The Coyote Creek Trestle
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a presentation to

San José Councilmembers,
City Staff,

Neighborhood Associations,
and interested parties,
February 2026

By:

Alie Victorine, Chair, D7 Leadership Group
and Chair, Coyote Meadows Coalition;

Bruce Victorine, Vice Chair, Save Our Trails;
Bill Rankin, Chair, Save Our Trails;

Keith Ball, Save Our Trails Boardmember;

and Dr. Larry Ames, Friends of the WG Trestle.
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City is evaluating
3 trestle options:

Option 1: Fully retrofit the existing
trestle bridge for multi-purpose trail
use.

Option 2: Demolish the trestle and
construct a new single-span steel
bridge.

Option 3: Minor fixes to the existing
trestle for collapse prevention, and
construct a new single-span steel
bridge alongside it.

City favors #2;
we want #3.

add concrete
slabs as deck
for trail

But then have to
reinforce trestle
to survive
earthquakes.

It’d be like building
a whole new steel bridge

within the existing trestle.

new 4x8”
boards

new brackets
& bolts

significant
impacts to the
historic
character of the
trestle.

trestle is closed
to the public:

trail crosses on
a new bridge.

minimal
impacts to the

historic
character of the

trestle.

Link to reports: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/Home/Components/FacilityDirectory/FacilityDirectory/3038/2058




There’s lots of room to leave
the trestle in place and bypass
it with a new bridge.
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Faster: no demolition.
Cheaper: shorter span.
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... but some of the old sashes and
braces could stand to be replaced.

The trestle withstood the
100-year flood of 2017 in style, ...




6. Conclusions and Recommendations

The matrix below summarizes each of the three alternatives.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

(Note: the bridge could be ~50 ft
shorter if built 50-100 ft upstream...)

Alternative 3

From the City’s reports (online at:
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/Home/Components/FacilityDirectory/FacilityDirectory/3038/2058)

Fully retrofit existing trestle

Demolish existing bridge

Trestle is historic:

Description Collapse prevention retrofit
bridge fo |} nd truct isting bri nd . . .
St At e ity || ettt pialtrias 22,,";',’,‘,;‘,’,.,;",?;‘:,,9,,"9 The city-hired consultant team determined that “the Coyote Creek
| | i Shhel ae biige ddiwaik Trestle appears to be individually eligible for listing on the National
| CEQA Class 1 Exemption or IS/MND | Environmental Impact Class 1 and Class 2 Register of Historic Places (N RH P) and California Register of
Report Exemption or IS/IMND . . . s
‘ Historical Resources (CRHR), and as a San Jose City Landmark.
Resource SCV Habitat Plan SCV Habitat Plan SCV Habitat Plan
Agency RGP #18 RGP #18 RGP #18
Permits i ¢ i i
SFBRWQCB 401 Certification | SFBRWQCB 401 SFBRWQCB 401 Certification Thelr report Says they reVIGWGd three z.:ll'Fernat.lves.for the proposed
CDEW SAA Certification CDFW SAA work at the Coyote Creek Trestle, an eligible historic resource.
ChEW SAh Alternative 1 [retrofit and adapt] was found to be partially complaint
Acquisition & | No Property Acquisition No Property Acquisition No Property Acquisition with the [the Secretary of the Interior’s] Standards [for the Treatment of
Essement VW Encroachment Permit VW Encroachment Permit VW Encroachment Permit HiStOI’iC Properties]. Alternative 2 [replace] was found to not be
| | | I
 Costs* Construction: $7.42M Construction: $7.69M Construction: $6.91M compliant with the Standards; and Alternative 3 [stabilize and parallel]

Construction Contingency:
$0.74M

Design/Engineering: $0.89M
City Staff Cost: $2.23M
Annual Inspect. Cost: $13k
Annual Maint. Cost: $12k
Potential Fire Damage: $100k

Construction Contingency:

$0.76M

Design/Engineering:
$0.92M

City Staff Cost: $2.32M
Annual Inspect. Cost: $7k
Annual Maint. Cost: $3.7k

Construction Contingency:
$0.69M

Design/Engineering: $0.83M
City Staff Cost: $3.75M
Annual Inspect. Cost: $20k
Annual Maint. Cost: $15k
Potential Fire Damage: $100k

was found to be in full compliance with the Standards.”

Trestle is sturdy:

City report’s “Structural Evaluation” says “The Coyote Creek Trestle is
built with, generally, high-quality piles and timbers. With some repairs
and limited replacement of members, the trestle can provide service ...

Duration

47 months

57 months

47 months for decades with minimal maintenance.”


https://www.sanjoseca.gov/Home/Components/FacilityDirectory/FacilityDirectory/3038/2058

The Coyote Creek Trestle:
the last trestle in San Joseé.
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It can be saved.
It is worth saving!
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