
 
From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:53 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: VTA Information: Ridership Memo for March 2018  
 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Attached is a memorandum from Chief Operating Officer Inez Evans regarding VTA ridership 

for March 2018. 

 

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 
 

 
 

 

 
Conserve paper. Think before you print.  
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Writer’s Direct Telephone: (408) 321-7005 

 
TO: VTA Board of Directors 
 
THROUGH:  Nuria I. Fernandez 
 General Manager/CEO 
 
FROM: Inez Evans 

 Chief Operating Officer 
 
DATE: April 30, 2018 
 
 
SUBJECT: VTA Ridership for March 2018 
 

March 2018 total monthly system ridership for bus and light rail was 3,049,064, a 
decrease of 8.3% over March 2017.  March 2018 had 22 weekdays, one less than 
March 2017. Core bus route recorded a 5.8% decrease in average weekday 
ridership. The Local routes recorded an 8.3% decrease in average weekday 
ridership, while Community bus routes average weekday ridership recorded an 
11.5% decrease.  
 
There was one major event at the Levi’s® Stadium in March 2018, the Mexico 
versus Iceland exhibition soccer match that recorded 8,427 riders. There were no 
major events in March 2017. The March for Peace on March 24 recorded 61,782 
riders, which is 9.5% higher compared to any other Saturday. 
 
March 2018 total monthly ridership recorded a 7.0% increase compared to February 
2018. Ridership change from February to March typically averages +12.0%.  
 

Ridership Mar-2018 Mar-2017 
Percent 
Change 

Feb- 2018 
Percent 
Change 

 
Bus 2,347,027  2,569,949  -8.7% 2,193,968  7.0% 
Light Rail 702,737  755,112  -6.9% 655,960  7.1% 
System 3,049,764  3,325,061   -8.3% 2,849,928  7.0% 

 
 
  



Three key core routes, lines 72, 73 and 522 recorded an overall average weekday 
ridership improvement of 12.8% over March 2017. Line 522 recorded a 16.7% 
improvement over March 2017 as shown in the table below: 
 
Route Mar-2018 Mar-2017 Difference Percent Change 
522 6,740 5,774 966 16.7% 

73 2,648 2,375 273 11.5% 

72 2,602 2,480 122 4.9% 

Totals 11,990 10,629 1,361 12.8% 

 
48 of the 69 bus routes, or 70%, did not meet the weekday standards as defined in 
the Service Design Guidelines. The top five core routes and light rail stations that 
had the most average weekday ridership declines are shown in the table below: 
 
Route   Mar-2018   Mar-2017 Difference Percent change 

22 10,087 11,864 (1,777) -15.0% 

23 6,578 7,081 (503) - 7.1% 

25 5,870 6,371 (501) - 7.9% 

70 4,178 4,535 (357) -7.9% 

60 1,602 1,936          (334) -17.3% 

Totals 28,315 31,787 (3,472) -10.9% 

 
Station Mar-2018 Mar-2017 Difference Percent change 
Tasman Station  1,640 1,795 (154) -8.6% 

Ohlone-Chynoweth Station 1,259 1,375 (116) -8.4% 

Great Mall Station  882 994 (112) -11.3% 
Cottle Station   343 444 (101) -22.7% 

I-880 Station        271 355 (84) -23.7% 
Totals 4,395 4,962 (567) -11.4% 

 
The fiscal year-to-date total system ridership for bus and light rail recorded a 4.6% 
decrease. 
 
Ridership (Current) 

  Jul'17-Mar'18 
(Prior) 

      Jul'16-Mar'17 
Percent 
Change 

Bus 21,040,339  21,794,266  -3.5% 
Light Rail 6,338,745  6,901,129  -8.1% 
System 27,379,084  28,695,395  -4.6% 

 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:15 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: May 1, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Tuesday, May 1, 2018 

1. Gas Tax Repeal Effort (multiple broadcast outlets) 
2. California gas tax repeal heading for the November ballot, campaign says (Mercury 

News/Mass Transit Magazine) 

 

Gas Tax Repeal Effort (multiple broadcast outlets) 

KCBS Radio 

NBC Bay Area 

 

California gas tax repeal heading for the November ballot, campaign says 

(Mercury News/Mass Transit Magazine) 

 A campaign to roll back California's new vehicle and gas taxes -- and the $52 billion they are 

expected to generate over the next decade for road repairs and transit upgrades -- is likely 

heading to the November ballot, say organizers who by Tuesday plan to deliver more than 

enough signatures to qualify. 

