
 

 
From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 3:38 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Support for SB 321 (Beall) and SB 413 (Wieckowski) 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

The Board is copied on the following correspondence:  

 
 

Date Addressed to Topic 

April 17, 2015 Honorable Ricardo Lara, Chairperson 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

Support for SB 321 (Beall) 

April 20, 2015 Honorable Jim Beall, Chairperson 

Senate Transportation & Housing 

Committee 

Support for SB 413 

(Wieckowski) 

 
 
Thank you. 
 

Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680  

board.secretary@vta.org 

 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org








 
From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 5:17 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence - Comments on El Camino Real BRT Project and VTA response to inquiries 
from Michael Ludwig 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

We are forwarding to you the following:  

 

From Topic 

Comments from Members of 

the Public  

El Camino Real BRT Project 

VTA Staff response to inquiries from Michael Ludwig re: VTA’s 

FY16/FY17 Transit Service Plan 

 
 

Thank you. 
 

 
Office of the Board Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

408.321.5680 

board.secretary@vta.org 
 
 
 
 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


 
 
 
From: Edward Swierk  
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 12:29 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Statement in support of BRT on El Camino Real in Mountain View 
 
Dear VTA board members and directors, 
 
I am writing to express my support of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and other improvements in public transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle access on El Camino Real in Mountain View. 
 
I have been a resident of the Old Mountain View neighborhood for 15 years, and also work in Mountain 
View. 
 
Edward Swierk 
 
 

From: Peter Stefan  

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:00 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Cc: David Whittum 
Subject: El Camino BRT project 

Honorable VTA Board, 

     I submitted a letter to the Board on Jan 13 this year. I am sending the letter with the attachment again, 
for the new members of the Board. 

     I live near Wolfe and El Camino Real. I find the #522 rapid bus useful in taking me to 
Stanford/downtown Palo Alto, or to downtown San Jose.  The barrier to use public transit is lower for me 
than for most people, as I do not drive on freeways. Besides, I can use the transit time to do reading that I 
would otherwise not make time for.  I observe that other passengers also make use of their time in transit, 
including catching up with sleep.  

      My comments upon reading the DEIR of the BRT project are given in detail in the attached file. I 
consider the creation of dedicated BRT lanes to be a disservice to local #22 bus riders. The project also 
reduces the number of weekday #22 buses. This is hardly the way to improve public transit for the 
majority of bus riders on El Camino Real.  

      ECR is already well served by #522 and #22 buses. The part of the BRT project that helps ECR 
transition towards a multi-modal region is the addition of bike lanes. But the lack of convenient access to 
true mass transit in some sections of ECR prevents these areas to be truly multi-modal. I think that the 
focus on substituting the #522 rapid bus by a faster bus, at the expense of other transit users on ECR, is 
a misplaced priority.  



     Caltrain is far better than any BRT for inter-city travel, in terms of reducing traffic congestion on both 
freeways and local roads, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. But Caltrain has to be better 
supported. In Sunnyvale, public transit connection between ECR and the Caltrain station should be 
improved. In a wider regional scale, cities south of Sunnyvale should also be better connected to the 
Caltrain corridor, as well as BART in the near future. There should be park-and-ride lots and shuttle 
services. There should also be a serious effort to enforce transportation demand management for big 
employers and industrial parks. To reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, shared rides should be 
facilitated, in addition to public transit. 

    Should millions of dollars be spent on a project which is not beneficial in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions in the long run, and which does not ease traffic congestion while creating congestion problems 
of its own? 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Mei-Ling Stefan 
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                                                                                                                               ML Stefan, 2015/01/13  
Comments on ECR BRT DEIR 
 
