
From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 4:39 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: LAFCO's Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Per LAFCO’s request, we are forwarding you their proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-18 

(attached). 

 

Thank you. 
 
 
VTA Office of the Board Secretary 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B-1 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone: 408-321-5680 
E-mail: board.secretary@vta.org 

 
 
 
 
From: Abello, Emmanuel [mailto:Emmanuel.Abello@ceo.sccgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 2:23 PM 
Cc: Palacherla, Neelima 
Subject: Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-18 
 
The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, City Clerks and Special District Clerks: 
Please distribute the proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-18 (attachment) to the members of 
your legislative bodies. 
Thank you. 
 
Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk 
LAFCO of Santa Clara County  
The LAFCO Office has moved! Please note the new address.  
777 North First Street, Suite 410  
San Jose, CA 95112 
(408) 993-4705 

www.santaclaralafco.org 

 
NOTICE: This email message and/or its attachments may contain information that is confidential or restricted.  It is intended only for the 
individuals named as recipients in the message.  If you are NOT an authorized recipient, you are prohibited from using, delivering, 
distributing, printing, copying, or disclosing the message or its content to others and must delete the message from your computer.  If you 
have received this message in error, please notify the sender by return email.   

 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org
mailto:Emmanuel.Abello@ceo.sccgov.org
http://www.santaclaralafco.org/


 

 

April 17, 2017 

TO : County Executive, Santa Clara County 
City Managers, Cities in Santa Clara County 
District Managers, Special Districts in Santa Clara County  

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018 

Please find attached the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018, as approved 
by LAFCO at a public hearing on April 12, 2017. LAFCO is scheduled to consider 
adoption of its Final Budget at a public hearing on Wednesday, June 7, 2017, at 1:15 PM. 
The LAFCO meeting will be held in the Board Chambers, 70 West Hedding Street, San 
Jose. 

The County Auditor will invoice the cities, independent special districts and the County 
for LAFCO costs based on the Final Budget adopted by LAFCO. 

The attached Budget Report reviews the status of LAFCO’s current work plan and 
budget, sets forth a work plan for the upcoming fiscal year, and includes a proposed 
budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 along with background information about the projected 
expenditures and revenues. 

Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Thank you. 

 

Attachment:      Staff Report and Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 

 

cc:  Board of Supervisors, Santa Clara County 
City Council Members, Cities in Santa Clara County 
Board of Directors, Special Districts in Santa Clara County 
Santa Clara County Cities Association 
Santa Clara County Special Districts Association 



 

 

 
 
 

LAFCO MEETING: April 12, 2017 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE / STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

1. Adopt the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018.  

2. Find that the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2018 is expected to be adequate to 
allow the Commission to fulfill its statutory responsibilities.  

3. Authorize staff to transmit the Proposed Budget adopted by the Commission 
including the estimated agency costs as well as the LAFCO public hearing notice on 
the adoption of the Fiscal Year 2018 Final Budget to the cities, the special districts, 
the County, the Cities Association and the Special Districts Association.  

BACKGROUND 

LAFCO Budget Process Requirements 

The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) 
which became effective on January 1, 2001, requires LAFCO, as an independent agency, 
to annually adopt a draft budget by May 1 and a final budget by June 15 at noticed 
public hearings. Both the draft and the final budgets are required to be transmitted to the 
cities, the special districts and the County. Government Code §56381(a) establishes that 
at a minimum, the budget must be equal to that of the previous year unless the 
Commission finds that reduced staffing or program costs will nevertheless allow it to 
fulfill its statutory responsibilities. Any unspent funds at the end of the year may be 
rolled over into the next fiscal year budget. After adoption of the final budget by 
LAFCO, the County Auditor is required to apportion the net operating expenses of the 
Commission to the agencies represented on LAFCO.  

LAFCO and the County of Santa Clara entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU)(effective since July 2001), under the terms of which, the County provides 
staffing, facilities, and services to LAFCO. The associated costs are reflected in the 
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proposed LAFCO budget. LAFCO is a stand-alone, separate fund within the County’s 
accounting/budget system and the LAFCO budget information is formatted using the 
County’s account descriptions/codes.  

Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget Timeline 

Dates  Staff Tasks / LAFCO Action  

March 20 - 
April 12 

Notice period, Draft Budget posted on LAFCO website and available for 
review and comment 

April 12 LAFCO public hearing on adoption of Draft Budget 

April 13 Draft Budget, draft apportionments and LAFCO public hearing notice 
on Final Budget transmitted to agencies  

June 7 Public hearing and adoption of Final Budget  

June 7 -  
July 1 

Final Budget transmitted to agencies; Auditor requests payment from 
agencies 

 

LAFCO FINANCE COMMITTEE 

At its February 1, 2017 LAFCO meeting, the Commission appointed Commissioners 
Hall, Jimenez, and Wilson to the LAFCO Finance Committee, and directed the 
Committee to develop a draft budget for Commission consideration.  

The Finance Committee held a meeting on March 9, 2017. The Committee discussed 
issues related to the budget including the highlights and progress on the current year 
work plan, and the status of the current year budget.  

The Committee discussed the proposed work plan for Fiscal year 2018 and directed that 
staff (1.) prioritize the revision of the LAFCO fee schedule to reflect current staff rates; 
and the preparation of a policy on granting LAFCO fee waivers, in order to achieve full 
cost recovery and offset costs to funding agencies; (2.) include a work item to schedule 
and conduct a strategic planning workshop for the Commission; and (3.) prioritize the 
comprehensive review and update of LAFCO policies and procedures.  

The Committee considered Best Best & Krieger’s proposal for amending its existing legal 
counsel services agreement with LAFCO and incorporated the additional costs into the 
proposed budget (see discussion on page 5 of this report).  

STATUS OF CURRENT YEAR (FISCAL YEAR 2017) WORK PLAN AND BUDGET  

Attachment A depicts the current status of the work items/projects in the Fiscal Year 
2017 Work Program. In addition to reviewing and processing LAFCO applications and 
engaging in various local / regional projects, a major focus of LAFCO’s work during this 
fiscal year centered on the LAFCO office space issue which included tasks such as 
assessing space needs for the LAFCO office, identifying/touring appropriate private 
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commercial space, negotiating a lease, preparing furniture layouts, acquiring furniture, 
coordinating IT/ phone connections, organizing the move from the county facility, 
packing/ unpacking LAFCO records, and settling in at the new quarters. This major 
effort required that other planning projects such as the development of a 
communications strategy be placed on hold. The LAFCO Annual Report which will be 
published at the end of the current fiscal year will document the applications processed 
by LAFCO and the various activities/projects that LAFCO has engaged in or completed 
in Fiscal Year 2017.  

Attachment B depicts the current Fiscal Year budget status. The adopted LAFCO budget 
for FY 2017 is $985,227. Based on information through the end of February 2017, total 
year-end projected expenditures for FY 2017 would be approximately $231,244 (23%) 
less than the adopted budget for FY 2017. Revenue for FY 2017 is projected to be 
approximately the same as that in the adopted budget for FY 2017. The County, the cities 
and the independent special districts paid their respective shares of LAFCO’s FY 2017 
costs as apportioned by the County Controller. The actual fund balance rolled over at the 
end of FY 2016 was $293,489, which is approximately $18,595 ($293,489- $274,894) more 
than projected in the adopted FY 2017 budget.  

It is projected that there will be a savings or fund balance of approximately $246,839 at 
the end of Fiscal Year 2017, which will be carried over to reduce the proposed Fiscal Year 
2018 costs for the funding agencies (cities, independent special districts and the County). 

Projected Year-End [FY 17] Fund Balance =   (Projected Year-End [FY 17] Revenue + Actual 
Fund Balance from Previous Fiscal Year [FY 16] + 
Funds Received from Local Agencies in FY 17) – 
(Projected Year-End [FY 17] Expenses) 

=  ($30,000+ 293,489 + $677,334) - $753,983 

=  $246,840 

Please note that the fund balance excludes the set aside reserve totaling $174,000, a 
portion of which (approximately $66,000) is expected to be used by the end of FY 2017 to 
fund the LAFCO office move expenses, including furniture / IT purchases and office 
space rent for the current fiscal year. The remaining amount (approximately $108,000) 
will be rolled over to the next year as the reserve. 

PROPOSED WORK PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018 

LAFCO is mandated by the state to process jurisdictional boundary change applications 
in accordance with provisions of the Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act. Associated with this 
mandate, LAFCO has several responsibilities/requirements including but not limited to 
adopting written policies and procedures, maintaining a website, serving as a 
conducting authority for protest proceedings and conducting public hearings and 
providing adequate public notice. Other state mandates for LAFCO include preparation 
of service reviews and the corresponding sphere of influence review and updates for 
cities and special districts within the county.  
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The LAFCO work program for FY 2017- 2018 is presented in Attachment C. The various 
planning projects that LAFCO was unable to initiate during the current year due to the 
LAFCO office move will be pursued next year. These items include the development of a 
public information / communications strategy, revision of the LAFCO fee schedule, and 
comprehensive review of LAFCO policies and procedures among other projects.  

PROPOSED BUDGET: FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018 

The Finance Committee recommended the Proposed FY 2018 Budget, for the full 
Commission’s consideration and approval. (See Attachment D). The following is a 
detailed itemization of the proposed budget.  

EXPENDITURES 

Expenditures are divided into two main sections: Staff Salary and Benefits (Object 1), 
and Services and Supplies (Object 2).  

OBJECT 1. SALARIES AND BENEFITS    

This includes the salary and benefits for the three current LAFCO staff positions 
including Executive Officer, Analyst and Clerk; and for the new Analyst position (yet to 
be filled) which was approved by the Commission and added by the County Board of 
Supervisors to the County Salary Ordinance. All four of these positions are staffed 
through the County Executive’s Office. The County projects that the salaries and benefits 
for the three existing LAFCO positions and the one vacant position would total 
approximately $685,072 in FY 2018. The proposed amount is based on the best available 
projections from the County. Any further changes to the projections for these four 
positions that occur within the next couple of months will be reflected in the Final 
LAFCO budget. 

OBJECT 2. SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

5255100 INTRA-COUNTY PROFESSIONAL   $45,000 

This amount includes the costs for services from various County agencies such as the 
County Surveyor’s Office, the County Assessors’ Office, and the Registrar of Voters.  

The County Surveyor assists with map review and approval for boundary change 
proposals. In addition, the Surveyor’s Office also assists with research to resolve 
boundary discrepancies. It is estimated that 250 to 300 hours of service will be required 
in the next fiscal year.  

The County Assessor’s Office prepares reports for LAFCO and the Registrar of Voters 
provides data necessary for processing LAFCO applications. This item also allows 
LAFCO to seek GIS mapping services including maintenance and technical assistance 
from the County Planning Office, as necessary.  
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5255800 LEGAL COUNSEL   $70,200 

This item covers the cost for general legal services for the fiscal year.  
In February 2009, the Commission retained the firm of Best Best & Krieger (BB&K) for 
legal services on a monthly retainer. The contract was amended in 2010 to reduce the 
number of total hours in the retainer to 240 hours per year. The contract sets the hourly 
rate and allows for an annual automatic adjustment to the rates based on the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI). The monthly retainer for FY 2017 is $5,034.  
For FY 2018, BB&K is seeking an amendment to its legal services agreement with 
LAFCO and is proposing an increase in the monthly retainer to $5,400 – a 7.3% increase. 
As a result, the annual cost to LAFCO would increase to $64,800. Additionally, BB&K is 
proposing to limit CEQA work within the retainer to 24 hours annually. This allowance 
would cover the amount of CEQA work conducted in all prior years except in 2016 
when 76 hours of CEQA work was conducted. Per BB&K’s proposal, any additional 
CEQA work above 24 hours would be charged outside the retainer at the same hourly 
rate. This item includes an additional $5,400 to cover 20 hours of work outside the 
retainer.   
An amendment to the legal services agreement with BB&K reflecting these terms will be 
presented to the commission for its consideration and approval at the June LAFCO 
meeting.   

5255500 CONSULTANT SERVICES   $100,000  

This item is allocated for hiring consultants to assist LAFCO with special projects. This 
year, the amount is allocated for hiring consultants to develop a public information / 
communications strategy, for conducting a strategic planning workshop and for 
programs to improve our local community’s understanding of the importance of 
preserving agricultural lands.  

5285700 MEAL CLAIMS   $750 

This item is being maintained at $750. 

5220200 INSURANCE   $5,000 

This item is for the purpose of purchasing general liability insurance and workers’ 
compensation coverage for LAFCO. In 2010, LAFCO switched from the County’s 
coverage to the Special District Risk Management Authority (SDRMA), for the provision 
of general liability insurance. Additionally, LAFCO also obtains workers’ compensation 
coverage for its commissioners from SDRMA. Workers’ compensation for LAFCO staff is 
currently covered by the County and is part of the payroll charge. For Fiscal Year 2018, 
Workers Compensation coverage costs are estimated at $720 and General Liability 
insurance costs are estimated at $4,200 which is approximately 10% higher than the 
current year costs.  
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5250100 OFFICE EXPENSES   $52,000 

This item includes the rent for the new office space lease which amounts to $42,764 for 
FY 2018. It also includes funds for purchase of books, periodicals, small equipment and 
supplies throughout the year, including computer and office set up needs for new 
staffing.  

5255650 DATA PROCESSING SERVICES   $3,600 

This item includes costs associated with County Information Services Department 
providing IT services to the LAFCO program including Claranet, portals and content 
management, security, SCC Learn, and identity and access management. Additionally, 
this item also includes costs associated with hosting the LAFCO website by an outside 
provider.  

5225500 COMMISSIONER’S FEES   $10,000 

This item covers the $100 per diem amount for LAFCO commissioners and alternate 
commissioners to attend LAFCO meetings and committee meetings.  

5260100 PUBLICATIONS AND LEGAL NOTICES   $2,500 

This is being maintained at $2,500 and includes costs associated with publication of 
hearing notices for LAFCO applications and other projects/ studies, as required by state 
law. 

5245100 MEMBERSHIP DUES   $8,674 

This amount includes funding for membership dues to CALAFCO – the California 
Association of LAFCOs. The CALAFCO Board, in July 2015, voted to increase LAFCO 
member dues by 7% for two years beginning in FY 2016-2017. At their meeting in 
January 2017, the Board considered and decided not to also increase the dues by the CPI 
increase as allowed by its bylaws. As a result, the 2018 CALAFCO dues will increase to 
$8,674.  

5250750 PRINTING AND REPRODUCTION   $1,500 

This covers printing expenses for reports such as service reviews or other studies.  

5285800 BUSINESS TRAVEL  $16,000 

This item includes costs incurred by staff and commissioners to attend conferences and 
workshops. It would cover air travel, accommodation, conference registration and other 
expenses at the conferences. CALAFCO annually holds a Staff Workshop and an Annual 
Conference that is attended by commissioners as well as staff. In addition, this item 
covers expenses for travel to the CALAFCO Legislative Committee meetings. The 
Executive Officer serves on the CALAFCO Legislative Committee.  

5285300 PRIVATE AUTOMOBILE MILEAGE   $2,000 

This item provides for mileage reimbursement when staff travels by private car to 
conduct site visits and attend meetings / training sessions. 
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5285200 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL (for use of County car)   $1,000 

This item would cover costs associated with the use of a County vehicle for travel to 
conferences, workshops, site visits and meetings.  

5281600 OVERHEAD   ($28,437) 

This is an amount established by the County Controller’s Office, for service rendered by 
various County departments that do not directly bill LAFCO. The overhead includes 
LAFCO’s share of the County’s FY 2017 Cost Allocation Plan which is based on actual 
overhead costs from FY 2016 – the most recent year for which actual costs are 
available.  This amount totals to $38,425 and includes the following charges from: 
 
County Executive’s Office:  $19,222 
Controller-Treasurer:    $6,722 
Employee Services Agency:   $4,315 
OBA:       $347 
BHS-MH - Employee:    $139 
ISD Intergovernmental Service: $5,952 
ISD:      $1,554 
Procurement:    $174 

Secondly, a “roll forward” is applied which is calculated by comparing FY 2016 Cost 
Plan estimates with FY 2016 actuals. The FY 2016 cost estimates were higher than the 
actuals by $9,988, this amount is deducted from the FY 2017 Cost Plan.  This is a state 
requirement.  

