
From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:10 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: From VTA: West San Carlos property - escrow closed 4/14 
Importance: High 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Attached is a letter from Bijal Patel, Property Development and Management Deputy Director 

regarding the close of escrow for the sale of VTA's West San Carlos property to Green Republic 

LLP. 

 

Please open the attached document for more information. If you have any questions, please reply 

to this email.   

 

Thank you.  

 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

 

 
 



DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

SANTA CLARA 

Valley Transportation Authority 

MEMORANDUM 

April15, 2015 

Santa Clara Valley Transpotiation Authority 
Board of Directors 

Nuria Fernandez 
General Ma(l/Jer/CEO 

Bijal Patel ff 
Deputy Director, Propetiy Development and Management 

West San Carlos 

I am pleased to inform you that escrow closed yesterday on the sale ofVTA's property, refened 
to as "West San Carlos" in San Jose, California, to Green Republic LLP, pursuant to the price 
and terms previously approved by the Board. 

For your reference, this was a transaction that had been entered into between the parties in 
September 2008. Yesterday's closing was as a result of many years of intense negotiations. 
Both parties in this transaction part ways with having achieved their respective goals on very 
amicable terms. 
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From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 10:46 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: Staff response to Board referral re: Lifeline Grant Program eligibility 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

The Board requested information regarding eligibility of private companies for Lifeline Grant 

Program at the last Board meeting.  Below is staff’s response. If you have further questions, 

please reply to this e-mail.  Thank you.  
--------------------------------------------- 

Private, for-profit companies would not qualify for Lifeline State or Federal funds under 

categories: Use of Funds, Recipient, and Sub-recipient. All stipulate that they must provide 

public transportation. (See attached Guidelines page.) 

 

If an agency provides public transportation services and they are eligible to claim Transportation 

Development Act (TDA) Article 4, 4.5 or 8 funds, they can be direct recipients of State Transit 

Assistance fund (STA) funds. This is normally a public agency. 

 

Technically, a qualifying public agency can be the project manager and contract out for the 

services (to a private company) for Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC) 

funds.  In that case, the sub-contracting company would be required to comply with Title VI, 

Drug & Alcohol Policy, provide the public agency with their vehicle maintenance program, etc. 

 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 

 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 Attachment A  
 MTC Resolution No. 4159 

Page 15 of 19 
 

  

Appendix 1 
Lifeline Transportation Program Cycle 4 

Funding Source Information 
 
  

State Transit Assistance (STA) 
 
Proposition 1B – Transit 

Section 5307  
Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) 

Purpose of Fund 
Source 

To improve existing public transportation 
services and encourage regional 
transportation coordination 

To help advance the State’s goals of 
providing mobility choices for all 
residents, reducing congestion, and 
protecting the environment 

To support the continuation and expansion of 
public transportation services in the United States  
 

Detailed Guidelines http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/Docs-
Pdfs/STIP/TDA_4-17-2013.pdf 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/D
ocs-Pdfs/Prop%201B/PTMISEA-
Guidelines_2013.pdf 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FINAL_FTA_cir
cular9030.1E.pdf 

Use of Funds For public transportation purposes including 
community transit services 

For public transportation purposes For the Lifeline Transportation Program, the use of 
Section 5307 funds is restricted solely to Job Access 
and Reverse Commute projects that support the 
development and maintenance of transportation 
services designed to transport welfare recipients and 
eligible low income individuals to and from jobs and 
activities related to their employment. 

Eligible Recipients  Transit operators 
 Consolidated Transportation Service 

Agencies (CTSAs) 
 Cities and Counties if eligible to claim TDA 

Article 4, 4.5 or 8 funds 

 Transit operators   Transit operators that are FTA grantees 

Eligible Subrecipients 
(must partner with 
an eligible recipient 
that will serve as a 
pass-through agency) 

 Cities and counties that are not eligible to 
claim TDA Article 4, 4.5 or 8 funds 

 

 N/A  Private non-profit organizations 
 Public agencies that are not FTA grantees (e.g., 

cities, counties) 



From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 12:26 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Support for AB 1250 (Bloom) and ACA 4 (Frazier) 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

The Board is copied on the following correspondence:  

 
 

Date Addressed to Topic 

April 17, 2015 Members of the California State Assembly Support for AB 1250 (Bloom) 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Jim Frazier, Chairperson 

Assembly Transportation Committee 

Support for ACA 4 (Frazier) 

 

 
 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680  

board.secretary@vta.org 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 
 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
TO:  Members of the California State Assembly 
 
FROM: Perry Woodward, Chairperson 
  Board of Directors 
  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
 
DATE:  April 17, 2015 
 
RE:  Support for AB 1250 (Bloom) 
 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for AB 1250 
(Bloom) when this bill comes before the Assembly for a vote.  AB 1250 exempts any public transit bus 
procured through a solicitation process that was initiated before January 1, 2016, from the state’s gross 
vehicle weight limit. 
 