(1) Concerns  
(a) Long-term greenhouse gas emissions 
(i)  Table 4.3-7, Annual Operational GHG Emissions by Alternative (metric tons CO2e), shows that GHG 
emissions for all project alternatives increase from 2018 to 2040. By 2040, all project alternatives except 
3b and 4a would result in more GHG emissions compared with the “No Build” alternative. Alternative 4c 
with dedicated bus lanes from Santa Clara to Palo Alto would be the worst with regard to GHG 
emissions. Small percentage increases that keep on growing without end should not be ignored. What 
happens after 2040?   
(ii) If Santa Clara has dedicated BRT lanes, and Mountain View and Palo Alto have mixed flow, then 
dedicated BRT lanes in Sunnyvale would result in more GHG emissions than mixed flow. (22 more 
metric tons in 2018 and 72 more metric tons in 2040, given by the difference between the emissions of 
alternatives 4a and 3b).  
(b) For all alternatives, the number of #22 buses during the weekday will be reduced from 88 to 70. 
See Air Quality Technical Report , Vol3_ApH2-aQ_AppH_AirQuality.pdf , Table 3-5, Transit Service & 
Idling Assumptions. Instead of 12 minute intervals, #22 bus will run at 15 minute intervals. Is this an 
improvement in public transit for the majority of bus riders on ECR? 
(c) Removal of pork-chop islands and making intersections narrower 
Pork-chop islands are useful to both pedestrians and drivers. I am grateful for the pork-chop island at 
ECR and Wolfe, which enables me to cross ECR in a two-step process and better watch out for cars that 
may run red lights. In addition, making ECR narrower at any intersections gives less room for trucks to 
turn safely. 
(d) Bulb-out stations hinder traffic flow 
 
(2) Creating dedicated BRT bus lanes is a disservice to local #22 bus riders.  
The majority of bus riders on ECR use the local #22 bus, and they will be in the slowed mixed flow lanes 
in the dedicated lane-BRT alternatives.  
I would question any projection that the dedicated lane- BRT ridership will surpass the local bus 
ridership. It may be assumed that a fast BRT will encourage some #22 bus riders to use BRT as well, thus 
boosting the ridership of BRT. But I doubt if that will occur in significant numbers. Waiting for one, or 
even two, bus connections may very well offset the transit time saved by using BRT, especially if one 
misses a connecting bus. Moreover, there is a “hassle factor” of going back and forth between a curbside 
stop and a median stop, especially for those who are physically challenged.  
 
 (3) Improvements  
(a) Speed does not the same as reliability. Recognizing the importance of a reliable schedule in trip 
planning, Caltrain revised its schedule last October just to reflect the slightly longer boarding times 
needed for its increasing ridership. I am grateful that the drivers of the Stanford Marguerite shuttles are 
under the strict order not to leave their stops ahead of schedule. But the #522 rapid bus can leave a stop up 
to 5 minutes early, which is not uncommon before 8 a.m. When there is little traffic, the bus arrival time 
can be under control. Adherence to a schedule can reduce passengers’ waiting time. Being on time in the 
morning is generally more important than in the homeward bound trip. 
(b) Transit signal priority infrastructure should be installed all along ECR. They should also be 
available to emergency vehicles. I have seen drivers who do not give right-of-way to emergency vehicles. 
(c) Efforts should be made to replace all diesel buses by hybrids. Electric buses should also be explored. 
 
 
 



From: Margaret Okuzumi  

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:05 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: El Camino Real BRT alternative 

Dear Board Secretary: 

I'm unable to attend the El Camino Real BRT PAB in person tomorrow so I'm asking you to 
please forward the following materials and comment to the PAB members, and also to the VTA 
board members so that they may review these in advance of their May 1 workshop. Thanks for 
your attention to this. 

--- 
Dear El Camino Real BRT PAB and VTA Board Members: 

I'm writing to provide more detail for the comment that I submitted to VTA in response to the 
DEIR during the comment period. 

As you have probably heard, the city of Mountain View on Tuesday took a position IN FAVOR 
of dedicated lane BRT. I also favor dedicated lanes for the project. 

It had been bugging me however that the local 22 bus would still be stuck in the slow lane. 

The 22 bus carries many more riders during the weekday peak than the 522 does. It also seems a 
shame to dedicate a lane for a bus that runs only every 10 minutes. 

A friend who lives in the east bay informed me that during their BRT study process, a member of 
the public suggested doing away with the local bus altogether, and putting the BRT on 1/3 mile 
stop spacing rather than half mile as originally planned. 