5275200 COMPUTER HARDWARE   $3,000 

This item is designated for any required hardware upgrades / purchases.  

5250800 COMPUTER SOFTWARE   $4,000 

This amount is designated for computer software purchases, and annual licenses for GIS 
software and records management (LaserFische) hardware/software annual 
maintenance agreement.  

5250250 POSTAGE    $2,000 

This amount covers postage costs associated with mailing notices, agendas, agenda 
packets and other correspondence and is being maintained at $2,000. 

5252100 TRAINING PROGRAMS   $2,000 

This item covers the costs associated with attendance at staff development courses and 
seminars. CALAFCO conducts CALAFCO University Courses throughout the year on 
topics of relevance to LAFCO.  
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5701000 RESERVES        $42,000 

During the current year, funds from the reserve will be used to cover the various costs 
associated with the LAFCO office move from the County facility to a private office space 
This item will replenish the spent funds in order to maintain the reserves at $150,000.  
 

REVENUES 

4103400 APPLICATION FEES   $35,000 

It is anticipated that LAFCO will receive approximately $35,000 in fees from processing 
applications. The actual amount earned from fees depends entirely on the level of 
application activity.  

4301100 INTEREST   $4,000 

It is estimated that LAFCO will receive an amount of approximately $3,000 from interest 
earned on LAFCO funds. 

 

RESERVES 

3400800 RESERVES   $150,000 

This item includes reserves for two purposes: litigation reserve – for use if LAFCO is 
involved with any litigation and contingency reserve - to be used for unexpected 
expenses. If used during the year, this account will be replenished in the following year. 
Since 2012, the reserves have been retained in a separate Reserves account, thus 
eliminating the need for LAFCO to budget each year for this purpose. LAFCO currently 
retains $150,000 in reserves separate from operating expenses. As noted above, 
additional funds are budgeted for this purpose in FY 2018 in order to maintain this level 
of reserve.   
 

COST APPORTIONMENT TO CITIES, INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND COUNTY 

In January 2013, independent special districts were seated on LAFCO. Government Code 
§56381(b)(1)(A) provides that when independent special districts are represented on 
LAFCO, the county, cities and independent special districts must each provide a one-
third share of LAFCO’s operational budget. 

The City of San Jose has permanent membership on LAFCO pursuant to Government 
Code Section 56327. As required by Government Code §56381.6(b), the City of San Jose’s 
share of LAFCO costs must be in the same proportion as its member bears to the total 
membership on the commission, excluding the public member. The remaining cities’ 
share must be apportioned in proportion to each city’s total revenues, as reported in the 
most recent edition of the Cities Annual Report published by the Controller, as a 
percentage of the combined city revenues within a county.  
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Government Code Section 56381 provides that the independent special districts’ share 
shall be apportioned in proportion to each district’s total revenues as a percentage of the 
combined total district revenues within a county. The Santa Clara County Special 
Districts Association (SDA), at its August 13, 2012 meeting, adopted an alternative 
formula for distributing the independent special districts’ share to individual districts. 
The SDA’s agreement requires each district’s cost to be based on a fixed percentage of 
the total independent special districts’ share. 

Therefore in Santa Clara County, the County pays a third of LAFCO’s operational costs, 
the independent special districts pay a third, the City of San Jose pays one sixth and the 
remaining cities pay one sixth. Government Code §56381(c) requires the County Auditor 
to request payment from the cities, independent special districts and the County no later 
than July 1 of each year for the amount each agency owes based on the net operating 
expenses of the Commission and the actual administrative costs incurred by the Auditor 
in apportioning costs and requesting payment.  

Calculation of Net Operating Expenses  
FY 2018 Net Operating Expenses =  (Proposed FY 2018 Expenditures) – (Proposed FY 

2018 Fee & Interest Revenues + Projected Fund 
Balance from FY 2017) 

 = $798,894  
  
Please note that the projected operating expense for FY 2018 is based on projected 
savings and expenses for the current year. Further revisions may be needed as we get a 
better indication of current year expenses/revenues towards the end of this fiscal year. 
Additionally, a more accurate projection of costs/revenues for the upcoming fiscal year 
could become available, particularly for employee salary/benefits. This could result in 
changes to the proposed net operating expenses for FY 2018 which could in turn impact 
the costs for each of the agencies. The following is a draft apportionment to the agencies 
based on the proposed net operating expenses for FY 2018.  
 
COST TO AGENCIES  
 

FY 2018 

County of Santa Clara  $266,298 

City of San Jose  $133,149 

Remaining 14 Cities in the County $133,149 

17 Independent Special Districts  $266,298 

 
Apportionment of the costs among the 14 cities and among the 17 independent special 
districts will be calculated by the County Controller’s Office after LAFCO adopts the 
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final budget in June. In order to provide each of the cities and districts with a general 
indication of their costs in advance, Attachment E includes draft estimated 
apportionments based on the selected budget option.   
 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Status of FY 2017 Work Plan 
Attachment B:  Status of FY 2017 Budget  
Attachment C:  Proposed Work Program for Fiscal Year 2018 
Attachment D:  Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2018 
Attachment E:  Estimated Costs to Agencies Based on the Proposed Budget 
 
 
 
  



Status of Current Year (FY 2017) WORK PLAN 
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Special Studies / Service Reviews On hold until office move completed 

Follow up on implementation of recommendations from 
Cities Service Review 

Follow up on Water Service Review Report 
recommendations: PPWD 

Follow up on Fire Service Review Report 
recommendations: Los Altos Hills Fire District reserves 
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D
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N
S Conduct outreach to cities with islands, follow up on 

responses including review/research of city limits/ USA 
boundaries, provide assistance with potential annexations 
and potential USA amendments  

Ongoing, as needed 

Review and finalize city-conducted island annexations Ongoing, as needed 
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S Process applicant initiated LAFCO proposals Ongoing, as needed 

Comment on potential LAFCO applications, City General 
Plan updates and/ or related environmental documents  

Ongoing, as needed 

Respond to public enquiries re. LAFCO policies, procedures 
and filing requirements for LAFCO applications 

Ongoing, as needed 
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 Maintain boundaries of cities and special districts in GIS Ongoing 

Develop a public information /communications strategy On hold until office move completed 

Participate in CALAFCO conferences / workshops Ongoing 

Conduct workshops and/or make presentations re. LAFCO 
program, policies and procedures to local agencies, 
organizations, commissioners, community groups, staff 

Ongoing 

Participate in local, regional, statewide organizations: SDA, 
SCCAPO, CALAFCO, GIS Working Group 

Ongoing 
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Lease private space and move LAFCO office  Ongoing 

Recruit and hire staff for the new LAFCO Analyst position  In progress 

Maintain and enhance LAFCO Website / mapping Ongoing 

Maintain LAFCO database Ongoing 

Maintain LAFCO’s electronic document management 
system (archiving LAFCO records) 

Ongoing 

Prepare Annual Report August 2016 

Staff training and development  Ongoing 

Staff performance evaluation  April – June 2016 

Prepare budget, work plan, fee schedule revisions In progress 

O
TH

ER
 

Review and update policies and procedures Ongoing, comprehensive effort on 
hold until move is completed 

Track LAFCO related legislation (CALAFCO Legislative 
Committee) 

Ongoing 

Mapping Mutual Water companies Ongoing 

Program to improve community’s understanding of the 
importance of agriculture to future of Santa Clara County / 
Participation in the County / OSA’s  SALC Plan  

Ongoing  
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FY 2017 LAFCO BUDGET STATUS

ITEM # TITLE

ACTUALS      
FY 2008

ACTUALS           
FY 2009

ACTUALS      
FY 2010

ACTUALS FY 
2011

ACTUALS FY 
2012

ACTUALS FY 
2013

ACTUALS FY 
2014

ACTUALS FY 
2015

ACTUALS FY 
2016

APPROVED 
FY 2017

ACTUALS 
YEAR TO 

DATE       
3/3/2017

YEAR END 
PROJECTIONS 

2017

EXPENDITURES

Salary and Benefits $356,009 $400,259 $406,650 $413,966 $393,194 $411,929 $450,751 $466,755 $484,216 $674,370 $341,758 $545,976

Object 2:  Services and Supplies

5255100 Intra-County Professional $66,085 $57,347 $13,572 $4,532 $6,118 $5,260 $5,663 $4,379 $18,523 $45,000 $817 $10,000

5255800 Legal Counsel $0 $9,158 $67,074 $52,440 $48,741 $56,791 $53,550 $52,854 $57,498 $65,000 $39,352 $65,000

5255500 Consultant  Services $19,372 $75,000 $76,101 $58,060 $102,349 $59,563 $35,602 $37,250 $39,625 $100,000 $0 $10,000

5285700 Meal Claims $0 $368 $277 $288 $379 $91 $228 $209 $367 $750 $50 $400

5220100 Insurance $491 $559 $550 $4,582 $4,384 $4,378 $4,231 $4,338 $4,135 $7,000 $4,618 $5,000

5250100 Office Expenses $1,056 $354 $716 $639 $1,212 $536 $850 $783 $6,266 $12,000 $2,264 $12,000

5255650 Data Processing Services $8,361 $3,692 $3,505 $1,633 $3,384 $1,663 $3,311 $9,024 $1,519 $5,000 $2,975 $5,000

5225500 Commissioners' Fee $5,700 $5,400 $3,500 $3,400 $4,000 $4,900 $5,800 $4,900 $6,700 $10,000 $3,300 $6,000

5260100 Publications and Legal Notices $1,151 $563 $1,526 $363 $916 $222 $378 $2,484 $487 $2,500 $106 $1,000

5245100 Membership Dues $5,500 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $14,473 $0 $7,428 $7,577 $8,107 $8,107 $8,107

5250750 Printing and Reproduction $5 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9 $177 $703 $1,500 $0 $500

5285800 Business Travel $7,238 $8,415 $4,133 $8,309 $3,095 $4,777 $5,800 $4,042 $5,811 $16,000 $3,853 $6,000

5285300 Private Automobile Mileage $1,016 $704 $832 $1,185 $615 $424 $409 $396 $1,009 $2,000 $980 $2,000

5285200 Transportation&Travel (County Car Usage) $894 $948 $629 $0 $384 $250 $371 $293 $559 $1,000 $629 $1,000

5281600 Overhead $42,492 $62,391 $49,077 $46,626 $60,647 $43,133 $42,192 $34,756 $49,452 $0 $0 $0

5275200 Computer Hardware $0 $451 $0 $83 $2,934 $1,791 $2,492 $0 $106 $3,000 $0 $3,000

5250800 Computer Software $0 $0 $626 $314 $579 $3,124 $933 $1,833 $2,079 $4,000 $754 $4,000

5250250 Postage $1,160 $416 $219 $568 $309 $589 $246 $597 $411 $2,000 $172 $2,000

5252100 Staff Training Programs $0 $665 $491 $250 $300 $0 $0 $1,431 $0 $2,000 $0 $1,000

5701000 Reserves $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,000 $0 $66,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $516,530 $633,691 $636,478 $604,238 $640,540 $613,895 $612,816 $633,929 $687,043 $985,227 $409,735 $753,983

REVENUES

4103400 Application Fees $46,559 $41,680 $35,576 $48,697 $37,426 $45,458 $63,561 $27,386 $146,168 $30,000 $15,216 $25,000

4301100 Interest: Deposits and Investments $24,456 $16,230 $6,688 $4,721 $4,248 $3,416 $2,674 $2,844 $6,073 $3,000 $4,241 $5,000

Savings/Fund Balance from previous FY $271,033 $368,800 $334,567 $275,605 $209,987 $208,219 $160,052 $226,111 $187,310 $274,894 $293,489 $293,489

TOTAL REVENUE $342,048 $426,711 $376,831 $329,023 $251,661 $257,092 $226,287 $256,341 $339,551 $307,894 $312,946 $323,489

NET LAFCO OPERATING EXPENSES $174,482 $206,980 $259,648 $275,215 $388,879 $356,802 $386,529 $377,588 $347,492 $677,333 $96,789 $430,494

3400800 RESERVES available $100,000 $100,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $174,000 $174,000 $108,000

 COSTS TO AGENCIES

5440200 County $271,641 $270,896 $267,657 $292,601 $298,597 $281,780 $156,002 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $225,778 $225,778

4600100 Cities (San Jose 50% +other cities 50%) $271,641 $270,896 $267,657 $292,601 $298,597 $282,625 $156,002 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $225,778 $225,778

Special Distrcits $296,892 $187,521 $220,668 $225,778 $225,778 $225,778
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PROPOSED WORK PLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018 
 PROJECTS TIME FRAME RESOURCES 

LA
FC

O
 

A
P

P
LI

C
A

TI
O

N
S Process applicant initiated LAFCO proposals Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Comment on potential LAFCO applications, City General Plan 
updates and/ or related environmental documents  

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Respond to public enquiries re. LAFCO policies, procedures 
and filing requirements for LAFCO applications 

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

IS
LA

N
D

 

A
N

N
EX

A
TI

O
N

S Conduct outreach to cities with islands, follow up on 
responses including review/research of city limits/ USA 
boundaries, provide assistance with potential annexations 
and potential USA amendments  

Ongoing, as needed Staff 

Review and finalize city-conducted island annexations Ongoing, as needed Staff 

P
U

B
LI

C
 O

U
TR

EA
C

H
 /

 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IC
A

TI
O

N
 Develop and implement a public information 

/communications strategy 
TBD Consultant / staff 

Participate in CALAFCO conferences / workshops Ongoing Staff 

Conduct workshops and/or make presentations re. LAFCO 
program, policies and procedures to local agencies, 
organizations, commissioners, community groups, staff 

Ongoing Staff 

Participate in local, regional, statewide organizations: SDA, 
SCCAPO, CALAFCO, GIS Working Group 

Ongoing Staff 

SE
R

V
IC

E 
R

EV
IE

W
 &

 

SP
H

ER
E 

O
F 

IN
FL

U
EN

C
E 

U
P

D
A

TE
S 

 

Develop a plan, strategies and priorities for conducting the 
next round of service reviews 

TBD Staff 

Continue to follow up on implementation of 
recommendations from previous service reviews, as 
necessary, encouraging principles of good governance and 
management for special districts  

Ongoing Staff 

A
D

M
IN

IS
TR

A
TI

O
N

 

Prepare budget, and work plan Ongoing Staff 

Revise LAFCO fee schedule and draft a fee waiver policy  TBD Staff 

Conduct a Strategic Planning Workshop for LAFCO TBD Staff / consultant 

Maintain and enhance LAFCO Website  Ongoing Staff 

Maintain LAFCO database Ongoing Staff 

Maintain LAFCO’s electronic document management system  Ongoing Staff 

Prepare Annual Report August 2017 Staff 

Staff training and development  Ongoing Staff 

Staff performance evaluation  February-April 2018 Staff, LAFCO 

Other administrative functions required of a public agency Ongoing  Staff 

O
TH

ER
 

Review and update policies and procedures Ongoing Staff 

Mapping Mutual Water companies  Ongoing Staff 

JPA filings In-progress Staff 

Track LAFCO related legislation (CALAFCO Leg. Committee) Ongoing Staff 

Program to improve community’s understanding of the 
importance of agriculture to future of Santa Clara County / 
Participation in the County / OSA’s CAPP  

In progress  Staff 
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PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET 