Since the mid-1970s, state law has prohibited the gross weight on any single axle of a public transit bus 
from exceeding 20,500 pounds.  However, because of numerous state and federal mandates that have 
been imposed since that weight limit was established, including federal Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) requirements, mandated emissions reduction equipment, and mandated equipment and materials 
to improve vehicle safety, public transit buses may exceed that limit, especially when carrying 
significant passenger loads.  This situation came to a head in 2011 when several public transit agencies 
in Southern California were ticketed by local police departments for being overweight. 
 
In response, the California Transit Association sponsored AB 1706 (Eng), which was enacted into law in 
2012.  This measure offered a partial solution to the problem by permanently exempting the current bus 
fleets of public transit agencies from the single axle weight limit, as well as any new buses procured 
through a solicitation that was issued before January 1, 2013.  After January 1, 2013, AB 1706 
temporarily allowed public transit agencies to procure new buses that exceeded the single axle weight 
limit under the following two conditions:  (1) if the buses were no heavier than the vehicles they were 
replacing; or  (2) if the buses were being purchased in order to either incorporate a new fleet class into 
an agency’s inventory or to expand an existing fleet class.  With this latter provision set to expire on 
January 1, 2015, the California Transit Association sponsored follow-up legislation, AB 1720 (Bloom), 
to extend it for one more year—until January 1, 2016.  Therefore, under current law, the single-axle 
weight limit will snap back into place on January 1, 2016, and apply to all public transit buses that were 
procured after January 1, 2013. 
 
It is important to point out that the 20,500-pound single axle weight limit is a gross weight limit, 
meaning it takes into consideration both the weight of the public transit bus and the passengers who are 
on the vehicle at the time the bus is weighed.  While the weight limit may push manufacturers to build 



Members of the California State Assembly 
Support for AB 1250 (Bloom) 
April 17, 2015 
Page Two 
 
 
 
lighter public transit buses, it ironically provides a disincentive to public transit agencies to actually put 
people on those buses. 
 
Discussions involving the California Transit Association, the League of California Cities and the 
California State Association of Counties (CSAC) are currently taking place to try to reach a consensus 
on an approach that would resolve the challenges that the state’s 40-year-old, single axle weight limit 
poses for public transit buses once and for all.  We certainly recognize that this approach must balance 
the need for public transit agencies to effectively serve their communities with the interests of cities and 
counties when it comes to the condition of their local roadway systems. 
 
In the meantime, AB 1250 would permanently exempt public transit buses that were legally purchased 
under the terms of the temporary procurement provisions originally enacted by AB 1706 from the single 
axle weight limit to ensure that these buses will be able to continue to legally operate should the weight 
limit snap back into place on January 1, 2016, as scheduled under current law.  Therefore, we 
respectfully seek your support for this measure. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our request. 
 
 



 
 
 
April 17, 2015 
 
The Honorable Jim Frazier, Chairperson 
Assembly Transportation Committee 
State Capitol, Room 3091 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Dear Chairperson Frazier: 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) supports ACA 4, your measure that calls for 
placing before the voters an amendment to the California Constitution to change the voting 
requirement for local special taxes for transportation purposes from a two-thirds to a 55 percent vote. 
 
Given that federal and state dollars have not been sufficient to meet all of California’s transportation 
needs, more and more emphasis has been placed on raising local revenues for transportation purposes.  
However, the California Supreme Court’s decision in Santa Clara County Local Transportation 
Authority v. Guardino, which requires a two-thirds vote to renew existing or enact new local 
transportation special taxes, presents a significant hurdle for many jurisdictions to overcome. 
 
Local sales tax measures have become a fundamental element of the state’s transportation funding 
matrix, with existing programs contributing significant dollars for state highways, local streets and 
roads, mass transit, and other types of transportation improvements.  In fact, these measures have 
provided more than 50 percent of new capital funding for transportation facilities over the last several 
decades.  Counties representing more than 85 percent of the state’s population currently have in place 
local sales taxes for transportation purposes.  Most are temporary and will have to be renewed.  In 
addition, various counties without existing programs are finding that their transportation needs cannot 
be met unless they seek voter approval of their own local transportation sales tax measures. 
 
The two-thirds threshold for approving such special taxes allows a small minority of voters to control 
transportation investment decisions and contributes to the difficulty in funding critical projects.  We 
believe this issue is important enough for California voters to have an opportunity to decide whether 
the two-thirds requirement for approving local transportation special taxes should be changed. 
 