That dedicated lane east bay BRT is currently being constructed along International Boulevard (a 
4-lane road) 

AC Transit studied this idea of combining the local and BRT service, and found that while this 
increased capital costs by about 10%, it also increased ridership about 13% and reduced 
operating costs by 27%. 

They have many seniors who take that route and planned the stop locations very carefully. 

With local buses no longer stuck in traffic, no longer weaving back and forth from curbside, they 
were able to increase the overall frequency considerably. The east bay BRT will be running on 6-
min headways due to budget issues (originally they studied 4-min headways, so actual operating 
cost savings are greater than 27%). 



Compare that to the current VTA proposal, which is to run BRT every 10 minutes and REDUCE 
the 22 bus frequency to every 15 minutes (down from 12 during the peak), worsening transfer 
time. 

The current El Camino BRT proposal puts stops in Sunnyvale almost exactly a mile apart. That's 
why fewer riders choose the 522 as compared to the 22 (~28 riders per hour v. ~37 riders per 
hour during peak hours). Putting in stops at 1/2 mile intervals adds connection to major north-
south arterials such as Sunnyvale Ave, Mary Ave, and Sylvan Ave, to better serve major 
destinations and support connecting north/south bus service. 

Attached is a proposed list of stops from San Jose to Palo Alto under such a combined scenario. 
In Sunnyvale they are about 1/2 mile apart, but in the other cities they are more typically 1/3 
mile apart to fit their arterial grid better. The 22 stops are typically on a 1/4 mile spacing, I 
believe. 

I'm not certain that this alternative will produce better outcomes than the alternatives already 
studied, but I think it's worth studying. 

Potential Benefits 
• Increased ridership from greater, predictable frequency (frequency as well as fewer transfers 
trumps speed in attracting riders); 
• Faster connections for key connecting north/south bus routes; 
• Frees up buses that can be used for other routes; 
• Lower operating cost even with greater frequency; 
• Riders need not cross street to transfer to local 22 bus;  
• Less hassle and less confusing for riders; 
• All buses get priority and better utilization of dedicated lane; 
• Safer for cyclists and motorists (no more bus 22 weaving in/out of curb lane, no more playing 
"bus tag") 
• Less delay for motorists from buses weaving in/out from curb 

Drawbacks 
• Increases capital cost somewhat, although the actual station stops are a relatively small part of 
the overall capital cost; 
• People may need to walk a little farther to reach a stop, but the bus will arrive more frequently 
so they won't have to wait as long; 
• Slows travel time for BRT, but end-to-end trip times for travelers may be comparable due to 
more convenient/frequent stops and service. 

At the joint Advisory Committees workshop yesterday, Santa Clara councilwoman Teresa 
O'Neill remarked that she hadn't realized that the 22 bus would still be stopping in the curb lane, 
and that she thought the scheme of getting rid of the curbside local bus  would make dedicated 
lanes an easier sell to her constituents, and asked if VTA would study this. A member of the 
VTA BPAC also voiced support for this "Alternative 5." 



A member of the public who lives in Palo Alto approached me afterward and said he agreed that 
there needed to be more than two stops in Mountain View that are in the current VTA proposal.  

It would require doing a supplemental EIR on VTA's part. But the potential to increase ridership 
while slashing VTA's operating costs I think is well worth exploring. I hope that you will direct 
staff to study this alternative further. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

 
 
 