FISCAL YEAR 2017 - 2018

ITEM # TITLE

APPROVED      

BUDGET    FY 

2017

ACTUALS 

Year to Date 

3/3/2017

 PROJECTIONS   

Year End           

2017

PROPOSED 

FY 2018 

BUDGET

EXPENDITURES

Object 1: Salary and Benefits $674,370 $341,758 $545,976 $685,072 

Object 2:  Services and Supplies

5255100 Intra-County Professional $45,000 $817 $10,000 $45,000

5255800 Legal Counsel $65,000 $39,352 $65,000 $70,200

5255500 Consultant  Services $100,000 $0 $10,000 $100,000

5285700 Meal Claims $750 $50 $400 $750

5220100 Insurance $7,000 $4,618 $5,000 $5,000

5250100 Office Expenses $12,000 $2,264 $12,000 $52,000

5255650 Data Processing Services $5,000 $2,975 $5,000 $3,600

5225500 Commissioners' Fee $10,000 $3,300 $6,000 $10,000

5260100 Publications and Legal Notices $2,500 $106 $1,000 $2,500

5245100 Membership Dues $8,107 $8,107 $8,107 $8,674

5250750 Printing and Reproduction $1,500 $0 $500 $1,500

5285800 Business Travel $16,000 $3,853 $6,000 $16,000

5285300 Private Automobile Mileage $2,000 $980 $2,000 $2,000

5285200 Transportation&Travel (County Car Usage) $1,000 $629 $1,000 $1,000

5281600 Overhead $0 $0 $0 $28,437

5275200 Computer Hardware $3,000 $0 $3,000 $3,000

5250800 Computer Software $4,000 $754 $4,000 $4,000

5250250 Postage $2,000 $172 $2,000 $2,000

5252100 Staff/Commissioner Training Programs $2,000 $0 $1,000 $2,000

5701000 Reserves $24,000 $0 $66,000 $42,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $985,227 $409,735 $753,983 $1,084,733

REVENUES

4103400 Application Fees $30,000 $15,216 $25,000 $35,000

4301100 Interest: Deposits and Investments $3,000 $4,241 $5,000 $4,000

TOTAL REVENUE $33,000 $19,457 $30,000 $39,000

3400150 FUND BALANCE FROM PREVIOUS FY $274,894 $293,489 $293,489 $246,839 

NET LAFCO OPERATING EXPENSES $677,333 $96,789 $430,494 $798,894

3400800 RESERVES Available $174,000 $174,000 $108,000 $150,000

 COSTS TO AGENCIES

5440200 County  $225,778 $225,778 $225,778 $266,298

4600100 Cities (San Jose 50% + Other Cities 50%) $225,778 $225,778 $225,778 $266,298

Special Districts $225,778 $225,778 $225,778 $266,298

March 7, 2017
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Proposed LAFCO Net Operating Expenses for 2018 $798,894

Jurisdictions
Revenue per 

2014/2015 Report

Percentage of   

Total Revenue

Allocation 

Percentages
Allocated Costs

County N/A N/A 33.3333333% $266,298.01 

Cities Total Share 33.3333333% $266,298.00 

San Jose N/A N/A 50.0000000% $133,149.00 

Other cities share 50.0000000% $133,148.99 

Campbell $42,136,384 2.0782315% $2,767.14 

Cupertino $101,768,890 5.0193988% $6,683.28 

Gilroy $73,549,973 3.6275982% $4,830.11 

Los Altos $40,559,754 2.0004697% $2,663.61 

Los Altos Hills $8,965,078 0.4421715% $588.75 

Los Gatos $35,566,167 1.7541783% $2,335.67 

Milpitas $108,110,368 5.3321703% $7,099.73 

Monte Sereno $2,398,104 0.1182782% $157.49 

Morgan Hill $56,304,100 2.7770051% $3,697.55 

Mountain View $180,902,676 8.9223993% $11,880.08 

Palo Alto $469,550,000 23.1589310% $30,835.88 

Santa Clara $583,863,212 28.7970351% $38,342.97 

Saratoga $21,802,406 1.0753283% $1,431.79 

Sunnyvale $302,034,437 14.8968048% $19,834.95 

Total Cities (excluding San Jose) $2,027,511,549 100.0000000% $133,149.00 

Total Cities (including San Jose) $266,298.00

Special Districts Total Share 33.3333333% $266,298.00 

Aldercroft Heights County Water District 0.06233% $165.98 

Burbank Sanitary District 0.15593% $415.24 

Cupertino Sanitary District 2.64110% $7,033.20 

El Camino Healthcare District 4.90738% $13,068.25 

Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District 0.04860% $129.42 

Lake Canyon Community Services District 0.02206% $58.75 

Lion's Gate Community Services District 0.22053% $587.27 

Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District 0.02020% $53.79 

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 5.76378% $15,348.83 

Purissima Hills Water District 1.35427% $3,606.39 

Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District 0.15988% $425.76 

San Martin County Water District 0.04431% $118.00 

Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 1.27051% $3,383.34 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 81.44126% $216,876.46 

Saratoga Cemetery District 0.32078% $854.23 

Saratoga Fire Protection District 1.52956% $4,073.19 

South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District 0.03752% $99.92 

Total Special Districts 100.00000% $266,298.02

Total Allocated Costs $798,894.03

LAFCO C O S T   A P P O R T I O N M E N T: County, Cities, Special Districts

Estimated Costs to Agencies Based on the Proposed 2018 LAFCO Budget

* Based on the FY 2014-2015 Annual Cities Report
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From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 5:45 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: Board of Directors Workshop/Special Meeting Agenda Packet ‐ April 21, 2017 
 

VTA Board of Directors: 
 
You may access your VTA Board of Directors Agenda Packet for the Friday, April 21, 2017, 
Workshop/Special Meeting on our website here. 
 
Please note that the Workshop/Special Meeting will begin at 9:00 AM and will be held in the 
Board of Supervisors’ Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, San 
Jose. 
 
We would like to thank you for your support of VTA’s Sustainability Program to “GO 
GREEN” by subscribing electronically to the packets. 
 
 
Office of the Board Secretary 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone 408-321-5680 

 

 
 
 



From: Board Secretary  
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 5:56 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: April 20, 2017 Media Clips 
 

 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Thursday, April 20, 2017 

1. DMV Cracks Down on Disabled Parking Placard Violators (NBC Bay Area) 
2. DMV cracks down on handicap placard scofflaws in downtown San Jose (Mercury News)  
3. Comic Con Year 2: Les   sons learned from last year's overwhelming crowds (Business Journal) 
4. Study calls on big tech companies to move closer to transit (SF Chronicle) 
5. BART's Tab For Legal Fight in Worker Deaths Could Top $500K (NBC Bay Area) 
6. Here’s a look at how Californians will pay $5 billion a year for new roads (Mercury News) 
7. Calculating where America should invest in its transportation and communications 

networks  (SFGate.com) 

 

DMV Cracks Down on Disabled Parking Placard Violators (NBC Bay Area) 

NBC Bay Area (link to video) 

The Department of Motor Vehicles is cracking down on people abusing disabled person parking 

placards. 

DMV crews on Wednesday searched for violators in downtown San Jose. Several motorists had 

their placards seized during the crackdown. 

A San Jose State University student was one of the motorists cited Wednesday. Investigators 

claim he used a placard registered to his father to park in a handicap spot. The student's father 

was not in the vehicle. 

Investigators seized the placard and the student could face a fine ranging from $250 to $1,000. 

The student said he did not realize his father had to be present when using the placard. 

"The reality is ignorance of a law does not excuse breaking the law," said Wendy Espinoza, a 

DMV investigator. 

http://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/DMV-Cracks-Down-on-Disabled-Placard-Violators-419910543.html


Espinoza said the DMV has done 270 similar operations. 

"Those are our documents and we need to make sure they are used correctly," Espinoza said. 

The enforcement effort comes at the same time a state auditor criticized the DMV for not 

making sure the people issued the placards should actually have them. 

The audit found the agency has not canceled tens of thousands of permits issued to people who 

have died. 

Auditors also looked at a sample of 96 placards applications and found 70 that did not provide 

enough medical information to demonstrate the applicant qualified. 

DMV issued a response Wednesday saying it is working to implement 15 recommendations 

made by the state auditor, including collaborating with medical boards, additional training for 

staff and adding options for the public to report placard abuse. 

During the last fiscal year, DMV investigators issued 738 citations for placard violations in 

California. 

Back to Top 

DMV cracks down on handicap placard scofflaws in downtown San Jose 

(Mercury News) 

Mercury News 

The man driving a VTA paratransit Prius parked in a blue disabled spot on San Fernando Street 

late Wednesday morning and then went inside a downtown restaurant to pick up lunch. 

But there were no passengers inside the vehicle, which is used to transport people with 

disabilities, putting him in violation of state law. 

Undercover DMV investigators approached the driver as he walked out of Peanuts Deluxe Cafe 

carrying a couple of to-go lunch boxes and pointed out he was breaking the law. He was 

apologetic for parking in the disabled only spot, but was issued a citation. 

Reading this on your phone? Stay up to date with our new, free mobile app. Get it from the 

Apple app store or the Google Play store. 

He was one of eight people found violating the laws regarding disabled parking placards and 

blue-colored parking spaces for the disabled during a six-hour operation by the DMV. During 

that span, they approached every vehicle parked in an area of downtown San Jose with a 

placard in a metered zone or in a blue spot. 

Several of the drivers who were approached by investigators were in compliance, including 

Sakie Scott, a San Jose State employee who had a disabled person parking placard and parked 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/19/dmv-cracks-down-on-handicap-placard-scofflaws-in-downtown-san-jose/


in a metered space along San Fernando Street. State law allows those with a handicapped 

placard to park in a blue spot without paying. 

Scott applauded the DMV’s enforcement effort. 

“I know people abuse the system,” Scott said. “I’m glad they’re doing it. People that really need 

to use that privilege and they go to park, and other people are taking advantage of it.” 

The enforcement operation, focused around a four-block radius near San Jose City Hall and San 

Jose State University, was part of a larger, statewide effort to crack down on people who use 

handicap placards to avoid paying parking meters or obtain more convenient parking. Between 

fiscal 2013-2016, the DMV has conducted 270 enforcement operations and handed out 2,019 

citations. 

 

Violators can be cited with an infraction or misdemeanor, which carry fines ranging from $250 

to $1,000. 

One of the first drivers to receive a citation was a 20-something San Jose State student who told 

investigators he parked in a disabled-only space using his dad’s placard. The student, who 

identified himself to the media as Mike, said he did not know he was not allowed to use the 

placard on his own. He expressed remorse as parking in the handicapped zone, which was 

located right in front of a university entrance. 

“I didn’t know,” said Mike, who added that his dad has cancer. “They didn’t tell me at DMV 

when they give me the placard. I didn’t know he had to be present.” 

“We do hear that quite frequently, ‘I didn’t know,’ ” said Wendy Espinoza, a DMV supervising 

investigator. “Ignorance of a law is not an excuse.” 

Espinoza added that rules surrounding the placards are on the application. 

A person who is handicapped must be at the wheel or a passenger when a disabled placard is 

used to park in a blue spot. The disabled person may be dropped off before the car is parked. 

When DMV investigators issue a citation they also confiscate the placard, and the registered 

owner must re-apply. A violation is a misdemeanor and goes on a person’s driving record. 

There are about 2.4 million placards issued statewide, and DMV investigators say they have 

seen some placards for sale on eBay. 

“We want to make sure people with mobility issues do have spaces when they need them,” 

Espinoza said. 

The man driving the Valley Transportation Authority Paratransit vehicle, which is used to 

transport people with disabilities who are unable to independently use bus and light rail, 

parked in a blue parking spot on San Fernando Street. 



About 15 minutes later, the male driver walked back to his car, carrying what appeared to be a 

couple of boxed to-go orders. That’s when he was met by two DMV investigators. 

Stacey Hendler Ross, a spokeswoman for VTA, said the transit agency contracts its paratransit 

drivers with MV Transportation. Hendler Ross said the driver “was completely in the wrong” for 

parking in a disabled only spot. 

“VTA will be putting out a strong notice to MV Transporation to make sure this doesn’t happen 

again,” Hendler Ross said. 

The citation — an infraction in cases such as his — was given to the driver, not the MV 

Transportation or the VTA, according to Jaime Garza, a DMV spokesman. 

The driver got into the car without speaking to reporters. 

“He was positive,” Garza said of the VTA driver’s interaction with DMV investigators. “He was 

very cooperative. He admitted that he made a mistake. He did work really well with our 

investigators.” 

One of the most common violations is a person using a family member’s placard for preferential 

parking without the disabled person being inside the vehicle, Espinoza said. 

“We issue these placards,” Espinoza said, “so it’s our responsibility to ensure the spaces are 

open for people who need them.” 

Back to Top 

Comic Con Year 2: Lessons learned from last year's overwhelming crowds 

(Business Journal) 

About this time last year, Trip Hunter was scrambling around San Jose convenience stores 

buying up bottled water to give to weary attendees waiting in long lines for Silicon Valley Comic 

Con tickets. 

“I gave away probably 15 or 16 cases of water to people in that line — just talked to them and 

let them complain a little bit,” he said. 

Which was a bit embarrassing for the guy charged with putting on the show that overwhelmed 

an underprepared downtown with more than 60,000 people. 

Things were different this year when Hunter arrived Tuesday for Comic Con’s second run. It 

begins at 5 p.m. Friday and runs through the weekend at the McEnery Convention Center, City 

National Civic Auditorium and the Plaza de Cesar Chavez. 

The San Jose City Council, dressed in “Star Trek” costumes, welcomed Apple co-founder Steve 

Wozniak to the podium, passed a welcoming resolution and raised a Comic Con flag at City Hall. 

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2017/04/19/comic-con-silicon-valley-2017-trip-hunter.html


“It was incredible validation for what Steve wanted to create and to show the support that the 

city has given us,” said Hunter, who works for the rest of the year in Sandy, Utah, doing 

marketing work for Los Altos-based Primary Data, where Woz holds the title of Chief Scientist. 

He expects this year’s Comic Con to draw between 75,000 and 100,000 and says: “We’re ready 

for that number.” 

There will be more ticket windows at the convention center and they’ve been moved into South 

Hall. There will be 60 food trucks around the plaza and Market Street will be closed to vehicles 

all the way around. 

“The city has really worked hard with us,” Hunter said. 

NASA will play a big role, both at the free events in the plaza — which will also have free night 

movies, bands, student science fair exhibits and a cosplay show for dogs — and in the ticketed 

areas inside the convention center and Civic, where 30 of its scientists will participate on panels 

during the weekend. 

Jill Carter, the real radio astronomer who was the basis for Jodie Foster’s character in the movie 

“Contact,” will do commentary during a showing of the movie about the search for 

extraterrestrial life on its 20th anniversary Sunday afternoon. 

“I think in Year 2, we ought to get things right,” Hunter said. 

Back to Top 

Study calls on big tech companies to move closer to transit (SF Chronicle) 

Victoria Makras used to slog through a nearly two-hour commute from her Laurel Heights home 

to Box’s office in Los Altos. She’d wake up at 6:30 a.m. and board an Uber to the Caltrain 

station. The fast Baby Bullets weren’t an option, since they didn’t serve the closest station to 

Box. So she’d walk more than a mile, taking another 15 minutes before reaching her desk. 

“It was long,” the 33-year-old senior event marketing manager said. But in late 2015, 

Box moved its headquarters to Redwood City. Instead of running employee shuttles from San 

Francisco, the company bought transit passes for employees, cutting transportation costs. And 

it reduced Makras’ rail commute to just 32 minutes. 

“You step off the station and you’re in the office,” said Makras. “I have more time for work, to 

go to the gym, to see friends and family, or sleep in a little. It’s less stressful.” 

SPUR, a San Francisco planning and research organization, is pushing for other companies to 

follow in Box’s tracks. In a study released Thursday, it cites Box as a rare example of tech 

companies that have located near public transportation. 

Eighty percent of jobs in the Bay Area are concentrated in suburban fringes with little access to 

regional rail, and three-quarters of Bay Area workers drive alone to work as a result, the study’s 

authors note. 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/business/article/Study-calls-on-big-tech-companies-to-move-closer-11085028.php
http://www.mercurynews.com/2014/09/16/box-leases-redwood-city-office-complex-where-it-could-move-1700-workers/
http://www.spur.org/
http://www.spur.org/publications/spur-report/2017-04-20/rethinking-corporate-campus


The report highlights a seeming irony: Despite pioneering innovations in their products and 

work spaces, they house their lava lamps and free cafes in suburban corporate campuses with 

seas of parking lots. It’s a form of office that took shape in the middle of the 20th century. 

Google, Apple and Facebook’s offices are all more than 3 miles from the nearest rail station. 

This isn’t going to be good for the companies’ economic vitality in the long run, said Allison 

Arieff, SPUR’s editorial director. “Something’s gotta give.” 

In March, Google said it employed roughly 20,000 people in Mountain View’s North Bayshore 

area. Google plans to move 6,000 employees to Sunnyvale from Mountain View, partly to 

address concerns about traffic. 