Thank you for authoring this important measure.  We look forward to working with you to ensure its 
approval by the Legislature and placement on a future statewide ballot. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Perry Woodward, Chairperson 
Board of Directors 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 4:50 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Support for AB 464 (Mullin), AB 194 (Frazier), SB 9 (Beall), and AB 227 
(Alejo) 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

The Board is copied on the following correspondence:  

 
 

Date Addressed to Topic 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Brian Maienschein, 

Chairperson 

Assembly Local Government Committee 

Support for AB 464 (Mullin) 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Jimmy Gomez, Chairperson 

Assembly Appropriations Committee 

Support for AB 194 (Frazier) 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Jim Beall, Chairperson 

Senate Transportation & Housing 

Committee 

Support for SB 9 (Beall) 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Shirley Weber, Chairperson 

Assembly Budget Committee 

Support for AB 227 (Alejo) 

 
 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680  

board.secretary@vta.org 

 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org












From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 5:53 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence - Comments on El Camino Real BRT Project and SR 85 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

We are forwarding to you the following comments:  

 

From Topic 

Members of the Public and 

Silicon Valley Bicycle 

Coalition 

El Camino Real BRT Project 

Member of the Public SR 85 

 
 

Thank you. 
 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680  

board.secretary@vta.org 

 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


COMMENTS ON EL CAMINO BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT 
 
From: Colin Heyne  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 3:49 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Support for center-lane BRT - Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition 
 
Dear Members of the Board: 

Please see the attached letter of support for dedicated-lane BRT along El Camino Real. SVBC 
supports BRT and the proposed center-lane design for numerous reasons outlined therein. Please 
feel free to contact me with any questions or comments. 

Thank you for your consideration,  
 
 
Colin Heyne 
Deputy Director 
Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition 
http://bikesiliconvalley.org 
408-287-7259 x. 224 
m: 408-464-5195 

Be a part of Bike to Work Day: May 14th. Find out how here.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://bikesiliconvalley.org/
http://bikesiliconvalley.org/btwd2015/




 
From: Vivian Euzent  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 4:22 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Cc: Bruce Euzent - comcast; Council@sunnyvale.ca.gov 
Subject: BRT proposal from Sunnyvale resident 
 
Dear VTA Board of Directors, 
We have serious concerns about your proposed dedicated lane bus rapid transit proposal for 
Sunnyvale.   

1. Since it would eliminate many of the street crossing we currently use to cross El Camino 
Real, we would stop shopping in Sunnyvale and go to Cupertino.  We live near Fremont 
and Mary Avenues and already find at certain times of the day we have to wait through 
more than one traffic signal cycle to cross El Camino.  What would happen with the same 
number of drivers crossing but at fewer intersections?  We prefer to spend our money in 
Sunnyvale so that our city earns the tax dollars from our purchases. 

2. This proposed plan would chase away many of the local shoppers off El Camino to big 
box stores. 

3. There are a fair number of families who live on the  north side of El Camino but whose 
children attend school south of El Camino.  These students attend Cherry Chase 
Elementary School, Cumberland Elementary School, Homestead High School, and 
several private schools.   

4. While a BRT may make sense in San Mateo County communities where most traffic may 
travel east/west this is not the case in Sunnyvale.  Many of our drivers are traveling to 
jobs by the Bay and with 85 already being a parking lot they depend on using local streets 
to get to their jobs. 

5. From reading articles in the San Jose Mercury News it appears you hope to only increase 
your ridership by less than double in over 25 years (  

"According to the VTA, there was an average of 2,681 weekday boardings in Sunnyvale 
in 2013. With a dedicated bus lane, that is projected to increase to 3,789 by 2018 and 
4,910 by 2040.")  For this small increase thousands of families would be greatly 
increased on a daily basis. 

6. We do not support any project that would remove so many mature trees.  Those trees are 
needed to help control the heat in the summer and reduce global warming effect. 

Sincerely, 
Vivian and Bruce Euzent 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Shannon Rose  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 7:18 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Bus Rapid Transit on El Camino 
 
Just wanted to let you know how much I would like to see fast and safe transit on El Camino for 
all users.  Our growing population is not going to abate -- so we have to make infrastructure 
changes.  BRT is one important strategy for making travel easier and safer, and better for our 
planet.  I'm ready to hop on the BRT!  Let's be visionary.  Let's be bold.  I'll help -- let me know 
how. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Shannon McEntee 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
From: jeffrey  
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 11:40 AM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: BRT/Bike Lanes on El Camino Real 
 
Members of the VTA Board 
 
For over one year, I have been using my bicycle for 100% of my transportation needs, and 
would like to share my personal opinions regarding bicycles on El Camino Real 
(ECR).  Although I serve on San Mateo City /County Association of Government's bike & 
pedestrian advisory committee, I am addressing you as an individual, and not as a 
representative of San Mateo County, regarding the two options proposed at  
http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/Should-El-Camino-Real-continue-
to-operate-as-an-autooriented-corridor#.VRqjg2xFDIU 
 