Proposed BRT/Local combined alternative by Margaret Okuzumi  

mile post

distance 
from 
previous 
stop

San Jose Caltrain/Cahill 0
Morrison Ave 0.52 0.52
Shasta Ave 0.84 0.32
Naglee/Taylor 1.31 0.47
Hedding/McKendrie 1.65 0.34
Newhall St 1.96 0.31
The Alameda 2.26 0.3
Baseball stadium 2.57 0.31
Santa Clara Caltrain 2.88 0.31
Lafayette 3.27 0.39
Monroe 3.6 0.33
Scott Blvd 4.25 0.65
San Tomas 4.68 0.43
Bowers 5.19 0.51
Calabazas Blvd 5.61 0.42
Flora Vista 6.07 0.46
Halford Ave 6.45 0.38
Poplar Ave 6.91 0.46
Wolfe Rd 7.23 0.32
Hacienda Shopping Center 7.68 0.45
Remington Dr/Fair Oaks 8.13 0.45
Sunnyvale Ave 8.69 0.56
Hollenbeck 9.18 0.49
Mary Ave 9.62 0.44
Bernardo 10.07 0.45
Sylvan Ave 10.5 0.43
Grant Rd 11.03 0.53
Calderon 0.33 0.33
Castro St 0.7 0.37
Mountain View Ave (add stoplight) 1.06 0.36
El Monte/Escuela 1.57 0.51
Rengstorff 1.94 0.37
Showers Dr 2.45 0.51
Los Altos Ave 3 0.55
Arastradero Rd 3.53 0.53
Los Robles Ave 3.98 0.45
Margarita Ave 4.4 0.42
Page Mill Rd 4.87 0.47
Cambridge Ave 5.19 0.32
Park Blvd 5.59 0.4
Churchill 5.87 0.28
Embarcadero Rd 6.3 0.43



Palo Alto Caltrain 6.82 0.52



Combined BRT/Local Service San Jose - Santa Clara proposal

VTA proposed BRT stops New proposed BRT stops with 22 service removed (removing 
stop at Race St)

4/22/15 mokujo@gmail.com



New proposed BRT stops with 22 service removed VTA proposed BRT stops

Sunnyvale Combined BRT/Local Service proposal



 
 
From: Board.Secretary  
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 5:27 PM 
To: Michael Ludwig 
Cc: Board.Secretary 
Subject: FW: Comments & Questions for TP&O Meeting 
 
Mr. Ludwig: 
 
Please see VTA staff response (highlighted in yellow) to your inquiries below.   
 
If you have any questions, please reply to this e-mail. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Office of the Board Secretary 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 N. First Street 
San Jose, CA 95134 
408.321.5680  
board.secretary@vta.org 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Michael Ludwig  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 9:09 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Comments & Questions for TP&O Meeting 
 
Hello, VTA Board Secretary.  I have several comments and a few 
questions about the original and revised plans for major changes 
to VTA transit service levels in FY 2016 & FY 2017.  They fall 
under Agenda Item 7 for the Transit Planning & Operations 
Committee meeting later this week.  Please forward all of the 
comments to all TP&O Committee members, as well as the VTA staff 
that developed and revised this plan.  Also, please forward the 
questions to appropriate VTA staff as described in the previous 
sentence.  I would like to get staff's response to as many of 
these comments and questions as possible.  Thank you in advance. 

● Comments on routes 10 & 11 - I am combining these two routes 
because they represent 100% of VTA service to the San Jose 
Airport.  In the original plan, I was very dismayed to see that 
neither route would run at a 15-minute frequency during daytime 
hours, which is much more useful to airport travellers than a 
30-minute frequency, and which I think would be required to 
increase ridership to this airport, especially of travellers 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


going to a departing flight there and/or coming from an arriving 
flight there.  So I am glad to see that route 10 would not be 
reduced to the worse 30-minute frequency under the revised 
plan.  However, I am still dismayed that route 11 would be 
handicapped with the worse 30-minute frequency, especially 
considering that its routing is probably more useful to S.J. 
Airport travellers from all across the county than route 10, due 
to route 11 offering these travellers a one-seat ride between 
the S.J. Airport and Downtown San Jose while route 10 does 
not.  This means that route 11 provides many more transfer 
opportunities than route 10 (note that route 10 only provides 
transfer opportunities to Light Rail, routes 22/522, and a few 
other minor routes at Santa Clara CalTrain Station, while route 
11 provides transfer opportunities to Light Rail, routes 22/522, 
and a whole plethora of other VTA routes that serve Downtown San 
Jose, so that the only transfer opportunities picked up by route 
10 yet missing from route 11 are the routes that serve Santa 
Clara CalTrain Station but not Downtown San Jose).  Please 
consider the ramifications of the facts I stated in my previous 
sentence, because I feel they were not considered yet. 

Staff is recommending starting this new line on a 30 minute 
frequency.  VTA does not have the vehicles or budget to operate 
this line every 15 minutes initially. Also, it will give us a 
chance to evaluate actual ridership levels before committing to 
a higher level of service.   