Many tech workers live in San Francisco and commute to offices on the Peninsula or in the 

South Bay. In 2004, Google began running shuttle buses from the city to its headquarters, a 

move copied by other employers. But those same shuttles are now snarled in traffic, 

lengthening commutes. Companies have also offered incentives for employees to carpool, take 

public transit or ride bikes to work. 

At Facebook, nearly half of its Menlo Park employees get there by means other than driving 

alone, the preferred mode of transportation for most Americans outside congested cities. 

Caltrain commuters, many of which are Box employees, arrive at the train station next to the 

Box headquarters building in Redwood City on Wednesday. Box is one of a few companies that 

has relocated to more ... more 

As San Francisco has cut back the spots where tech shuttles can pick up employees, some 

workers have chosen to drive to work rather than walk to now-distant shuttle stops, a factor 

Facebook blamed for a rise in its Menlo Park traffic. 

Then there’s Tesla, whose Fremont factory has become infamous for its parking problems. For a 

while, an Instagram account, @teslaparkinglot, documented the sad state of the asphalt where 

autoworkers stationed their steeds. 

The account has disappeared, but the parking problems remain. The opening of the Warm 

Springs BART station, in view of the factory, has not helped matters: Because of car-centric 

planning, it’s a 2-mile walk to get there. Tesla is running a shuttle until an overpass is built. 

In her book “Pastoral Capitalism: A History of Suburban Corporate Landscapes,” UC Berkeley 

Professor Louise Mozingo noted how railroads allowed companies to escape polluted, 

congested city centers in the 19th century. As more employees moved to the suburbs, 

companies followed them to tap their talent and take advantage of cheaper land. Highways 

accelerated the trend, allowing offices to move farther away from city centers and rail lines. 

In the 1950s and 1960s, low-rise office parks displaced orchards in the Santa Clara Valley, 

turning it into the Silicon Valley we now know — with spacious clusters of buildings that sprawl 

far from the Southern Pacific rail line that became Caltrain. 

https://googleblog.blogspot.com/2004/09/worth-drive.html
http://www.sfgate.com/business/article/Waze-tests-carpooling-option-in-Bay-Area-7469176.php
http://www.sfchronicle.com/business/article/More-tech-workers-driving-solo-after-SF-cuts-8350171.php


One solution is to build housing closer to offices, so workers can walk, bike or drive short 

distances. But Silicon Valley cities like Menlo Park, Mountain View and Cupertino — homes to 

Facebook, Google and Apple — have not been building enough homes to match demand. 

Arieff points out that already, there are areas like San Mateo that have offices near public 

transportation. Fremont is also planning more office space near the Warm Springs BART 

station. 

Evan Wittenberg, Box’s senior vice president of people, said the company was seeing 

employees drive alone to Los Altos, where they required parking spaces, or riding shuttles. That 

hit the company’s bottom line. 

“It’s hard to find affordable real estate going north, but being on the Caltrain stop was a huge 

plus,” Wittenberg said. “It saves us money.” 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group president Carl Guardino said he agrees with the SPUR study’s 

conclusion. But, he said, there’s too much demand for office spaces near rail and not enough to 

accommodate rapidly growing companies. His solution is to extend the lines. 

He said the region needs to nail down funding to electrify Caltrain, which plans to upgrade its 

service with more and faster trains. The effort recently suffered a reversal when the 

Department of Transportation delayed approval for federal funding. Meanwhile, riders 

say trains are overcrowded. 

BART is planning to add three stations on its extension to San Jose and Santa Clara by 2026. 

“All this work needed to be done yesterday,” Guardino said. 

“In no way do we think this is going to be easy, but if we keep talking about it, we can outline 

what the options are that accommodate growth that makes sense,” Arieff said. “Or we could do 

nothing and watch things get worse.” 
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BART's Tab For Legal Fight in Worker Deaths Could Top $500K (NBC Bay Area) 

BART’S legal tab to fight state regulators seeking to fine the transit agency for the 2013 deaths 

of two track workers will likely top a half-million dollars, NBC Bay Area has learned. 

To date, BART has spent about $450,000 in legal fees and could spend close to $600,000 under 

an authorization granted in February by BART’s governing board. That’s equal to the sum now 

sought by the state Public Utilities Commission over the Oct. 19, 2013, deaths of BART engineer 

Christopher Sheppard and track consultant Laurence Daniels. 

Commission regulators blame what they call BART’s “poor and inadequate” safety culture in the 

deaths, which occurred during the second of two strikes that year. 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/With-Trump-in-charge-Republicans-target-Caltrain-10907794.php
http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/Caltrain-tries-to-put-electrification-back-on-10976318.php
http://kron4.com/2017/02/14/in-depth-caltrain-riders-say-overcrowding-has-become-an-issue-on-trains/
http://www.nbcbayarea.com/investigations/BART-Tab-For-Legal-Fight-in-Worker-Deaths-Could-Top-500K-419781984.html


They point to the in-cab surveillance video as proof that the driver in training, who was driving 

on open tracks for the first time that day, was unable to sound the horn after spotting the 

workers up ahead north of the Walnut Creek station. 

The video also shows the trainer, Paul Liston, wasn’t with the trainee to help. He’d left the 

trainee alone at the controls while he used his cellphone and talked with others in the 

passenger compartment. 

The video shows that at one point, he grumbled about having to come up and help him. 

“How many more times are you going to make me get up … –damn it?” 

While BART does not dispute that the video shows breaches of its own rules, it insists any 

lapses were isolated and not proof of more widespread safety problems as regulators contend. 

“The violations alleged by the CPUC concern an individual employee’s violation of a BART rule, 

not a gap in BART’s safety rules or a general failure by BART to enforce those rules,” the agency 

said. 

BART disclosed Tuesday that it has spent $457,000 in the regulatory fight through March. 

In February, the governing board authorized more money to pay past and future legal bills. That 

influx totaled $500,000. After paying past bills, there’s just $138,000 left for April and coming 

months. Costs have been running about $40,000 or more per month, records show. 

In a statement issued Tuesday, the agency said: “BART has been and will continue to be 

vigorous in its defense of its robust and comprehensive safety training programs, safety culture 

and accident prevention procedures. The expenditures are reasonable and fiscally responsible 

in light of the CPUC’s unsubstantiated claims and allegations.” 

Rather than simply respond to the allegations, however, BART has recently challenged the 

fining authority of the Public Utilities Commission. BART asserts regulators have no power to 

fine the transit agency based on violations of BART rules. 

State Sen. Jerry Hill (D-San Mateo) says BART should stop wasting time and money and “get 

over it.” 

“$500,000 would go a long ways for BART,” he said, adding that he is concerned that if BART 

prevails on challenging fining authority, it could weaken the state’s rail safety enforcement 

efforts. 

“It shouldn’t be spent on attorneys trying to fight the PUC, and at the same time they are 

fighting them, they are trying to undermine the PUC’s safety ability and their responsibility as a 

safety body,” Hill said. “They should get over it, move forward and forget defending 

themselves, because you can’t defend yourself when you’re wrong.” 

The administrative law judge in the regulatory case could rule any day now about the issue of 

fines. 
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Here’s a look at how Californians will pay $5 billion a year for new roads (Mercury 

News) 

California taxes have raised at least $10 billion a year since 2010 for the Department of 

Transportation and will add $5 billion a year more in taxes and fees beginning in November. 

California’s infrastructure, particularly its roads, has been ranked as some of the worst in the 

nation for many years. Californians pay more in fees to maintain their roads than do residents 

of other states, and soon will have to pay even more. On April 6, the state Legislature passed 

Gov. Jerry Brown’s Road Recovery and Accountability Act, which increases several taxes and 

fees to raise more than $50 billion over 10 years. Here’s a look at where California currently 

ranks in fees and taxes for its roads, and what the new legislation is aimed at accomplishing. 

TAXES ON FUEL 

April 2017 tax rates, according to the American Petroleum Institute (does not include most 

recent hike) 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/19/how-californians-will-pay-5-billion-a-year-for-new-roads-2/


 

A look at the increase 

The chart below shows the taxable gallons of fuel in California in billions. The consumption has 

averaged about 15 billion gallons for gas and 3 billion gallons for diesel. 





 

HOW BAD ARE OUR ROADS? 

California leads the nation in deficient bridges and was near the bottom in eight of 11 

categories in the most recent report of the Reason Foundation’s highway-performance and 

cost-effectiveness rankings. 



 

2027 Targets 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of Transportation meet the following 

preliminary performance outcomes for additional state highway investments by the end of 

2027, in accordance with applicable state and federal standards: 

98% 

of pavement on the state highway system in good or fair condition 

90% 

level of service achieved for maintenance of potholes and cracks 

90% 

of culverts in good or fair condition 

90% 

of the transportation-management system units in good condition. 

500+ 

Fix no fewer than an additional 500 bridges 

Sources: California Legislature, Legislative Analyst’s Office, California Board of Equalization, 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute, American Petroleum Institute, Caltrans, Reason 

Foundation 
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Calculating where America should invest in its transportation and 

communications networks  (SFGate.com) 

(THE CONVERSATION) The American economy is underpinned by networks. Road networks 

carry traffic and freight; the internet and telecommunications networks carry our voices and 

http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/Calculating-where-America-should-invest-in-its-11084916.php
http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/Calculating-where-America-should-invest-in-its-11084916.php


digital information; the electricity grid is a network carrying energy; financial networks transfer 

money from bank accounts to merchants. They’re vast, often global systems – but a local 

disruption can really block them up. 

For example, the I-85 bridge collapse in Atlanta will affect that city’s traffic for months. A 

seemingly minor train derailment at New York City’s Penn Station resulted in multiple days of 

travel chaos in April. 

 

As the Trump administration plans to invest hundreds of billions in American infrastructure 

networks, it will be crucial to identify what elements are the most crucial to repair or improve. 

This is not only important for maximizing benefits; it’s also useful in preventing disaster. Is 

there, perhaps, a telecommunication line that would be particularly damaging if it were 

destroyed? Or one road through an area that has an especially large role in keeping traffic 

flowing smoothly? 

Patrick Qiang and I are operations management scholars who have developed a way to 

evaluate network performance and simulate the effects of potential changes, whether planned 

(like a highway repair) or unexpected (like a natural disaster). By modeling the independent 

behavior of all the users of a network, we can calculate the flow – of freight, commuters, 

money or anything else – across each link, and how other links’ flows will change. This lets us 

identify where investment will be most beneficial, and which projects shouldn’t happen at all. 

It’s very difficult to measure networks’ performance, in part because they are so complex, but 

also because people use them differently at different times, and because those choices affect 

others’ experiences. For example, one person choosing to drive to work instead of taking the 

bus puts one more car on the road, which might get involved in a crash or otherwise contribute 

to a traffic jam. 

In 1968, German mathematician Dietrich Braess observed the possibility that adding a road to 

an area with congested traffic could actually make things worse, not better. This paradox can 

occur when travel times depend on the amount of traffic. If too many drivers decide their own 

optimal route involves one particular road, that road can become congested, slowing 

everyone’s travel time. In effect, the drivers would have been better off if the road hadn’t been 

built. 

This phenomenon has been found not only in transportation networks and the internet, but 

also, recently, in electrical circuits. 

We shouldn’t waste time and money building or repairing network links the community would 

be better without. But how can we tell which elements help and which make things worse? 

The best networks can handle the highest demand at the lowest average cost for each trip – 

such as a commute from a worker’s home to her office. Evaluating a network means identifying 

which locations need to be connected to each other, as well as the volume of traffic between 



specific places and the various costs involved – such as gas, pavement wear and tear, and police 

services keeping drivers safe. 

Once a network is measured in this way, it can be converted into a computerized model where 

we can simulate removing links or adding new ones in particular places. Then we can measure 

what happens to the rest of the network: Does traffic get more congested, and if so, by how 

much? Or, as in the Braess paradox, do travel times actually get shorter when a link is 

removed? And how much money does a particular project cost to build, and save in time or 

user expenses? 

Our method of measuring a network’s performance has been used to refine the route of a 

proposed metro line in Dublin, Ireland; to design new shipping routes in Indonesia; to identify 

which roads in Germany should be first on the maintenance list; and to determine the effects of 

road closures after major fires in regions of Greece. 

Our method has also been applied to make supply chains more efficient, both to maximize 

profits and to speed disaster relief supplies to people in need. 

As the U.S. works to enhance its economic competitiveness, the country will need to invest in 

many different types of networks, to maximize their usefulness and value to Americans. Using 

measurement methods like ours can guide leaders to wise investments. 

Back to Top 

 



From: Board Secretary  

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 1:24 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: From VTA: April 18, 2017, Media Clips 

 

 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, April 18, 2017 
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Mysterious power surges return to BART; agency thinks it has identified the 

problem 

Mercury News 
CONCORD — BART officials now believe metallic dust is to blame for the mysterious power surges that 

knocked out nearly two dozen train cars in the East Bay Friday, and two similar incidents last year. 

 

BART workers first started noticing problems with the cars at around 10:30 a.m. Friday between the 

North Concord/Martinez and Pittsburg/Bay Point stations, said spokesman Jim Allison. The agency 

ultimately switched to shuttle trains at 1:30 p.m., after the power surges had disabled 22 train cars. 

They used the shuttle train until about 9:30 that night when normal service resumed, he said. 

 

Allison didn’t have an exact figure Monday for the number of disabled trains that have since been 

repaired, but he said the car shortage is putting the agency in a bit of a bind. BART had 546 train cars in 

service Monday afternoon, but Allison said it typically aims to have about 595 cars running at any given 

time. 

 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/17/mysterious-power-surges-return-to-bart-agency-thinks-it-has-identified-the-problem/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/17/mysterious-power-surges-return-to-bart-agency-thinks-it-has-identified-the-problem/


“It means that some trains are going to be a car short,” he said. “It doesn’t equate to 49 trains (595 

minus 546) because built into the 595 standard is a number that can be swapped out for bad cars during 

the day.” 

 

It’s not the first time that voltage spikes disabled BART cars. The agency dealt with similar problems last 

year — first in late February near the West Oakland station, and again in mid-March between the North 

Concord and Pittsburg stations. The mysterious power surges befuddled BART engineers, who spent 

weeks trying to identify a solution to the issue that appeared and then disappeared with little warning. 

 

As of June last year, BART had spent approximately $2.24 million to diagnose the problem, including 

nearly $201,000 in consultant fees and more than $771,000 on new testing equipment. Allison said he 

could not immediately provide an update on the total cost spent diagnosing the problem since then. He 

also said he would not be able to provide a copy on Monday of the consultants’ final report to BART, but 

he said BART workers were able to figure out problem and solution on their own. 

 

The power issues afflicting the 22 cars on Friday and last year appear to the be the result of a 

combination of factors, Allison said. One issue is the buildup of metallic dust on the underside of cars 

impacted by the electrical surging, he said. 

 

BART generates metallic dust from grinding the rails, a practice the agency uses to reduce the screeching 

noise of wheels grating against the tracks, Allison said. The dust can conduct electricity, which becomes 

susceptible to flashes as the cars draw power from the track’s third rail. 

 

BART engineers noticed the dust was thickest near tunnels and inside the Transbay Tube, where rain 

and wind cannot naturally wash it away. So, in response to the surging issues near the West Oakland 

station last year, crews started vacuuming the tracks after grinding the rails to remove some of that 

dust, Allison said. 

 

The agency hadn’t been as concerned with the dust at its above-ground stations, he said, because the 

dust is removed naturally by rain and wind. But over the course of the last month, BART workers had 

been diligently grinding the rails four nights a week between the North Concord and Pittsburg stations. 

 

That stretch of tracks is a little different than the rest of the BART system because it’s on a hill, meaning 

the trains need a little extra juice to make it up and over, Allison said. 

 

http://www.eastbaytimes.com/2016/06/20/bart-electrical-surge-issue-eludes-staff-despite-over-2-million-to-diagnose-it/


“This particular section of track was designed to provide more power to trains than anywhere else on 

the BART system,” Allison said. “It is now thought that this rail grinding led to a buildup of metallic dust 

on rail cars.” 

