmail.com
323-819-0044 cell

June 12, 2022

Santa Clara County, Historical Heritage Commission
70 W Hedding Street
San Jose, Ca 95110

Christopher Manning, Chair
Tere Johnson, Vice Chair
Perlita Dicochea

Lila Gemellos

Pria Graves

Bill Hare

And

County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development
Lara Tran, Senior Planner

SUBIJECT: Former San Jose City Hall, 801 Mission Street, San Jose Ca — Commission Recommendation
on the Proposed Alteration Permit to Demolish the Historic Resource under Section C17-15 of the
County Code of Ordinances.

Dear Commission Members and Staff:

| respectfully submit this letter to the Commission asking project review questions, identifying
procedural inadequacies, and claiming analysis deficiencies related to the CEQA process/EIR
documentation, and the local historic review process under the San Jose City and Santa Clara County
Historic Preservation Ordinances for the proposed demolition of the Former San Jose City Hall.

I am a Historic Resource Professional with over 20 years of experience in the field and was the City of
San Jose Historic Preservation Officer between April 2018 and July 2020. | am also a CEQA practitioner. |
am seeking further information as highlighted below to better understand the project proposals, the
review process, and future implications. Please provide responses via mail or email, or within a
subsequent document. Additionally, | request to be notified of additional documentation released and |
request to be notified in advance of any actions surrounding the proposed demolition, including any
agency deliberations, findings, or decisions. My contact information is at the top and end of this letter. |
thank you in advance.

| am also a former resident of the North First Street neighborhood. | lived a couple of blocks south of the
subject property. As a California native who has lived and seen many places in the State, | cannot think
of any place that has such a large concentration and wealth of California history and architecture in one
place. From the native lands of native peoples to the Spanish period, to the pueblo period, and all
periods represented up to the Post-Modern period. From Japantown to the Hensley District to the
Juliet M. Arroyo Letter, June 12, 2022
Page 10of 6



former site of the Hotel Vendome and the early train station. From Eastlake Victorian to Corporate
Modernism and some of the best works of Wolfe and Higgins, and other noted architects. The location
and architecture of the Former San Jose City Hall including its role in the City of San Jose’s governmental
history enhances the richness of this neighborhood. The subject property is a key part of what | view as
one of California’s best living history and architectural museums free and available for all to see and
experience.

CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act)

1.

Project Description (Project Segmentation and Replacement Project). It appears that the
project is being segmented which is against CEQA rules. CEQA requires that a lead agency
evaluate the impacts of the “Whole of the Project” rather than its phases or parts. | understand
that the details of a future replacement project on the subject site may be unknown at this
moment, however, there is substantial evidence that a replacement project on the site is highly
feasible, particularly since the County Master Plan provides for (and encourages) the
redevelopment of the site and there is a strong market for particularly housing in the area, close
to transportation and jobs centers. The demolition EIR discusses the potential capacity of the
site for 410 residential units on the parcel and up to 670 residential units on Site D at the corner
of the Master Plan but does not analyze the potential environmental impact of that
development. This appears to be the replacement project that needs to be evaluated with the
review of the demolition. Demolition and site preparation is one of the earliest steps in the
redevelopment process. A housing project seems viable given the regional housing goals. Office
use is also reasonable given the presence of County services in the area and the proximity to
downtown San Jose, along with the flexibility of the interior spaces. Several uses could easily
occupy the space, particularly with the large open floors. Could the County redevelop the site
itself, or would it partner with a private entity, or offer the site up for sale and redevelopment to
another public agency or a private entity. These are questions associated with a replacement
project which seems viable in the near-term. Also could there be an interim use on the site,
such as parking, or a public park? Would the vacant lot be fenced for security reasons? Would
there be some type of landscape plan? Would it be a safe parking site for the unhoused? Also,
could there be a temporary use for the historic building in advance of redevelopment. A vacant
lot is not a desired land use. Many jurisdictions (including the City of San Jose) have
development code provisions against demolition without a replacement project approved due
to concerns of blight associated with vacant lots in an urban area. Does the County have a
similar provision or policy in their code? Is the vacant lot proposal just an interim use? A long-
term vacant lot might be a nuisance. Request: The EIR needs to disclose and evaluate the
whole of the project, and not just the first phase demolition activity. Please provide more
information about what type of replacement project the County would consider, consistent
with the Master Plan, at least a replacement project that the market supports, maximizes the
development potential of the site, meets objectives, and is environmentally sensitive.