I would like to propose a third option.  As ECR extends northward from Santa Clara to San 
Mateo County, the most constricted segment of ECR will be in Burlingame - four lanes (due 
to eucalyptus grove which city desires to retain), with no room for shoulders or parking 
lanes.  This width should be the auto lane template for the rest of the peninsula (NO MORE 
THAN 2 LANES).  However, question is whether buses and trucks should have dedicated 
lanes?  Option A is: Lane #1 = auto, Lane #2 = bus and trucks (No BRT lane); Option B is 
Lane #1 = auto & trucks, Lane #2 = BRT.  My observation is that buses and trucks are 
more similar, and should be combined together on one lane.  Summary: NO BRT in 
Burlingame. 
 
 
Otherwise in all other cities, assume El Camino Real is 90' wide excluding sidewalks (total 
110 feet inclusive of sidewalks).  ECR is not a freeway, but it is a  multi-modal 
transportation route.  So prioritize one lane per vehicle type before prioritizing multiple 
lanes for any one vehicle type. (Note: A parking lane, which prioritized automobiles over 
other options, sacrifices one travel lane.)   
I therefore suggest the following: 
Lane #1 = auto lane, 10' (closest to center) 
Lane #2 = truck lane, 10' 
Lane #3 = BRT (Bus Rapid Transit), 10' 

http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/Should-El-Camino-Real-continue-to-operate-as-an-autooriented-corridor#.VRqjg2xFDIU
http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/Should-El-Camino-Real-continue-to-operate-as-an-autooriented-corridor#.VRqjg2xFDIU


5' Raised Median between bus and bike lane serves two purposes: (1) for waiting bus 
passengers and (2) protected pedestrian island.  (Bike/BRT median should NOT be 
continuous throughout block, but include several openings to allow traffic to merge in and 
out within the block)   
Lane #4 = bicycle/motorbike/motorscooter lane, 10' (outermost lane) 
 
Bad Design: If BRT is placed in center of road, it will be extremely dangerous for 
pedestrians, who may be so focused on catching the bus, they might dart across traffic 
lanes to center island.  Especially dangerous for young children!  
Good Design: If BRT lane (lane #3) is adjacent to bike lane (lane #4), it will not be as 
likely that a pedestrian will be killed darting across a 10' bike lane from sidewalk. 
 
Rule for Delivery:  If San Francisco's new Market St 
http://www.sfbike.org/news/experience-the-future-of-market-street-april-9-
11/?org=451&lvl=100&ite=7149&lea=2881865&ctr=0&par=1 is a model for El Camino Real 
throughout San Mateo County, and the trade-off for bike lanes is a sacrifice of street parking, 
how will delivery trucks make deliveries?  SOLUTION: If there is no parking lane on ECR, 
delivery trucks should use bike lanes - it is closest to sidewalk. 
 
Rule #1, PASSING RULE: for each motor vehicle type, each may use adjacent lane for 
PASSING ONLY, but return to designated lane ASAP whenever obstruction is clear.  EX: If a 
delivery truck obstructs bike lane, bicycles can use BRT lane, and return to bike lane using 
the mid-block median openings.   Say BRT might come every 10-15 minutes, so bicycles on 
BRT lane won't disrupt buses severely, especially if detour is only one truck length long and 
they can merge back into bike lane mid-block.  
 
Rule #2, EMERGENCY VEHICLE RULE:  If motorists hear an emergency siren, every 
vehicle (regardless of lane) will move to the right as usual. 
 
Reason rules must be extremely simple is because 99% of motorists won't read 
the rule book, and even if they do, they'll forget it if too complicated. 
 
Lastly, there are national and international bicyclists who travel 1000 miles or more from BC 
Canada to San Diego up and down El Camino Real.  They do not have the ability to 
memorize the maze of detours in every suburb.   Design of El Camino Real should NOT 
be bicycle lane versus BRT or bus lane.  Walking, bicycling, and bus/train are 
complimentary!  Each should be part of a whole! 
 
Thank you! 
 
Jeffrey Tong 
 
 

http://www.sfbike.org/news/experience-the-future-of-market-street-april-9-11/?org=451&lvl=100&ite=7149&lea=2881865&ctr=0&par=1
http://www.sfbike.org/news/experience-the-future-of-market-street-april-9-11/?org=451&lvl=100&ite=7149&lea=2881865&ctr=0&par=1


COMMENT ON SR 85 
 
 
From: Peter Soule  
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:19 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Opposition to tolls on Highway 85 
 
Dear VTA Board: 
We are residents of San Jose, Santa Clara County and are completely opposed to putting tolls on 
Highway 85. We are taxed enough already; we are seniors and do not see the benefit of paying 
more taxes and getting less in services. So please do not compel us to pay another toll/tax. 
Peter and Jan Soule 
 