 

To address the issue, Allison said BART is in the process of purchasing magnets, which will sit on train 

cars that aren’t carrying passengers to pick up the metallic dust left in the rail grinders’ wake, a solution 

that Allison would be implemented as soon as next month. 
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Highway 17 traffic collisions skyrocket 
Mercury News 

Traffic crashes on Highway 17 rose a staggering 34 percent last year to the highest level in at least 13 

years, prompting the CHP to step up patrols on the scenic but treacherous road that serves as the 

primary link for thousands of commuters between Santa Cruz and the South Bay. 

 

The 983 collisions in 2016 came during a winter of heavy rains and reduced enforcement, producing the 

highest tally since an intensive safety campaign kicked off in 2003 and the California Highway Patrol 

started tracking annual crashes, injuries and fatalities. And they were far higher than the 664 tallied in 

2015. 

 

Related Articles 

 

Traffic decision means expanded town events 

Crazy driving stunts from highway 17 to I-280 and 580 

Roadshow: Oops, sign at 17-280-880 gives wrong directions 

Roadshow: Driving in the Bay Area can be relaxing (really!) 

Roadshow: Los Gatos’ beach traffic woes have started already 

“It’s not looking too good,” said Ginger Dykaar of the Safe on 17 committee, a coalition of three dozen 

traffic officials, police, firefighters and elected officials from Santa Cruz and Santa Clara counties that has 

pushed for safety upgrades for nearly two decades. “We need to come up with solutions.” 

And fast. 

 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/14/highway-17-traffic-collisions-skyrocket/


Enter the CHP, which has six more officers who have just completed training and a couple ready to roll 

on 17 and adjacent routes. Since 2015, the CHP has had as few as two troopers working the four-lane 

highway from Scotts Valley to Los Gatos, though a half dozen had patrolled it before. 

 

The rising crash numbers come on top of the worst winter in decades for the highway’s commuters, as 

heavy rains spawned mudslides and repeated lane closures that left motorists idling for hours or forced 

them into lengthy detours. 

 

There are several factors in play behind the rash of crashes, with people on cellphones and increased 

traffic being major contributors, according to the CHP. But driving too fast for the conditions is the 

biggest reason for the high crash rate. 

 

“We need to really hammer speed enforcement on 17,” said CHP spokeswoman Trista Drake. 

 

Reading this on your phone? Stay up to date on breaking Highway 17 and other news with our new, free 

mobile app. Get it from the Apple app store or the Google Play store. 

 

Budget cuts for officer overtime hampered enforcement on the highway in recent years, Drake said, but 

some of that money has since been restored. 

 

High numbers of crashes and fatalities in the 1990s spurred a safety campaign that led to nearly $250 

million in spending since 2003 on various roadway improvements, including median barriers, wider 

shoulders, anti-skid pavement, flashing warning signs and tree removal. It was spurred by a particularly 

bloody 1996 that saw 793 crashes, 151 injuries and nine deaths. 

 

Though the number of Highway 17 crashes soared even higher than that in 2016, injuries and fatalities 

have not risen accordingly. Since 2003, injuries have fluctuated from a high of 187 in 2015 to a low of 

126 in 2011, with 160 last year. There were two fatalities in 2016, none the year before and no more 

than four in any year since 2003. 

 

The spike in accidents has some looking into the possibility of legislation to legalize speed enforcement 

cameras on Highway 17, where the speed limit is 50 mph but many drivers hit 65 mph or more even 

when the pavement is wet. 

 



“Fatalities and crashes are up across the nation and in California,” said Laura Wells of the San Jose 

Department of Transportation who last month told the Highway 17 group about the possibility of using 

speed cameras on streets with a speed limit of 50 mph or less in San Jose and San Francisco. 

 

“These are preventable,” she said. “We can implement technological policies to prevent this.” 

 

Later this year a paving project will begin on the Santa Cruz County side of the hill and in 2020 on the 

Santa Clara County side. 

 

“If there is just a little water on it, this road is really dangerous,” said Kevin Korth, the California 

representative for the Federal Highway Administration. 

 

There are long-range plans for a $450 million effort to ban left turns, make 32 roadside changes and 

build interchanges at places like Vine Hill Road. Some money from a higher gas tax could be considered 

for this work. 

 

The recent hard rains and mudslides could make 2017 numbers even worse. At Big Moody Curve, some 

drivers say there seems to be a rollover or spin-out crash nearly every day. 

 

“While a long-term fix is clearly needed, something needs to happen now,” said Angela Hedges of 

Redwood Estates. “Flashing lights, flares, signs, anything. How many more accidents need to happen 

here until something can be done?” 

 

The CHP isn’t sold on cameras on 17. “We generally dislike automated enforcement,’ said Officer Ross 

Lee “because it does not allow any discretion that an officer would have based on traffic conditions, 

roadway configurations, and other extenuating circumstances that influence appropriate enforcement.” 

 

Oh, come on, say drivers. 

 

“Speeding is rampant because there is no enforcement,” said Karen Armstrong of San Jose. “Cameras 

are an obvious choice to curb the speeding.” 

 

BART Fare Evaders 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTc4MjE1NTgmTURTZWVkPTgxNTQmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D


KTVU link to video 
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The real cost of California’s transportation deal – $1 billion in pork, more in 

taxes and fees 

Sacramento Bee 

What happened on the floor of the Assembly late into the night recently would have been laughable if it 

wasn’t so disgusting. Capitol Democrats screamed, twisted arms and promised giveaways in their effort 

to find votes for the largest gas tax increase in state history. 

 

When the dust settled, the bill was on its way to the governor, Californians were facing $52 billion in 

new taxes and fees, and a few lucky lawmakers walked away with nearly $1 billion in pork. 

 

Sacramento special interests rejoiced, but ordinary Californians have little to be happy about. 

 

After ignoring our roads for decades, Democrats decided that the only solution was to rush a huge tax 

increase through the legislative process in just six days. This deal was negotiated behind closed doors 

with lobbyists and moneyed interests, but the ordinary people of California get little in return. In fact, 

hidden in the plan is a caveat that less than 5 percent of the money collected from drivers can go toward 

traffic relief. 

 

Yes, you heard that right. Those of you stuck in traffic are still going to sit there on your daily commute 

and pay more to fill up your tanks. 

 

Meanwhile, almost a third of the tax money collected will go toward projects that have nothing to do 

with roads. A huge chunk of your gas taxes and vehicle registration fees will go toward parks, boats and 

even the high-speed rail. 

 

While ordinary Californians were left out of the dealings, the special interests made sure they got theirs. 

Together they teamed up with the governor and hailed their “deal” in paid advertisements up and down 

the state. This flood of faux grass-roots support drowned out the pleas of ordinary citizens who would 

http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article144635929.html#storylink=cpy
http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article144635929.html#storylink=cpy


pay for this plan out of their already tight budgets. So much for Democrats being the party of working 

people. 

 

As the deadline loomed, the deal was still a handful of votes short. A few Democrats were holding out, 

either out of concern for their constituents or an instinct for self-preservation ahead of the next 

election. At that point, supporters gave up all pretense of an honest process and started looking for 

legislators to squeeze or buy. 

 

When all was said and done, it took supporters nearly $1 billion in pork to buy the lawmakers they 

needed. That sounds like a lot, but when taxpayers are footing the bill, that money flows easily. 

 

During the debate that night, one of my colleagues scolded opponents of the deal, saying that we 

needed to act like “grown folks” and get in line. The arrogance of that statement was astonishing, 

especially when you consider the behavior exhibited by the Democrats on Thursday night. 

 

After a tense vote that was held open for 10 minutes as Democratic leadership threatened and cajoled 

their undecided members, the deal finally passed and went to the governor. The largest gas tax increase 

in state history was on its way to becoming law. It was an embarrassing end to an embarrassing process, 

but for Sacramento elites, that’s how things work, and forget the will of the people. The question for 

California voters is: How is that working for you? 
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California Senate approves projects linked to gas tax hike 

Associated Press 

The California Senate on Monday approved more than $900 million worth of road and train projects that 

were promised to lawmakers in order to secure their support for a hike in gas taxes and vehicle fees. 

 

The promised funding for projects in the Central Valley and Riverside County was integral to the tax 

hike's razor-thin approval earlier this month. Four lawmakers agreed to vote for the tax increase only 

after Gov. Jerry Brown and top legislative leaders promised to push through legislation guaranteeing 

funding for their favored projects. 

 

"This is part of the give and take in a democratic society," said Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de Leon, 

D-Los Angeles. 

https://www.apnews.com/1a7472a965614fd2a0e031a4e8fd0b8f/California-Senate-approves-projects-linked-to-gas-tax-hike


 

Sens. Anthony Cannella, R-Ceres, and Adam Gray, D-Merced, won support for a $400 million extension 

of a commuter rail line to link their Central Valley districts to San Jose. They'll also get a $100 million 

parkway linking University of California, Merced to a major highway. 

 

 

Cannella was the only Republican in the Legislature to support the tax hike. 

 

Sen. Richard Roth of Riverside and Assemblywoman Sabrina Cervantes of Corona, both Democrats, 

secured $427 million for projects in Riverside County. 

 

The legislation, SB132, which contained the funding for their projects, cleared the Senate in a 27-13 

vote, sending it to the Assembly. 

 

The Senate also approved SB496, a bill written by Cannella that shields architects, engineers and land 

surveyors from liability in certain circumstances. 

 

Cannella is vice president of NorthStar Engineering Group, which does engineering, design and survey 

work for public and private projects including a high school, police station and medical facility. 

 

The hike in gas taxes and vehicle fees is projected to raise more than $5 billion a year for road and 

bridge repairs, public transit and other transportation projects. Brown has not said when he will sign the 

bill. 

 

Meanwhile, the only Democrat in the Assembly who voted against the deal was stripped of his position 

as the chairman of the Business and Professions Committee. 

 

Assemblyman Rudy Salas of Bakersfield was moved to the Assembly Rules Committee, a less prestigious 

posting that lacks the power and fundraising opportunities that come with being a committee chairman. 

 

The decision by Speaker Anthony Rendon came on the first day the Legislature convened since 

approving the transportation funding plan. Rendon, a Democrat from the Los Angeles area, wouldn't say 

whether he removed Salas from the committee because of his vote. 

 



"It's my prerogative to make changes from time to time, and that's what I did," Rendon said. 

 

Because of the timing, Salas said there seems to be a "high correlation" between him being removed as 

chairman and his vote. 

 

Despite pressure from other Democrats, Salas said he decided to honor the promise he made to his 

constituents not to raise taxes. 

 

"What weighted on my mind really was keeping my commitment to the families in the valley that I 

represent," Salas said. "I'll have to deal with the repercussions. But I'm more worried about the families 

in my district that have to figure out how to make this work for their budget." 
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VTA looking to make Tasman Corridor improvements 

Mercury News – Sunnyvale 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority wants to make improvements to the Tasman 

Drive corridor that runs through Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Jose and Milpitas. 

VTA first wants to get a sense of what residents would like to see improved along the street and 

Great Mall Parkway. The organization held three outreach meetings last week to gather input 

from residents as to the most common needs for the corridor before embarking on a study for 

a potential project. 

The study is being called a “complete streets study,” where according to Adam Dankberg of 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, “complete” means accommodating all travelers regardless of 

mode of transportation, age or ability. The study will also look into ways to make Calabazas 

Creek Trail, San Tomas Aquino Creek Trail and other trails along the corridor more accessible. 

The Tasman Drive corridor runs from Sunnyvale, through Santa Clara, through a portion of San 

Jose and ends in Milpitas near the Great Mall and the planned Milpitas BART Station. 

According to a VTA presentation at the April 12 meeting in Sunnyvale, there are an average of 

11,550 weekday light rail boardings and disembarkings at stations along the corridor, more 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/19/vta-looking-to-make-tasman-corridor-improvements/


than 18,000 daily automobiles traveling along some segments of the corridor, with some 

intersections seeing more than 100 pedestrian crossings per hour. 

“It’s a heavily used core with lots of types of users,” said Dankberg. 

The study could look into pedestrian and bicycle access near Levi’s Stadium in Santa Clara due 

to many people using alternative modes of transportation to get to events. Several attendees at 

the meeting said they would consider cycling or walking on Tasman Drive, but at present felt it 

was unsafe to do so. 

One of the main issues for bicyclists, residents said, is that some portions of the street lack 

bicycle dedicated bike lanes and sidewalks. 

The study could also address areas with high frequencies of collisions along Tasman such as at 

Lawrence Expressway, Montague Expressway and Fair Oaks Avenue. 

VTA staff said the plan is to have a report ready by Fall 2018 after gathering feedback from the 

community and cming up with some different options for the corridor. 

The study would be funded mostly by federal grants with lesser local funding raised in 2010 

from vehicle registration fees. 

Residents can share what they would like to see studied by taking a 

survey at tasmansurvey.vta.org. The survey is open until May 5. 
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Transit Service Redesign Palo Alto 

NBC Bay Area link to video 

 

Palo Alto eyes new direction for bus routes 

Palo Alto Weekly 

Palo Alto bus riders could be in for a jolt in coming months as both the city and the county 

move ahead with efforts to shake up long-established routes. 

While both Palo Alto and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority are proposing changes 

that would add more riders, some elements of the county plan are prompting concern in the 

Gunn High School community and in south Palo Alto. The biggest change in the county's 

proposal -- as outlined in its new Next Network Initiative plan -- is the elimination of Route 88, 

which serves south Palo Alto and gets a large share of its ridership from Gunn students. 

The VTA's plan calls for replacing the 88, which currently runs throughout the day, with three 

new routes -- 288, 288A and 288B -- that would each run once in the morning and twice in the 

http://tasmansurvey.vta.org/
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTc4Mjg4NDUmTURTZWVkPTUxMTgmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/04/18/palo-alto-eyes-new-direction-for-bus-routes
http://nextnetwork.vta.org/


afternoon. One bus on each route would travel to Gunn and to the VA Medical Center every 

morning and at around the school dismissal time. Another bus would depart at a later time, 

potentially serving students with after-school activities. 

The decision to scale back service in south Palo Alto and around Gunn reflects the VTA's shift 

toward serving higher ridership routes, which comes at the expense of more peripheral areas 

with fewer transit options. While the VTA plans to reduce its lines around Gunn, it plans to 

increase the frequency of Route 522, which runs along El Camino Real and connects Palo Alto to 

San Jose. 

The VTA also plans to introduce Route 21, which would run along Middlefield Road and replace 

existing routes 35 and 32. This line would connect downtown Palo Alto with San Antonio 

Shopping Center, downtown Mountain View, downtown Sunnyvale and the Santa Clara Caltrain 

station. 

The VTA's goal in pursuing these changes is to focus its resources in areas where the buses 

would get greater use. The goal of the initiative is to use 83 percent of its operating revenues 

on high-ridership routes and 17 percent for routes serving "coverage goals." Because of 

relatively low density in its operating area, Route 88 is considered a "coverage service," Adam 

Berger, VTA's transportation planner, told the City Council during a January discussion. 

"It's in the areas that have low density and tend to have low demand throughout the day, 

except for the period when kids arrive in Gunn High and leave the high school in the 

afternoon," Berger said. 

While the agency wants to continue to provide the service, Berger said, ridership in other parts 

of the day is so low that the VTA has a difficulty justifying these routes. 

But with the VTA's board of directors preparing to adopt the service changes on May 4, Palo 

Alto officials hope the agency will reconsider this decision. In February, the city submitted 

letters to the VTA arguing that replacing the 88 with the "school tripper" route "will not serve 

Gunn High School students after school, especially those who participate in extracurricular 

activities." 

The city had also requested additional stops for routes 22 and 522; the extension of Route 22 to 

serve more downtown areas (including Hamilton and Lytton avenues); and the retention of 

paratransit services, which are typically linked to fixed bus lines. 

While VTA officials said in January they plan to retain paratransit lines, the agency's overall plan 

has been greeted with little enthusiasm locally. Staff and consultants noted that after the VTA 

makes its adjustments, 61 percent of Palo Alto residents would be within walking distance (a 

quarter-mile) of fixed-route transit service. Today, 74 percent are within walking distance. 

To offset some of these impacts, Palo Alto is considering an expansion of its own free shuttle. 

This week, the council got its first look at the new Palo Alto Transit Vision Plan, a document that 

https://paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/01/04/compromise-on-vta-bus-routes-plan-unveiled
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/56871


has been in the works for more than a year and that recommends several changes for the 

modest shuttle program. 