Project Objectives (To Reduce Costs). The stated objective of the project (demolition) is to:
“Reduce the County’s costs related to the former San Jose City Hall facility (e.g., maintenance,
security, utilities)”. All buildings require on-going maintenance and costs, occupied or not

occupied. It appears that the reason for the project is to reduce costs of an unoccupied building,

Juliet M. Arroyo Letter, June 12, 2022
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that is not providing a return, or that maintenance costs are unworthy because the building is
not being used. The “Infeasibility Study”, Attachment B to the June 16, 2022 Staff Report states
that the annual maintenance cost for the subject building is $100,000. If the objective is to
reduce these costs, then there needs to be a better analysis of the total costs of demolition
versus the on-going maintenance costs given a future horizon. The demolition costs analysis
needs to be complete and fully disclosed. It needs to include the pre-demolition costs, such as
the costs associated with the EIR, direct and indirect costs, permitting costs, recycling and
salvage costs, the costs for the mitigation measures, monitoring, and reporting included in the
EIR, and post demolition costs, such as watering and maintaining vegetation, security for the
vacant lot/parking lot, and on-going maintenance of the property once vacant. Hidden costs also
include consultant and staff time processing the demolition proposal. How many years of on-
going maintenance costs would it take to equal the complete costs for demolition planning,
construction, disposal/recycling, mitigation, and property maintenance. There needs to be some
explanation why the building is not being used. Is the County uninterested in the upkeep costs
for government office occupancy? An occupied building may justify the maintenance costs.
Could the building be rented or leased with proceeds to cover maintenance costs? Request: A
complete and fully disclosed analysis of on-going property maintenance costs versus total
demolition costs is needed to fully understand the project and how it relates to the objectives
of cost savings. Information should be provided that explains why the building is not occupied.

Project Alternatives (Must be Related to Objectives). Reuse alternatives or redevelopment of
the subject property as listed in the EIR would not achieve the stated objectives which is to
reduce on-going maintenance costs. These alternatives would result in substantial increased
costs to the County and not reduce the costs associated with the property. Alternatives must
relate to costs. One alternative would be to occupy the building with County offices or County
services to justify the on-going maintenance needs. Another alternative would be to reduce
costs among other County facilities to continue the on-going maintenance cost of the subject
property. Another alternative would be to lease the building and apply the rents towards a
maintenance program for the building. Another alternative could be to occupy the building for
County purposes and demolish a non-historic building among the County’s facilities experiencing
high on-going maintenance costs. Request: The alternatives should either be related to the
objective of cost saving or a replacement project should be included, and reuse options
presented as alternatives.

Project Background (Helps to Better Understand the Project and its Objectives). The EIR states
that the County acquired the building in 2011. The attached “Infeasibility Study” states that the
County acquired the property as partial payment toward the City of San Jose’s past due
redevelopment obligations. More information about the acquisition should be provided to

better understand the project and its objectives. It’s not clear why the County would accept a
building that it now considers too expensive to maintain. Has the County looked at the options
of selling, gifting, or leasing the building and transferring the maintenance duties to another
public or private entity? Has the County considered subdividing the parcel to separate the
historic building from other lands? Request: Can more background information be provided
about the acquisition of the property?

Juliet M. Arroyo Letter, June 12, 2022
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5. Project Permitting (What Approvals are Required by Agencies). What are the discretionary
actions involved in the project approval process? What other agencies are involved in the
process? Have consultations occurred with these other agencies. Has consultation and review
been provided by the City of San Jose? Is the County the only lead agency? Are there responsible
agencies? Does the County have sole approval authority over its own project? What authority
grants this position? Request: More information is needed to better understand the County’s
sole responsibility for the project approval.