● Comment on route 18 - I feel that cancelling all weekend 
service on this route is not completely justified.  Sunday & 
holiday ridership on this route may very well justify its 
complete cancellation, but I would disagree about Saturday 
ridership.  I feel there are more reasons for people to use this 
route on Saturdays; enough so that its Saturday service should 
not be completely cancelled - at least not yet.  Why wasn't 
route 18's Saturday service at least given a trial period during 
which small adjustments to it were seriously considered and 
ridership evaluated after that? 
 

Line 18 has been operating on weekends for many years – it has 
had a long trial period.  Currently there are 3.8 passengers per 
hour on Saturday and 3.4 passengers per hour on Sunday, far 
below the 15 passenger minimum.  We are essentially reallocating 
the resources to Lines 14 and 17 to provide better service to 
the Gilroy Outlets and other shopping areas which attract higher 
ridership. 



 
● Comment on route 32 - When VTA held a public meeting several 
months ago (at Sunnyvale City Hall) to consider changes to 
Sunnyvale routes in response to route 522 becoming a BRT route, 
I saw the proposal to change route 32 to run via Maude & 
Mathilda instead of Central Expressway.  While I praised the 
general idea of re-routing it off of the expressway (a so-called 
Community Bus running virtually express on one makes absolutely 
no sense whatsoever), I commented to VTA staff that there was a 
different (better) re-routing of # 32 which should have also 
been considered : via Maude, Mary, and Washington instead of via 
Maude and Mathilda.  Three major facts influenced my feelings on 
this re-routing at that time : [1] route 54 provides more 
(better) service on Mathilda (now, let alone after the route 
354-related changes) than route 53 does on Washington, meaning 
it would be more useful (better) for route 32 to duplicate part 
of route 53 than to duplicate part of route 54; [2] my preferred 
re-routing serves more new territory than the proposed re-
routing, due to the intersection of Maude & Mary being much 
closer (walking-distance-wise) to route 54 than route 53; [3] 
when route 32 used to run via Maude, Mary, and Washington 
(before Jan. 2008), the most-used bus stop on this deviation was 
Mary & Washington, which is quite far (again walking-distance-
wise) from any bus stop on the proposed deviation via Maude and 
Mathilda.  Yet VTA clearly has not seriously considered my 
proposed re-routing.  I am forced to conclude this because of 
the following two major facts : [1] VTA proposed the exact same 
thing in this two-year plan for transit service adjustments as 
it had in the aforementioned Sunnyvale City Hall meeting several 
months ago; [2] when VTA received a lot of flak for this 
proposed re-routing of # 32 (from residents of an apartment 
complex called The Meadows that I didn't even know about when I 
went to the aforementioned Sunnyvale City Hall meeting), VTA 
reverted to the virtually-express routing on Central Expwy. that 
(as I said at the aforementioned Sunnyvale City Hall meeting) is 
much worse than my proposed re-routing.  Why wasn't my proposed 
re-routing to # 32 ever seriously considered? 

The proposal to reroute Line 32 to Maude from Mathilda to Logue 
Ave. was primarily designed to better serve the many new 
developments along Maude Ave.  In the end, we felt it was better 
to try to address Maude Ave. with a different route in the 
future. Line 32 was removed from Washington and Mary in 2008 due 
to low ridership, and most of the passengers were travelling 
through to Mountain View.  We are reluctant to reinstate 
unproductive service, and the extra running time that this 
routing would require would add significant costs during peak 



hours, midday and Saturday.  It would require an extra vehicle 
to be added to the route to maintain the existing frequency. 

 

● Question about route 51 - During weekday peak hours now, half 
of this route's trips are short-turns that only operate between 
Moffett Field and El Camino Hospital, completely depriving SE 
Los Altos, western Cupertino (a.k.a. Monta Vista), and De Anza 
College from any usefulness that these short-turns provide.  Yet 
it sounds like these short-turns would finally be extended all 
the way to De Anza College (and beyond, in fact), a change that 
has been needed for years, under the proposed combining of route 
51 with route 81.  Is this true?  If so, I give it a thumbs-up. 

Yes, the 51 short trips would be extended to serve the entire 
route.  