The most ambitious proposal in the plan is supplementing the two existing routes (the 

Crosstown Shuttle and the Embarcadero Shuttle) with a new one: the South Palo Alto Shuttle. 

The new route would start at the California Avenue transit station and run along Colorado 

Avenue, Louis Road, Fabian Way, Charleston Road, Arastradero Road and Foothill Expressway 

before terminating at the VA Medical Center. 

"This route would cover that piece of 88 that is being eliminated and also enhance coverage to 

South Palo Alto by providing access to the California Avenue shopping area and Caltrain 

station," said Steve Crosley, a consultant with Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, which 

worked with the city on the new transit vision. 

The city's new transit vision also proposed changes to both existing routes. The Crosstown 

Route would run primarily run along Middlefield Road and overlap with VTA's Route 21. The 

plan calls for significantly increasing bus frequency along the Crosstown Route, creating 15-

minute headways for riders when both buses are taken into account. 

"Coupled with the high-frequency service along El Camino Real, this would put a large number 

of Palo Alto residents and employees within walking distance of high-frequency fixed route 

service," according to a report from the Department of Planning and Community Environment. 

The Embarcadero Shuttle, which currently runs between downtown and the Baylands and 

which targets employees east of U.S. Highway 101, would also be expanded under the staff 

proposal. The modified route would cover businesses along East and West Bayshore roads and 

the portion of San Antonio Road near the highway, which includes the area around Oshman 

Family Jewish Community Center. 

The report from planning staff states that the proposed segment along West Bayshore would 

provide "new fixed-route transit access to several existing multi-family housing communities, as 

well as the Palo Alto residents who would see their VTA paratransit access reduced under the 

Next Network Initiative final plan." 

The biggest challenge in implementing the plan is funding. The current shuttle services cost the 

city about $500,000, which includes the roughly $117,300 that Caltrain contributes for the 

Embarcadero shuttle. Depending on how ambitious the council wants to go with the service 

expansion, costs for the expanded shuttle system could go up to about $3.4 million per year. 

The council's discussion of the transit plan came at the tail end of a long Monday night meeting 

and didn't kick off until past midnight on Tuesday. Given the late hour, the council opted not to 

take any formal action on the transit plan and to hold a meeting on the plan at a later date. 

The one thing that the council did agree on is that the city should work with the VTA to fund the 

new shuttle services, which would backfill the agency's reduction in local service. The council 



directed staff to seek VTA funding for the South Palo Alto shuttle, which would cost about $1 

million per year to operate, through a memorandum of understanding. 
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BART: Fare cheaters costing up to $25 million each year; what can be done?             

Mercury News 

Fare evaders are costing BART up to an estimated $25 million each year, but the agency is 

hoping a mix of beefed up enforcement efforts, physical barriers at fare gates and new 

technology will help stymie would-be cheaters. 

It’s unclear just how many people are jumping the gates at BART to avoid paying, said Paul 

Oversier, the agency’s assistant general manager of operations. Sometimes fare cheats will tap 

their Clipper card or run a paper ticket through the machine when entering a station, but avoid 

the gates on the way out, or vice versa. Based on just those people, Oversier said the agency 

knows it is losing at least $6 million each year. 

Aside from that, there is no way for BART staffers to know who is shorting the system, though 

they estimate that fare evaders who don’t use tickets at either end of their ride account for 

anywhere from an additional $9 million to $19 million each year, Oversier said. 

Since fares pay for just over 75 percent of BART’s operating costs, that makes a big difference. 

And, as more people have started riding the system, it is seeing more and more people finding 

ways to avoid paying, said John McCormick, the agency’s manager of operations planning and 

support. 

“BART paid areas were originally designed with a lot fewer people than we see today and for 

easy access for service personnel,” he said, adding station design guidelines have since been 

updated to consider the impact of fare evaders. 

But retrofitting stations that aren’t new or are not in line for a makeover won’t be cheap. The 

agency is looking to invest nearly $3 million in the upcoming fiscal year, which begins in July, on 

a mix of solutions, including station improvements, security personnel and video analysis 

software. If the agency implements each strategy, Oversier estimated it could ultimately recoup 

between $8 million to $11 million in lost revenue each year — though he said some fixes might 

take longer than one year to put in place. 

To do that, BART plans to assess each station individually to examine what sorts of physical 

barriers it could put in place to stop riders from cheating the system. In many cases, that could 

mean installing 5-foot enclosures to prevent people from hopping over fences, similar to the 

enclosures at the Pittsburg/Bay Point station. It would also bolt shut unnecessary service gates 

— the swinging doors that workers use to enter and exit the paid area of the station — leaving 

just one gate at each booth that a station agent would control electronically, McCormick said. 

http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/18/bart-fare-cheaters-costing-up-to-25-million-each-year-agency-proposes-solutions/


In other cases, the agency might enclose elevators that previously opened up in the free areas 

of the station or parking lots and reroute people to paid areas. 

“Deployment of these barriers and gate improvements is guided by both priority and value — 

which station improvements can deter the most people for the least cost,” McCormick said. 

“Some improvements will … take advantage of work already planned at those stations.” 

At the downtown Berkeley station, for example, BART is currently in the process of reopening 

its south entrance with fare gates and 5-foot barriers where previously, patrons could access 

the paid area through an unattended swinging gate. In South Hayward, that could mean 

creating some sort of corridor that would funnel people from an elevator that opens up into a 

parking lot and bring them back into the paid area of the fare gates. 

But, the physical barriers are just one part of the solution. McCormick said the agency also 

needs to focus on enforcement, as well as get a better sense of how many people are avoiding 

the gates altogether. 

To solve the latter problem, it plans to implement a pilot video surveillance program that would 

collect anonymous information on who is passing through the service gates — either entering 

or exiting — without paying. There are ways to program the software to recognize the uniforms 

of employees, he said. 

Finally, BART plans to hire six community service officers, who would work in teams with BART 

police officers using hand-held devices to check people’s tickets on trains or at station 

platforms. Acting BART police Chief Jeff Jennings said the only way for officers to ticket people 

who cheat the system is to catch them in the act. 

“We want to make it clear we are trying to change the culture at BART,” he said. 

The strategy would include not just additional personnel, but increased signage at stations, on 

trains and through social media channels, he said. 

BART staffers plan to present a full array of options to the agency’s governing board at its April 

27 meeting, which will start at 5 p.m. 
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This senator wanted to fix potholes. Now Republicans want to take him out 

Sacramento Bee 

Sen. Josh Newman, D-Fullerton, flew to St. Lucia a week ago for vacation with his wife and baby 

during the Legislature’s spring recess. 

http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article145349124.html#storylink=cpy


After a long flight, he got cell phone service for the first time at his hotel. A news alert popped 

up in his email: The gas tax approved in the state Legislature had prompted a recall effort 

against a Southern California Democrat. 

“I clicked on it, and it was my picture,” Newman said. 

Just four months into office, the rookie lawmaker is already caught up in partisan politics. 

Last week conservative talk radio host Carl DeMaio said plans were moving forward to launch a 

recall against Newman. DeMaio, a former city councilman in San Diego, said Newman’s vote for 

the $52 billion transportation deal sparked the recall, but he and others are primarily targeting 

the new lawmaker to eliminate Democrats’ two-third majority in the Legislature. 

In a subsequent interview on the John and Ken Show on KFI AM 640 last week, DeMaio called 

Newman a “weak gazelle, the slowest gazelle, the one with a limp,” meaning an easy target. 

Newman was an underdog from the start. 

He beat Republican Ling Ling Chang by fewer than 2,500 votes to win a battleground district, 

which includes parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Orange counties, in November, with a 

campaign that was heavy on Seinfeld “Newman” references. 

  

That victory was pivotal for Democrats in the state Legislature, however. His victory helped 

them secure 27 seats in the state Senate and a supermajority in both houses of the Legislature. 

That meant they theoretically could pass a gas-tax increase – or any tax increase, for that 

matter – without a Republican vote. Tax increases require approval by two-thirds of the 

members in each house. 

Proponents of the recall effort officially served Newman with notice of their intention to 

circulate a petition against him Monday morning as he exited Sacramento International Airport. 

They need 63,593 signatures to put the question on the ballot. 

Newman said he stands by his support for the transportation bill, SB 1, which Gov. Jerry Brown 

argued was necessary to make a dent in a backlog of road repairs. 

“It’s a pay-as-you-go bill, and it’s for transportation improvements that are critically needed, 

improvements that are 25 years in the making,” he said. “We’re not borrowing money. We’re 

not passing the buck to the next generation. Unfortunately, there is a massive backlog that 

must be addressed.” 

Prior to the vote, Newman said his support hinged on the Legislature’s passage of a companion 

measure, Assembly Constitutional Amendment 5. Supporters say the bill, introduced by 

Newman and Assemblyman Jim Frazier, gives Californians the opportunity to vote to prevent 

lawmakers from shifting the money to uses other than transportation. 

http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article144036464.html
http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article144036464.html
http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article143237054.html


“I personally did not want to raise people’s taxes,” Newman said. “To the extent it was 

necessary, I thought it was important to give the voters of California the assurance that we will 

spend their money exactly as we say we are and only for transportation.” 

He said he realizes the attack by DeMaio isn’t personal. He called it an “opportunistic effort” to 

offset Republicans’ disadvantage in the Senate. 

“I don’t think it will work, and it reeks of the worse kind of cynical politics,” Newman said. 

The notice delivered to Newman Monday lists the proponents’ grounds for the recall. It 

inaccurately calls Newman “the deciding vote in Sacramento to increase the gas tax....” 

Newman rendered the 20th “yes” vote and was one of 26 Democrats in the Senate to support 

the bill. Only one Democrat, Sen. Steve Glazer, D-Orinda, voted against the bill in the Senate. 

Legislative leaders and Gov. Jerry Brown struck a deal with Republican Sen. Anthony Cannella to 

cross party lines and support the bill in exchange for $500 million in additional transportation 

funds for his Modest-area district. Without Cannella’s support, the bill would have been one 

vote short of passage in the Senate. 

After clearing the Senate, the bill moved to the Assembly, where it got support from another 54 

Democrats. 

During the Senate session on Monday, Newman was the only Democrat to vote against SB 132, 

a sister bill that allocates the money to Cannella’s district and gives another $400 million to 

Riverside County. 

As further grounds for the recall, proponents cite Newman’s support for de León’s “sanctuary 

state” bill. The statement says the bill “allows dangerous felons out of jail and back into the 

communities to prey on our families.” 

Newman said he personally voiced concern about that measure, SB 54, and asked for recent 

amendments that allow law enforcement to inform the federal government before serious or 

violent felons are released from jail or prison. 

HE’LL HAVE MORE THAN PLENTY OF RESOURCES NEEDED TO PROTECT HIM. 

Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de León 

Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de León defended Newman as “a strong independent voice” 

who is “well on his way to accomplish great things for his district.” 

“If a handful of very partisan political operatives want to waste taxpayer dollars by organizing a 

recall only four months into his tenureship as a newly elected senator, I am sure that his 

constituents will circle the wagons and strongly support Josh Newman,” de León said. 

So will Democrats, the Senate leader said. 

http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article143222444.html


“If we cross that bridge, he’ll have more than plenty of resources needed to protect him,” he 

said. 
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From: Board Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 4:40 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Information: Board of Directors - April 21, 2017, Public Comment 

 

VTA Board of Directors, 

 

Please find attached comment from a member of the public regarding Agenda Item #3.3: 2016 

Measure B Program Area Guidelines Overview. 

 

Thank you. 

 

VTA Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA  95134 

board.secretary@vta.org (e-mail) 

(408) 321.5680 (telephone) 

(408) 955.0891 (fax) 

 

 

 

 

board.secretary@vta.org


 
 
 
 
From: Sheri Furman  
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 11:56 AM 
To: City Council; Joshuah Mello; Board Secretary; BoardOperations 
Subject: Santa Clara County Transportation Measure B Workshop 

Dear Palo Alto City Council, 

VTA Board of Directors, 

VTA Committee Members,  

Santa Clara Board of Supervisors 

 

I’m writing regarding the proposed restriction in the grade separation guidelines that would 

allow the Measure B funds only to be used on grade separations where the train remains as is and 

the road is lowered or raised over the tracks. 

 

The idea that funding would be restricted this way is unacceptable.  It fact, it is bait-and-

switch.  This restriction was not noted in Measure B and certainly is NOT what was intended by 

the voters. 

 

In Palo Alto, full overpass/underpass designs would require dozens of property takings, and 

therefore not necessarily be “the most cost-effective grade separation alternatives possible.” 

 

Each city should have the ability to determine how to meet its funding needs for the solution that 

best suits that city’s configuration without the threat of Measure B funds being withheld. 

 

Regards, 

 

Charmaine Furman 

Palo Alto 
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From: Board Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 5:06 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence Week of April 17, 2017 

 

From Topic 

VTA Support letter for AB 1113 (Bloom) 

VTA Support letter for SB 614 (Hertzberg) 

VTA Support letter for SB 422 (Wilk) 

VTA Support letter for AB 342 (Chiu) 

Public (D. Sheeter) Recommend streamlined fares for Clipper 2.0 update 

Palo Alto Vice Mayor Liz Kniss 

and Councilmember Tom 

DuBois 

Measure B Grade Separation Program* 

VTA Board Vice Chair Sam 

Liccardo 

Proposed Biennial Budget* 

SPUR (L. Tolkoff) Fare Policy & 2016 Measure B Program Area 

Guidelines* 

Public (A. Levin) Proposed Measure B Guidelines for Caltrain grade 

separations* 

Public (N. Shepherd) 3.3 Caltrain Grade Separations Proposed Guidelines 

Public (J. Li) Removal of Bus Line 181 

 

*copy was provided at the 4/21 Board meeting 

 

 

Board Secretary’s Office 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 North First Street, Building B 

San Jose, CA 95134-1927 

Phone 408-321-5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 

 

 



 

April 12, 2017 

 

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) respectfully requests your support for 

AB 1113 (Bloom) when this bill comes before the Assembly Transportation Committee for a 

vote.  AB 1113 makes a number of changes to the statutes governing the State Transit Assistance 

Program (STA) to clarify several ambiguities related to how these funds are to be distributed by 

the Controller’s Office. 

 

As you know, STA was created through the enactment of the Transportation Development Act in 

the early 1970s.  Funding for the program is derived solely from the sales tax on diesel fuel.  The 

Controller’s Office is responsible for distributing STA dollars to regional transportation planning 

agencies (RTPAs) and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in California in the 

following manner: 

 

 50 percent of all STA funding flows from the Controller’s Office to regions based on the 

ratio of the population of each region to the population of the state.  Each regional agency 

has the discretion to determine how to suballocate these population-based dollars to 

eligible STA recipients within its jurisdiction. 

 

 50 percent of all STA funding flows from the Controller’s Office to regions based on a 

calculation that takes into consideration the locally generated operating revenues of the 

public transit operators in the region in comparison to the rest of the state.  Each regional 

agency is required to suballocate these revenue-based dollars to public transit operators 

within its jurisdiction based on the specific operator shares published by the Controller’s 

Office. 

 

In FY 2016, the Controller’s Office, based on advice from its legal counsel, implemented 

changes to the methodology used to calculate a public transit operator’s share of STA revenue-

based funds.  These changes impacted all public transit operators in California to varying 

degrees.  In response, the Legislature included in SB 838, the FY 2017 transportation budget 

trailer bill, provisions that temporarily deferred the implementation of these changes by requiring 

the Controller’s Office to use the same list of eligible recipients and the same proportional 

operator shares from the fourth quarter of FY 2015 to distribute any unallocated FY 2016, and all 

FY 2017 and FY 2018 STA revenue-based funds. 

 

 



The Honorable Jim Frazier 

Support for AB 1113 (Bloom) 

April 12, 2017 

Page Two 

 

Subsequent to the enactment of SB 838, the California Transit Association worked with its 

member agencies and the Controller’s Office to develop a consensus on a follow-up policy bill to 

address the ambiguities in the current STA statutory and regulatory framework that may have 

been the source of confusion.  This consensus has been incorporated into AB 1113. 