6. Public Agency Review. Who where the agencies and persons the Draft EIR was sent to? An early
NOP letter was included from the City of San Jose which asks the County to consider reuse
options and that a vacant lot is not desirable. Was there any subsequent letters from the City?
Request: Can the list of persons and agencies that the Draft EIR was sent to, be made
available, or published on the County’s website?

7. County Findings of Fact/Statement of Overriding Considerations. In a future County action to
certify the EIR, adopt findings and provide a Statement of Overriding Considerations, I’'m not
sure what Overriding Consideration would be applicable. | am not convinced that the
maintenance costs are so excessive that they warrant the demolition of a historic resource. The
building could be rented with proceeds that can cover a maintenance contract with a private
company, should County staff be limited. More housing, especially affordable or supportive
housing is a worthy goal, but that does not accomplish the project (demolition) objective to
reduce maintenance costs. This would be the replacement project which needs to be considered
in the EIR to fully understand all the environmental consequences. Request: Can more
information be provided which connects the objective of cost savings against the loss of a
historic resource?

HISTORIC RESOURCE PROJECT REVIEW

1. Demolition Permit Findings (Reuse Subject Building and Build New Around It). Under Section
C17-16 (D) of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, a proposed demolition of a historic
resource requires findings. The finding that there are no feasible alternatives to demolition
based on substantial evidence must be made before demolition approval. The Staff Report for
the June 16, 2022 Commission meeting includes an “Infeasibility Study” (Attachment B) and a
study of the maximum development potential of the subject parcel and Site D of the Master
Plan. Both studies lack an analysis showing the option of retaining the subject historic building
for reuse along with maximizing the development capacity of other portions of the subject
parcel (APN 259-04-023) or of Parcel D or of the Master Plan. The attached study estimates
that 410 residential units could be built on the subject parcel, or 670 residential units could be
built on Site D after demolition. This analysis does not consider the option to adaptively reuse
the building while also constructing a new building around the historic building. It also does not
consider additional locations for the development potential represented by the subject parcel.
Within the Master Plan area, there are multiple surface parking lots which could be consolidated

Juliet M. Arroyo Letter, June 12, 2022
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into a parking structure, thus creating additional development capacity for housing, office, or
other uses. The preservation and reuse of the former City Hall, combined with new construction
within the subject parcel or within Site D is a feasible option that would yield the maximum
development potential of the land. And such new construction compatible with the historic
building could meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment
of Historic Properties and could be exempt from CEQA. This feasible alternative was not
considered or studied. Request: The existing feasibility study and redevelopment options need
to be realistic and broadened to study reuse of the historic resource in place with new
construction surrounding the subject building, within the subject parcel capacity, Site D
capacity, and the entire Master Plan capacity.

Demolition Permit Findings (Reuse Subject Building with Incentives). The reuse options should
also include the use of incentives for historic preservation, particularly those listed in Section
C17-24 of the County Code, however, there are additional incentives not listed. Included in the
County Code applicable to a reuse option are, the State Historic Building Code, Affordable
Housing Tax Credits, Historic Preservation Tax Incentives, and Historic Preservation Easements.
Other incentives listed would not benefit a public owner, but would benefit a private owner,
such as the Mills Act, relaxed zoning requirements, permit expediting, promotion, and technical
assistance. Incentives available at the local, State, and National level have been created for the
purpose of making the adaptive reuse of historic buildings feasible. Request: Include all
applicable incentives to the feasibility study to determine how the combination of financial
and land use incentives would make preservation possible.