● Question about route 56 - This new route would (in part) run 
via Central Expwy. between Scott and De La Cruz.  I hope that, 
whatever it does, route 56 does not run completely express on 
this segment.  If it does run on Central Expwy. for this 
segment, it needs to have a pair of bus stops (one for each 
direction of route 56) at the intersection of Central Expwy. & 
Lafayette, especially if route 58 ever runs down Lafayette 
virtually all the way to Santa Clara CalTrain Station (as 
originally proposed in this two-year plan).  Would route 56 have 
such a pair of bus stops at this intersection? 

Yes, it would stop at Central & Lafayette. 

● Question about route 58 - I went to the public meeting VTA 
held several months ago (at the Alviso Community Center) about 
the addition of short-turns serving Alviso during weekday midday 
hours (the first transit service to Alviso outside of weekday 
peak hours since the beginning of Jan. 2008), and also about 
possible future (at the time) changes to route 58.  These future 
changes included re-routing # 58 to Santa Clara CalTrain Station 
similarly to (if not the exact same as) the change to # 58 that 
was originally in this two-year plan (but is not in the revised 
plan).  This proposed future (at the time) change to route 58 
was generally panned at the aforementioned Alviso Community 
Center meeting, in large part because Alviso teenagers naturally 
go to Wilcox High School, on Monroe just west of Bowers.  But 
one thing I realized a little after this meeting was over is 
that transit commuters between Wilcox High School and Alviso 
would not have had it as bad as was perceived at this 
meeting.  Community members falsely perceived that such a re-



routing of # 58 would force such commuters to take three 
different transit routes (in each direction) to do this trip 
after said change.  While I agree that three different transit 
routes each direction is too many, the fact is that only two 
different transit routes each direction would have been 
required, because route 58 (serving Alviso) would have still 
connected with route 32 (serving Wilcox High School) - at Santa 
Clara CalTrain Station.  Why didn't any VTA staff realize this, 
and inform community members of this fact?  I am curious to find 
out what their reaction would have been.  So this money-saving 
idea may have died needlessly. 

The Line 58 proposal was quite controversial.  The main concern 
is with current riders who board the line south of El Camino and 
travel to North San Jose on a one-seat ride.  The issue of 
Alviso students traveling to Wilcox High School has not been 
brought up recently.  Looking at the ridership figures, it 
appears that no more than 1 or 2 students a day actually do 
this, so this was not a factor in deciding to postpone the 
decision on Line 58. Another factor was that it would be 
difficult to install bus stops along parts of Lafayette.  Staff 
will develop an alternate routing proposal(s) that has the 
potential for gaining more new riders and keeping most of the 
ones we have now.  We plan to present a new proposal to the 
public later this year, and there will be public meetings, 
feedback etc.  

● Comment on route 120 - I have been hearing for a number of 
years how Mtn. View's Shoreline Industrial Park is planned to 
experience a major increase of offices (work sites) in the 
future.  So why is the only transit Express route to serve it 
(with the possible exception of a CalTrain-operated one between 
there and the Mtn. View CalTrain Station) being completely 
removed from serving it?  This growing office park needs more 
weekday peak hour Express routes serving it, not less.  So I am 
asking VTA staff to seriously study providing more such service 
to it - including a possible new branch of the Dumbarton Express 
(route DB2?). 

Express 120 has only been carrying an average of 4 passengers a 
day to the Shoreline area (we had hoped it would do 
better).  Several of the major employers are already offering 
free service from Fremont.  We will be looking at providing 
future express service to the Shoreline area via Hwy. 85.  AC 
Transit administers and operates the Dumbarton Express, so the 
request for a new branch should be made to them. VTA staff will 
also reach out to AC Transit to discuss this request.    



● Comment on route 328 - More Limited Stop weekday peak hour 
service has been needed along Lawrence Expressway ever since 
route 126 was cancelled (without any replacement service) many 
years ago.  So thank you for finally providing this, since route 
328 is the only transit route (with the possible exception of an 
express shuttle between Lawrence CalTrain Station and office 
buildings near Vallco shopping center) to currently provide such 
service. 