 

While primarily technical in nature, AB 1113 does provides clarity to such important issues as:  

(1) who is eligible to receive STA revenue-based funds;  (2) what revenue sources may be used 

to determine a public transit operator’s revenue-based share;  (3) how an individual operator’s 

revenue-based share is to be calculated; and  (4) how RTPAs and MPOs, which serve as the 

direct recipients of STA population- and revenue-based funds, are to suballocate these dollars to 

public transit operators within their respective jurisdictions. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for AB 1113.  Thank you for your consideration of our 

request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jeannie Bruins, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 



 

 

 

April 12, 2017 

 

The Honorable Jim Beall, Chairperson 

Senate Transportation & Housing Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2209 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Beall: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for SB 614 

(Hertzberg) when this bill comes before the Senate Transportation & Housing Committee for a vote.  SB 

614 seeks to remove the barriers in current law that are deterring public transit agencies from switching 

to an administrative process in lieu of criminal penalties for fare evasion and passenger misconduct 

violations.  In particular, this bill allows the fine revenues to be kept by the public transit agency to help 

cover its costs associated with implementing the administrative process. 

 

As you may know, legislation was enacted in 2012 to allow a public transit agency to impose and 

enforce civil administrative penalties for fare evasion and passenger misconduct violations in lieu of 

criminal penalties.  There are a number of advantages to this approach.  First, an administrative process 

does not require the citing officer to appear in court, whereas a trial does.  Therefore, public transit 

security officers would be able to spend less time in court and more time on patrol, thereby enhancing 

the safety and security of their systems.  Second, an administrative process allows public transit agencies 

to have immediate access to information on the status of individual citations and the fines assessed, 

rather than having to track this information down from the courts.  Third, an administrative process 

offers fare evaders and other violators a less confrontational setting than a criminal proceeding, while 

still affording them the right to a full hearing should they so choose. 

 

However, current state law requires any administrative fines to be allocated to the general fund of the 

county where the citation was issued, not to the public transit agency.  In other words, a public transit 

agency would incur one-time costs to set up the administrative process, as well as ongoing costs to 

implement it, but would have to cover these added expenses through its existing operating budget, which 

would impact the resources that would be available for providing transit service.  At the same time, the 

county would no longer incur the costs to process these cases through the courts, but would receive the 

revenues from the administrative fines.  This situation has proved to be a major disincentive for public 

transit agencies to transition from criminal penalties to an administrative process for handling fare 

evasion and passenger misconduct violations.  SB 614 would correct this situation by allowing the 

administrative fine revenues to be kept by the public transit agency. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for SB 614.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jeannie Bruins, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

April 19, 2017 

 

The Honorable Jim Beall, Chairperson 

Senate Transportation & Housing Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2209 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Beall: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for 

SB 422 (Wilk) when this bill comes before the Senate Transportation & Housing Committee for 

a vote.  This legislation re-enacts and makes permanent the statutory authority for Caltrans and 

regional transportation agencies, including VTA, to utilize public-private partnerships for 

projects on the state highway system.  This authority expired on January 1, 2017. 

 

As you know, VTA is a special district that was created through the enactment of state 

legislation to perform a wide variety of multimodal transportation functions for the residents and 

communities of Santa Clara County, including planning, designing and constructing 

transportation capital improvement projects.  As such, we are very interested in having the ability 

to take advantage of as many different and innovative tools as possible for delivering those 

projects.  Public-private partnerships are one such tool.  We believe public-private partnerships 

have merit in terms of helping transportation agencies such as VTA deliver certain types of 

projects in a cost-effective and expeditious manner. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for SB 422, so that VTA and other regional transportation 

agencies will be able to use this important project delivery tool, when appropriate. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jeannie Bruins, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 



 

 

 

 

 

April 19, 2017 

 

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) respectfully requests your support for 

AB 342 (Chiu) when this bill comes before the Assembly Transportation Committee for a vote.  

This bill authorizes the City of San Jose and the City/County of San Francisco to use Automated 

Speed Enforcement (ASE) over a five-year pilot period in order to improve the safety of their 

local streets, particularly for vulnerable travelers such as pedestrians and bicyclists. 

 

As you may know, the primary goal of ASE is to detect and enforce speeding on streets with a 

documented and demonstrated problem of collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries caused by 

speeding by motor vehicles.  In the United States, 142 communities have installed such systems 

to enhance their enforcement efforts relating to speeding violations, with positive results.  

Because of the use of ASE systems, these communities have seen a reduction in the number of:  

(1) drivers traveling more than 10 miles per hour over the speed limit;  (2) citations issued as 

motorists change their driving behavior; and  (3) collisions that result in severe injury or death.  

However, ASE is not allowed in California. 

 

San Jose and San Francisco are among the cities in California and across the country that have 

adopted traffic safety programs known as Vision Zero, which aim to eliminate all traffic-related 

fatalities on local streets by a certain year, and to significantly reduce the number of severe 

injuries caused by traffic collisions.  Vision Zero programs strive to enhance the safety of local 

streets through policy changes, engineering and design improvements, public educational efforts, 

and more vigorous enforcement with regard to the most dangerous traffic violations. 

 

In the case of San Jose and San Francisco, unsafe speed has been determined to be the most 

frequent cause of fatal and severe injury collisions occurring within their respective jurisdictions.  

Many of the local streets with the highest incidents of fatal and severe injury collisions in San 

Jose and San Francisco are actually located in disadvantaged neighborhoods, disproportionately 

impacting their residents. 

 

San Jose and San Francisco have determined that ASE is a critical missing tool in their efforts to 

achieve the goals of Vision Zero.  AB 342 would address this problem by authorizing those two 

jurisdictions to implement a five-year ASE pilot program, according to specific parameters 

relating to, among other things, where and when the technology can be utilized, how the fine 
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revenues can be used, how a citation can be contested, and what privacy protections need to be 

put in place. 

 

Improving the safety of our multimodal transportation system in Silicon Valley is a high priority 

for VTA.  Thus, we are supportive of San Jose’s efforts to achieve the goals of Vision Zero, 

including pursuing ways to enhance the enforcement of traffic laws protecting motorists, as well 

as bicyclists, pedestrians and other vulnerable travelers.  For this reason, we respectfully seek 

your support for AB 342.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jeannie Bruins, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 

 



 
 
From: Daniel Sheeter  
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 2:59 PM 
Subject: Recommend streamlined fares for Clipper 2.0 update 

 
Dear Transit Board Members and Executives, 
 
I work as a transportation planner in San Francisco and am a passionate user of public transit on 
a daily basis. I am writing you as a member of the public and a resident of San Mateo County. 
Previously I lived in Alameda County. For the past 3+years my commute has required me to use 
a minimum of two systems to get to/from San Francisco. When living in Oakland, my primary 
mode was AC Transit's Transbay Bus (Route V or CB) to the Temporary Transbay Terminal and 
a transfer to Bay Area Bike Share or Muni Metro to get the last mile to my office. When I lived 
in Alameda, I biked to the Main Street Ferry Terminal, locked my bike, rode the ferry and 
transferred to Muni Metro for the last mile. I would also frequently take the Transbay Bus (Route 
O or W) to Muni Metro or Bay Area Bike Share. Now I live in Redwood City and my commute 
requires tight transfers between Samtrans Route 274, Caltrain and Bike Share to have a 
comparable travel time to a private automobile trip. Over this period of commuting 2+ hours per 
day, I believe now more than ever that Bay Area transit providers need to come together to 
incentivize transit use by streamlining fares. The current system's fragmentation is exacerbated 
by fare policies that greatly increase the cost of multi-modal trips and disincentivize transit use. 
With traffic congestion and housing costs at record highs, people are increasingly living further 
from their jobs and spending more time commuting. Transit agencies across the Bay have an 
opportunity with Clipper 2.0 to provide a technical solution to system fragmentation by 
streamlining fares and incentivizing transfers to a much larger extent than they are today.  
 
When I talk to members of the public about Bay Area transportation issues, an overwhelming 
majority want to use transit for their commute but are priced out of a multi-modal trip because 
the fare structure offers minimal price savings or they're entirely unaware of the transfer fare 
policy. The default alternative is to own and drive an automobile. Two examples: 

 A friend of mine lives in the Upper Haight and frequently travels to West Oakland to go 
to work. She doesn't own a car so she takes Muni -> Bart -> AC Transit. Her roundtrip 
cost is $14.10 with the current $0.50 Muni/AC Transit Bart transfer discounts. The cost 
isn't sustainable for her income and she is currently looking to purchase an inexpensive 
used car, park it on the street in her neighborhood and pay a maximum of $6 in bridge 
tolls to travel to/from West Oakland.  

 On the Peninsula, Caltrain and SamTrans do very little publicize the fact that Caltrain 
Monthly pass holders of 2 zones or more get free transfers to Samtrans for local trips. 
Many riders I have spoken to were not aware of this policy and choose to drive their 
private vehicle to station, adding congestion to local roads, instead of opting for the 
Samtrans Caltrain feeder routes. (A separate issue is there is virtually zero coordination 
between SamTrans and Caltrain schedules which adds significant travel time to basic 
trips.) To go further, Samtrans discounts from other providers have fine print that states 
transfer discounts are forfeited if the rider does not have a cash value on their Clipper 
Card. These nuances are lost on the typical rider who are not familiar with specific 



policies and do not understand the various ways that Clipper Cards can be loaded with 
value.  

Additionally, current fare policies for providers across the Bay Area disproportionately impact 
lower income riders who may not be able to afford a personal vehicle. Transfer policies can 
dramatically increase the price of a multi-provider trip and I would recommend that the MTC 
Means-Based fare project reconsider fare streamlining solutions, as part of a roadmap toward 
more equitable access to transit. 
 
I urge all agencies to to overcome past challenges (i.e. inter-agency relationships; concerns that 
any given agency might lose incremental revenue) and work together to prioritize transfers and 
streamline the ways that riders can link systems together to reach their destinations affordability 
and competitively with private automobile and taxi/ride-hailing services. I also encourage that 
the Clipper 2.0 RFP be written to be as flexible as possible to allow for partnerships with new 
alternative transportation providers and payment methods that are currently in the early stages of 
adoption.  
 
Please do the right thing and streamline fares through the Clipper 2.0 project for the benefit of 
transit riders around the Bay Area. Transit should strive to be as seamless as possible since all 
providers have a common goal of providing the public with reliable, frequent and sustainable 
transportation. There is also increasing competition from ride-hailing companies, private 
shuttles, private water taxi services and eventually autonomous vehicles so agencies need to do 
everything they can to make their systems easier to use and navigate. Agencies have the 
opportunity to use the Clipper 2.0 project to make huge strides in making transit more accessible 
and seamless for riders. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Sheeter 
 



VTA Public Comment: Measure B Grade Separation Program 
Palo Alto Vice Mayor Liz Kniss and councilmember Tom DuBois 

April21, 2017 

Today, I'm reading into the record a public comment from Vice Mayor Liz Kniss of Palo 
Alto. Vice Mayor Kniss has previously served on a number of transportation boards, 
including the VTA board and the Caltrain Board. 

These comments have also been endorsed by Palo Alto Council member and Rail 
Committee Chair Tom Dubois. 

As a Palo Altan and former VTA board member, I'm asking you to please change the 
criteria for grade separation funding. As part of a broad coalition of elected officials, I 
worked hard to build community support for this measure. 

This was particularly difficult given the fact that many in North County felt our 
transportation needs were overlooked by previous tax measures. We garnered support 
by. reassuring the community that we are united in our goal for helping the entire 
county in the spirit of "All for one and one for all." 

Unfortunately, the proposed program guidelines are counter to this goal. They 
needlessly limit the types of grade separations that could be built in each City and 
would actually hurt the cities' ability to achieve the intended goals. 

No one wins if the cities are pitted against each other to battle it out for funding. And, 
given the complexity of these decisions, no one wins if we try to fund only the cheapest 
alternatives as this only leads to bad planning. 

Additional financial support will be necessary to complete all of the projects, so each 
city is already incentivized to keep costs low and to move quickly to avoid inflation 
costs. 

VTA should strive to create guidelines that encourage cooperation between the cities 
and Caltrain and aim to complete all the projects in a timely manner. 

There should be money available to cities immediately to help them plan and design 
these complex projects and to help cities consider the long term needs of robust future 
Caltrain operations. 

Once electrification and TransBay are completed, Caltrain demand will skyrocket and we 
should encourage planning that considers future traffic flows, parking and station area 
needs for this future demand. 

Any guidelines that attempt to force a cookie cutter solution for each city goes against 
the spirit of Measure B. 

This is an important opportunity to show that we can work together for the greater 
good. Please work with the cities to determine mutually acceptable guidelines to 
support the intended goals of Measure B. 

Read by Nadia Naik of Palo Alto 



Colleagues:  
 

I regret that I won’t be able to join today’s Board hearing, due to a previously scheduled 
commitment in Los Angeles.  I hope you’ll indulge me in offering my perspective to contribute 
to the dialogue as we attempt to tackle the budgetary challenges in years ahead.  

 
I am grateful for the transparency and professionalism of our VTA staff in identifying the 

serious fiscal challenges we face.  I have seen no sugar-coating of our daunting shortfalls, which 
appear caused by a variety of factors that include declining ridership and rising costs.   I support 
many of staff’s proposed measures, including freezing hiring, managing vacancies, increasing 
fares, and the exploration of the use of commercial paper (though at a lesser amount than the 
proposed $41 million).  

 
I question,  however, whether we have fully confronted all of the difficult yet necessary 

decisions to address our growing costs.   We need to act sooner rather than later to “right-size” 
our service levels to fit our budget, and to collaboratively explore with our bargaining units 
ways to defer substantial increases in anticipated expenses.   In particular, I have concerns that:  

 

 We have seen a dramatic reduction in ridership in the last two years, during a 
period of nearly full employment.  Even with dramatic new investments in 
service to light rail, high-frequency bus, and BART, our ridership projections for 
FY21 (41.37 million) still will not reach our numbers of FY15 (43.97 million).  
Investing more money into service to “chase” ridership, without yet fully 
understanding the cause of our ridership decline, seems problematic.    
 

 We appear to be relying on a patchwork of one-time revenue sources (e.g,  
depleting reserves, issuing debt paper to backfill capital dollars that were shifted 
to operating, etc.) to address some portion of this ongoing—or structural—
deficit.   Doing so will leave unresolved those structural deficits, which will grow 
over time, leaving us with more painful choices down the road.  

 

 The Board will be asked to approve a “Next Network Final Plan” (“Plan”) in May 
with an assumed budget to pay for 1.6 million hours of bus service, one month 
before the Board will decide on our operating budget for the next two years.   
The recommended Plan will require an investment of another $12 million to add 
102,000 service hours to FY17 service levels.   If the Board ultimately finds that 
we do not have a sustainable means to pay for that level of service, we will be 
left with a transit plan that we can’t pay for.  Shouldn’t we agree on a service 
plan after, rather than before, agreeing on our budget?  
 

From the Great Recession, we all know too well the consequences of waiting too long to tighten 
the belt: choices become more constrained as the “cliff” approaches, forcing much more 
painful layoffs and drastic cuts that more timely but modest reductions might have eased.  
 



I’d like to share the following questions with my colleagues in the hope of spurring 
productive dialogue between us and staff in the coming months.   I appreciate staff’s patience 
and time spent in helping me to better understand the decisions that we face in June, and I look 
forward to further conversation about these and other questions:  
 

 It is proposed that that we spend $6.3 million in our operating reserves to 
balance the next two years’ budgets (See p.13 of the Staff Memorandum), after 
spending  $7.8 million in Board-approved augmentations (p.12, fn.1) and $2 
million in sales tax stabilization reserves (p.13) to balance this year’s budget.  
Isn’t this pattern of using “one-time” dollars to patch a more structural 
“ongoing” deficit problematic— particularly where that deficit continues to grow 
in future years? 

 

 After scuttling the planned $21.9 million set-aside for capital needs from the 
FY17 budget, It is proposed that we will shift another  $10 million in capital-
allocated dollars from 2000 Measure A to pay for operating expenses over the 
next two years.   This may be a reasonable approach during economic downturns 
to maintain services, so long as we can also reduce or delay spending on capital 
expenses.   But in this case, we are borrowing some $41 million to pay for capital 
spending that are told is  urgent—such as for overdue overhauls of our aging 
light rail vehicles.   Why would we want to shift dollars away from capital 
accounts given these urgent needs? 