Demolition Permit Findings (Reuse Subject Building to Improve the Social and Built
Environment). The feasibility studies should also examine the negative impacts of a proposed
future vacant lot/parking lot considering blight, security needs, nuisance attraction,
maintenance of landscaped areas, maintenance of parking/hardscape area, environmental
degradation due to disposal of construction and building material waste, an eyesore created at a
key intersection, as well as the social and environmental costs associated with the loss of a
historic resource. The adaptive reuse of historic buildings is associated with improved
placemaking, identity, and sense of place, and improves the health and well-being of the
community. Request: The existing feasibility study should include the improved sense of place
that comes with reusing a historic property.

Benefits and Responsibilities as a Certified Local Government (CLG). Santa Clara County is a
CLG and with that status, the County agrees to abide by the rules and regulations of historic
preservation at the local, State, and National level including maintaining a qualified historic
commission and a qualified preservation ordinance. In making the findings for demolition of a
historic resource under a local historic preservation ordinance, the intent is that the case for
demolition of a historic resource needs to be very strong and compelling. The case presented in
the staff report, documentation, the feasibility study, and EIR stating against reuse viability and
feasibility, is not compelling, and is not strong enough to be able to make the required findings
for demolition under Section C17-16(D). Request: Information and missing analysis as
mentioned in this letter should be provided to adequately make this “No other feasible
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alternative” finding as intended under the Ordinance. A case where there is no doubt among
professionals, the public, and review bodies based on substantial evidence needs to be
presented to warrant demolition of a historic resource. Additionally, the review and the
evidence should be objective, and all information disclosed.

Thank you for your attention and | look forward to your responses.

Sincerely,

Juliet M. Arroyo

Historic Resource Professional
3243 N. Van Ness Blvd
Fresno, Ca 93704
amjuliet@gmail.com
323-819-0044 cell
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AMMERS

URBAN PROGR

June 16, 2022

Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission
70 W Hedding Street

10th Floor, East Wing

San Jose, CA 95110

Via email: bnc@cob.sccgov.org

Christopher Manning, Chair
Tere Johnson, Vice Chair
Perlita Dicochea

Lila Gemellos

Pria Graves

Bill Hare

Re: HHC Agenda ltem #5: Former San José City Hall
Dear Commissioners,

As a former Commissioner | thank you for committing valuable hours of your life to protect and preserve
the important historical buildings, sites and objects that give the sense of place, heritage and purpose to
our County.

The referenced agenda item relates to one of the most important buildings in the County and of extreme
significance in the City of San Jose. When | served six years on the San Jose Historic Landmarks Commis-
sion, the building had not yet reached 50 years old, but we knew it was a very important landmark-a
symbol of the pride San Jose had as it embraced change from an agricultural past to one of inventions
and progressive future. It stated to me that this was a city of potential. As a young mother in 1964,
when | visited City Hall it was welcoming and sparkling. Carp swam from the outside pool into the lobby.
Children sat on the open stairs to watch. Offices opened onto a corridor contained by a curved glass
wall- and no one was behind locked doors or hiding in fear. Residents were welcomed and treated with
courtesy by the receptionist at the curved lobby desk. It was the last in a line of City halls all designed by
San Jose architects.

It was in this building that the first iteration of the City’s landmark ordinance was proposed, and where |
met with Mr. Frank Brown, the Building Official, to discuss an alternative code for historic buildings.
With the support of Mayor Mineta both ordinances were approved unanimously. Later Councils would
continue the recognition of San Jose’s historic landmark buildings and sites.

Today the building belongs to Santa Clara County and we residents of San Jose must hope and have faith
that this extraordinary building will receive the care and appreciation that is so important. Just as the
Courthouse on St. James Park is a symbol of justice from a past era, so too is the modern architecture of
the San Jose City Hall, a symbol of a progressive city ready to enter a bright future in the second half of
the twentieth century. The San Jose City Hall deserves you support and preservation. Years of neglect
have not diminished its significance.

Respectfull
p y’ Bonnie Bamburg, owner
L, . / 10710 Ridgeview Avenue
Brtmnce ﬁ”m—; San Jose Calgggngi?
i
/ LISA,

Bonnie Bamburg Phone: 408-254-7171

Fax: 408-254-0959
E-mail: bbamburg@USA. net