● Question about route 522 - The web page about this two-year 
plan ( http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/VTA-
Proposing-TwoYear-Plan-with-Overall-Increase-in-Service ) only 
mentions that route 522 would provide "longer spans between bus 
stops".  This is too general/not specific enough.  I would love 
to know where these longer spans would be - because even though 
I believe it would be bad to have route 522 skip most of its 
specific bus stops, I have believed three of its specific bus 
stops (in each direction) to be in need of bypassing ever since 
route 522 was first implemented many years ago.  These three are 
Santa Clara & Almaden Blvd., Alum Rock & Sunset, and the lesser-
used of Santa Clara & 20th vs. Santa Clara & 28th.  My belief in 
this is based on a (large) number of facts : [1] There was never 
much of a need or demand for adding these stops; [2] Route 300, 
the predecessor of route 522, never served these stops; [3] 
They're lesser-used 522 stops now; [4] When VTA proposed 
replacing route 300 with route 522, the stop(s) at Almaden Blvd. 
were never proposed to be added (if they were, I would have 
complained about them being added, in part because I've long 
taken the segment between Hollenbeck and 1st St. more than any 
other segment of the limited-stop service along this corridor); 
[5] The excuse VTA initially gave for adding these three bus 
stops is no longer true, because the paralleling local route had 
only a 30-minute frequency at the time, while now it has better 
than a 15-minute frequency. 

This list shows the current stops for the 522 and those that 
will be in place once the BRT service opens: 

LINE 522 STOPS (EXISTING) RAPID 522 STOPS (PLANNED) 
PALO ALTO CALTRAIN STATION PALO ALTO CALTRAIN STATION 

EL CAMINO & CALIFORNIA EL CAMINO & CALIFORNIA 

EL CAMINO & ARASTRADERO EL CAMINO & ARASTRADERO 

EL CAMINO & SHOWERS EL CAMINO & SHOWERS 

EL CAMINO & CASTRO EL CAMINO & CASTRO 

EL CAMINO & BERNARDO EL CAMINO & BERNARDO 

EL CAMINO & HOLLENBECK EL CAMINO & HOLLENBECK 

http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/VTA-Proposing-TwoYear-Plan-with-Overall-Increase-in-Service
http://www.vta.org/News-and-Media/Connect-with-VTA/VTA-Proposing-TwoYear-Plan-with-Overall-Increase-in-Service


EL CAMINO & FAIR OAKS EL CAMINO & FAIR OAKS 

EL CAMINO & WOLFE EL CAMINO & WOLFE 

EL CAMINO & HALFORD EL CAMINO & FLORA VISTA 

EL CAMINO & KIELY EL CAMINO & KIELY 

EL CAMINO & SCOTT EL CAMINO & SCOTT 

SANTA CLARA CALTRAIN STATION SANTA CLARA CALTRAIN STATION 

THE ALAMEDA & NAGLEE THE ALAMEDA & NAGLEE 

THE ALAMEDA & JULIAN THE ALAMEDA & JULIAN 

SANTA CLARA & CAHILL SANTA CLARA & CAHILL 

SANTA CLARA & ALMADEN BLVD - 

SANTA CLARA & 1ST SANTA CLARA & 1ST 

SANTA CLARA & 7TH SANTA CLARA & 6TH 

SANTA CLARA & 13TH SANTA CLARA & 17TH 

SANTA CLARA & 21ST SANTA CLARA & 24TH 

SANTA CLARA & 28TH - 

ALUM ROCK & KING ALUM ROCK & KING 

ALUM ROCK & SUNSET - 

ALUM ROCK & JACKSON ALUM ROCK & JACKSON 

CAPITOL & ALUM ROCK - 

ALUM ROCK TRANSIT CENTER ALUM ROCK TRANSIT CENTER 

CAPITOL & STORY CAPITOL & STORY 

CAPITOL & OCALA CAPITOL & OCALA 

EASTRIDGE TRANSIT CENTER EASTRIDGE TRANSIT CENTER 

 

Okay, that's all the comments and questions I have about this 
two-year plan.  As I said above, I would much appreciate 
receiving responses to as many of them as possible.  Thank you 
in advance again. 

 - Michael Ludwig  
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