 

 For the $32 million of capital dollars that we’ve shifted to operating to which I 
referred above, aren’t we doing the equivalent of using debt to pay for operating 
expenses (that is, using a credit card to pay for groceries)? 

 

 What is the identified source for repayment of the $41 million in commercial 
paper we’re issuing for capital expenses?  If it’s SB1 revenues, how will we 
identify a source for CalTrain payments we previously attributed to that source? 
 

 Why are we setting aside $10 million for “capital reserves” over the same two 
years that  we’re borrowing $41 million (with commercial paper) to pay for 
capital expenses?   Aren’t the interest costs on the commercial paper greater 
than any returns we’d earn on the capital reserves? 

 

 Can any portion of the 2008 Measure B funds support expansion of bus or light 
rail service to accommodate riders using BART at Milpitas or Berryessa?  
 

 VTA’s staff reports repeatedly assert that the agency “does not have a dedicated 
local source for transit capital improvements.”  Yet 2000 Measure A dollars are  
specifically targeted for capital, but the portion diverted for operations is 
proposed to increase from 18.5% to 20.75% this year.   In light of all of our 



urgent capital replacement needs (bus fleet, light rail vehicles, etc.), why 
shouldn’t we protect the capital dollars in this Measure A account? 
 

 Staff has chosen a sales tax assumption that is higher (2.4% in FY18 and 2.0% in 
FY19) than the “conservative” option (of 1.45% in FY18, and 1.54% in F19).   Why 
should the Board support the the more optimistic  assumption?  How does staff 
reconcile this choice with the fact that:   

 
o The first two quarters of the current fiscal year reveal sales tax growth of 

an anemic 1.7% countywide, and negative in several cities; 
o For each of the last four quarters, the two largest components of sales 

tax revenue (B2B and General Retail) have never exceeded the annual 
equivalent of 1% growth, and were frequently negative;  

o We are—by most accounts—at the tail end of a very lengthy economic 
growth cycle.   If this continues for another year, this recovery will 
constitute the second-longest growth spurt in the last century, and it 
seems likely that any recession would turn sales tax growth sharply 
negative;  

o Although VTA staff attempts to compare its sales tax revenue projections 
to that of nearby cities, half of those cities project a sales tax growth of 
less than 2% next year;  

o VTA compares its sales tax revenue growth projections with local cities 
despite the fact that the share of VTA’s transit operating budget that 
depends on sales tax revenues (57%) is three times greater than that of 
typical any typical city’s general fund.  In other words, VTA has far greater 
vulnerability to overly optimistic sales tax revenue assumptions—as last 
year’s fiscal difficulties demonstrated 

 
Thank you for considering my questions and observations.  I look forward to 

continuing this important dialogue in the weeks ahead.   
  
       All the best,   
 
       Sam Liccardo  
 

 



 

 

Submitted Electronically 
 

April 20, 2017 
 
Board of Directors 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 N. 1st Street 
San Jose, CA 95134 
 
Re: Board of Directors Workshop/ Special Meeting (Items 3.3 and 3.1Aa) 
 
Dear VTA Board of Directors, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed 2016 Measure B Program 
Area Guidelines and on the fare policy updates that are being considered at tomorrow’s study 
session.  
 
Measure B Program Area Guidelines 
 
SPUR was a strong supporter of the Measure B campaign in order to realize our county’s 
ambitious goals for mobility, sustainability and quality of life. The projects that will be funded by 
Measure B will either bring us closer to or farther from a better future.  
 
Local Streets and Roads: We appreciate that VTA will require Complete Streets best practices 
to be applied to all projects funded with Measure B dollars.  
 
Bicycle & Pedestrian: 1) We appreciate that this program area will provide support for 
education, planning and construction activities. 2) We recommend making more resources for 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements available in the early years of Measure B in order to make 
significant progress towards mobility and sustainability goals. Many cities and the county have 
goals of improving mobility and reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the near future in order to 
avoid the worst of climate change (often by 2020, in-line with state-mandated targets). To that 
end, it may be worthwhile to make more resources available in the next few years rather than to 
divide the program evenly over thirty years in two-year increments.  
 
Caltrain Grade Separation: We recommend removing the restrictions on “maintaining tracks at 
grade level with traffic and pedestrian access either over or under tracks”; this language seems 
prescriptive given that some of the designs and tradeoffs for each of the eight grade separations 
have not been developed.  
 
Caltrain Corridor Capacity Improvements: SPUR recently published The Caltrain Corridor 
Vision Plan—a long range plan to grow Caltrain service and capacity in the Caltrain and 101 
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Corridors—in partnership with the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, Stanford and SAMCEDA. 
Some investments in capacity are needed improve Caltrain service and safety, regardless of 
whether electrification is funded. We recommend that this program funding be available for 
improvements that are identified before or after the completion of the Peninsula Corridor 
Electrification Project. This could include improvements to service/schedule design, stations or 
station access that grow capacity and ridership.  
 
Highway Interchanges: We recommend that VTA delay roadway widening projects proposed 
as part of the highway interchanges program until VTA adopts a policy replacing Level of Service 
with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for transportation analysis. It is possible that some of the 
proposed projects will no longer be needed as mitigations under a VMT framework, which would 
help cities reach their sustainability goals and use taxpayer dollars efficiently.  
 
County Expressways: 1) We recommend that VTA and/or the County delay any expressway 
widening projects that may be part of this program area until VTA adopts a policy replacing Level 
of Service with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for transportation analysis. It is possible that some 
of the proposed auto-oriented projects will no longer be needed as mitigations under a VMT 
framework, which would help cities reach their sustainability goals and use taxpayer dollars 
efficiently. 2) We strongly recommend that VTA require that projects apply Complete Streets best 
practices as part of the Master Agreement with the County in administering this program. 3) We 
strongly recommend that VTA establish performance criteria (such as VMT) as part of their 
evaluation of projects for funding eligibility.  
 
Transit Operations: 1) We support the use of transit operations dollars to enhance the 
frequency of the core bus network and to address funding gaps as VTA moves to a new fare 
policy and implements new means-based fare policies (e.g., deeper subsidy for youth fares). 2) 
We also encourage VTA to use the transit operations funding program to support greater 
integration of fares between operators, reducing or eliminating penalties for transfers on trips 
that are not taken on VTA.  
 
Fare Policy 
 
We encourage VTA to create fare policies that minimize confusion and complexity, and make it 
easier and simpler for people to take trips across multiple operators. VTA could take advantage 
of the opportunity provided by the Clipper 2.0 upgrade to simplify transit fares and pursue 
regional fare integration. This is particularly important for the investments that VTA is making at 
Diridon Station, which will have a very high number of transfers and multi-operator trips. We also 
encourage VTA to embrace the potential for Clipper 2.0 to incorporate other mobility options, 
such as bicycle share and on-demand vehicles—particularly as VTA is exploring ways to 
improve access to fixed routes and replace some coverage services. Measure B transit 
operations funds can provide a backstop for potential revenue impacts in the short-term.  
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Thank you for your leadership in building a transportation network that works better for more 
people, more often. Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns you may have 
at 408-638-0167.  
 
  
Sincerely, 

 
Laura Tolkoff 
San Jose Policy Director 
 
 
 
cc: Scott Haywood 



 
From: Adina Levin 
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 4:32 PM 
To: Board Secretary 
Subject: Proposed Measure B Guidelines for Caltrain grade separations are well-intentioned but less 
than effective 

 

On Friday morning, the VTA board is holding a board workshop covering policies for Santa 

Clara County Transportation Measure B.   
 
Measure B, passed in November, 2016, provides up to $700 Million in welcome funding 
for grade separation projects in the cities of Palo Alto, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale, 
which will separate Caltrain tracks from local roads,  improving safety and crosstown 
connectivity for drivers, transit users, cyclists, and pedestrians. Over time, more grade 
separations can potentially set the stage for more frequent rail service on the corridor. 
  
A reasonable goal of VTA's policy is to ensure that the Measure B funds are used in a 
cost-effective manner.  However, the staff report recommends funding only for options 
that provide a full road underpass or overpass design that keeps the tracks level. While 
it is reasonable to have cost-effectiveness guidelines, the design specification to 
maintain the tracks level with full overpass or underpass is excessively restrictive. 
  

The City of Mountain View currently has a plan to address the at-grade crossing at Castro by 

closing the street to vehicles, and adding a grade-separated bicycle/pedestrian connection and 

separate vehicle ramp to an existing grade-separated crossing.  This project would achieve the 

objective of eliminating an at-grade crossing in a cost-effective manner but might not fit the 

restrictive description for eligibility. 

  

In San Mateo County, where there has been funding for grade separation projects in recent 

decades, in the most recent projects being planned, in cities including Burlingame and Menlo 

Park, the studies in these cities have showed that full overpass/underpass designs may require 

additional property takings, deliver inadequate pedestrian/bike connectivity, or both. 

 

 

Broadway Burlingame Option A 

http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/bod_042117_wrksp_sp_packet.pdf
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/bod_042117_wrksp_sp_packet.pdf
http://www.greencaltrain.com/2016/01/burlingame-city-council-reviews-broadway-grade-separation-options-prefers-split-alternative-questions-about-funding-station-bike-access/


  

Several relatively recent projects in cities including Belmont/San Carlos and San Bruno have 

been implemented with a split design, where the tracks are is somewhat elevated and the 

roadway is somewhat depressed. 

  

In addition, some cities may prefer options that are more expensive than lower cost feasible 

options, where cost and feasibility include the cost of acquiring adjacent property and multi-

modal connectivity.  For example, Palo Alto is considering a trench design.   In this case, cities 

should have the ability to choose alternatives with higher cost by providing more robust local 

match funding, using value capture, local bonding or other additional resources. 

  

Grade separation projects make a big difference for local communities, and successful 
projects involve substantial community outreach to craft designs that meet the goals of 
safety, access, and esthetic preferences.  Historically, Caltrain and San Mateo County 
have not mandated specific designs, because this would be counterproductive to the 
process of crafting designs that work best for the local community. 
  

It seems reasonable for the Measure B funds to have limits to the amount that would be 

funded.  But it is not reasonable to restrict cities to specific designs that may not be the most 

cost-effective, or to restrict cities from choosing more expensive options where the additional 

cost would be covered by local funds. 

 

We urge VTA to revise the draft guidelines to evaluate projects based on goals, including 

improved crosstown mobility and improved safety for users of multiple modes.   We strongly 

encourage the guidelines to not specify specific designs, since appropriate designs vary based on 

local needs.  We support criteria limiting expenditure of Measure B funds based on cost-

effectiveness but the criteria should not limit designs. 

 

We urge VTA to redraft these guidelines with input from the cities and from Caltrain. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

- Adina 

Adina Levin 

Friends of Caltrain 

http://greencaltrain.com 

  
  
The language from the staff report is here: 
  

Caltrain Grade Separation - Proposed GuidelinesThis program will fund grade separations in 

the cities of Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto. VTA, working with the cities and other 

partners, is proposing to develop an implementation plan for delivering the eight grade 

separation projects. Once the implementation plan is complete, funds will be distributed as 

candidate projects move forward in readiness. 

This program will fund grade separations in the cities of Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo 

Alto. VTA, working with the cities and other partners, is proposing to develop an 

http://greencaltrain.com/


implementation plan for delivering the eight grade separation projects. Once the implementation 

plan is complete, funds will be distributed as candidate projects move forward in readiness.The 

amount of funding in 2016 Measure B will likely not be enough to fully fund all eight projects 

listed in the Caltrain Grade Separation Program. To complete all eight projects, VTA would 

allocate 2016 Measure B funding to the most cost-effective grade separation alternatives possible 

- projects that would maintain the tracks at grade level with traffic and pedestrian access either 

over or under the tracks. Additionally, VTA anticipates that outside funding sources will need to 

be secured to complete the program. 
VTA is also recommending that the grade separation projects apply Compete Streets best practices in order to 

improve transit, bicycle and pedestrian elements at the intersections. 

Recommended Funding for FY 2018-19 

VTA is recommending $7 million for FY 2018-19 which will be used to fund the implementation study, as well as 

any potential design and/or environmental work that cities may be able to advance. 

 



From: Nancy Shepherd  

Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 7:48 AM 

To: Board Secretary 

Cc:  

Subject: Urgent: Communication for VTA Meeting 4/21/17  

 
April 21, 2017 

 

Topic: Agenda item 3.3 Caltrain Grade Separations Proposed Guidelines. 

 

Dear Honorary Chairperson Bruins, Vice Chairperson Liccardo and VTA Board Members, 

 

During my term on Palo Alto City Council, I was an alternate to VTA PAC from 2010 through 

2012.  My passion for a strong and well run public transit system for Santa Clara (and San 

Mateo) county has been an personal interest.  I am proud that voters supported Measure B, and 

fund Santa Clara County public transit improvements—especially along the rail corridor. 

 

When on Palo Alto City Council, I also served from 2010 through 2013 on the Council Rail 

Committee, and have a deep understanding of the challenges and opportunities for modernizing 

the 150 year-old railroad system, a backbone of Palo Alto public transit with the most active 

station on the Peninsula.  On this committee, I initiated, with the support of colleagues, the Rail 

Corridor Study, now certified and part of the Transportation Element in the Comprehensive Plan; 

and, the Railroad Grade Separation Study by Hatch Mott McDonald for each of the three at-

grade crossings at Churchill, Meadow and Charleston.  I have attached a copy of this report for 

your information and review.  

 

I call your attention to page 4 of the HMM study, on that page it indicates that each of the three 

rail crossings require significant property acquisitions based on two alternatives: 1) Alma Street 

at grade: 45 full property acquisition, or 2) submerge Alma Street: 65 full property 

acquisitions.  Both options also require about a dozen partial property acquisitions.  All of the 

identified properties are in residential neighborhoods, and Palo Alto High School.  

   

Furthermore, the report identified preliminary costs to the grade separation options.  In summary, 

costs are relatively the same to submerge the train versus keeping the train at grade, and 

submerging autos—primarily because of the high cost to acquire residential property at current 

market rate along the corridor. 

    

The study also identified a likely project timeframe, and the Palo Alto community should 

consider the disruption of shoefly tracks along Alma for a short period of years versus 

condemning up to 65 or more residential units and public school property permanently to 

maintain the train at current grade. 

 

In conclusion, it is wise to adopt grade separation guidelines that will keep all options available 

and allow each city to consider its best interest for their portion of the rail corridor.  Based on 

these preliminary costs, Palo Alto will need to craft a variety of funding sources to complement 



the Measure B funds, but if VTA discounts the below grade option it will eliminate a vital 

revenue source as a contributing factor to resolve funding for Palo Alto.  

 

Thank you for your service to the community, and the opportunity to address my concerns on the 

Palo Alto rail corridor. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Nancy Shepherd 

Former Mayor, City of Palo Alto 

 



From: Jerry Li  
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 4:59 PM 
To: Board Secretary 
Subject: Complaint Against Removal of VTA Bus 181 

 
I am following up on our phone call earlier today regarding the removal of the VTA Bus Line 181 that travels between 

Fremont and San Jose. 

 

At San Jose State University, there are over 1,300 students and employees who use line 181 to commute to and from 

campus on a daily basis. That means over 1,300 students and employees will be forced to find other methods of 

commuting to the campus in downtown San Jose. The Berryessa Bart station is planned to open at the end of 2017. But, it 

is a significant distance from the Berryessa Bart station to downtown San Jose. Commuters are forced to find a bus that 

goes from the station to their destinations.  

 

They are just one subset of tens of thousands of commuters who rely on the VTA Bus Line 181 to travel to and from work. 

 

Furthermore, commuters are forced to pay extra on transportation fees to be able to work or pursue an education. On 

average, the extra fees required to travel to and from work equate to over $3,000 dollars a year. $3,000 is a significant 

amount of money for students and workers who have to use the public transportation system. Since most university 

provided Eco Pass Clipper cards do not cover Bart tickets, professors and students with limited budgets are forced to lower 

their quality of life to afford transportation to and from school. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Regards, 

Jerry Li 

 

 

Jerry Li 
 

BA: English Concentration in Professional and Technical Writing SJSU 17' 
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