If the repeal initiative lands on the November ballot, voters can expect a costly and highly 

visible showdown between repeal supporters and the powerful coalition of labor, 

transportation and business groups that pushed for the new taxes and fees last year alongside 

Gov. Jerry Brown. Advocates are alarmed by the prospect of the money -- already dedicated to 

thousands of projects, including the San Jose BART extension -- vanishing. 

But Sacramento lawmakers underestimated the voter backlash when they pushed through the 

hikes last year, said Carl DeMaio, the San Diego talk-show host who launched the repeal effort. 

"Even I was a little surprised at the intensity of voter revolt here," DeMaio said in an interview 

Monday before a rally in San Diego. 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NDUwNjkmTURTZWVkPTkwNjcmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NDY2MjgmTURTZWVkPTIzNzAmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/04/30/gas-tax-repeal-heading-for-the-november-ballot-campaign-says/


A recent poll suggests the race would be close. A statewide Public Policy Institute of California 

survey taken in January found that likely voters were split, with 47 percent favoring a repeal of 

the tax and 48 percent opposed. The poll found that 61 percent of Republican likely voters 

supported a repeal, compared to 52 percent of independent voters and 39 percent of 

Democrats. 

Bay Area residents polled were keener on the tax than those surveyed anywhere else in 

California except for the Inland Empire. Just 42 percent of likely voters in the Bay Area favored 

getting rid of the tax, while 53 percent were opposed to the repeal effort. Another 5 percent 

were undecided. 

"I think the recall effort will be defeated, but it's going to be expensive and divisive when it 

shouldn't be on the ballot to begin with," said Carl Guardino, CEO of the Silicon Valley 

Leadership Group, who serves on the California Transportation Commission and was a vocal 

supporter of the tax and fee increases. 

A key to defeating the repeal effort will be convincing voters that the law has built-in 

protections to ensure the money will be spent as intended: to shore up the state's aging 

infrastructure, said Michael Quigley, executive director of the construction industry lobbying 

group, California Alliance for Jobs. 

"I hope that the proponents of the repeal understand that this is a safety issue, it's a quality of 

life issue and it's an economic issue for all Californians," Quigley said. 

In April 2017, without a vote to spare, California lawmakers managed to pass Sen. Jim Beall's 

Senate Bill 1, raising gas and diesel taxes and adding an annual vehicle registration fee to repair 

the state's crumbling roads and bridges and improve public transit. State transportation 

authorities already have committed billions of dollars from the new pot of money to highway 

repairs and traffic-easing projects. And in June, voters will consider a constitutional 

amendment, Proposition 69, to ensure the Legislature can't raid the fund for non-

transportation purposes. 

California drivers whose cars are worth less than $5,000 this year began paying a new $25 

annual fee for the transportation fund, while those with vehicles valued between $5,000 and 

$25,000 -- about 40 percent of the state's drivers -- pay $50. Drivers of the highest-end luxury 

cars pay as much as $175 more. 

The state also will charge $100 per year, starting in 2020, for electric vehicles. 

The funding doubled the amount of money available for state and local transportation 

improvements, said Ryan Chamberlain, the chief deputy director of Caltrans. "If the recall does 

qualify and pass," he said, "we anticipate that roughly half of our major construction projects 

could be deleted, downsized or delayed significantly." 



During an impromptu meeting with Bay Area business leaders in Sacramento on Monday, 

Brown was asked if he thought the repeal effort could be defeated. "I think we have a very 

good chance of that, but it's going to take a lot of money," he said. 

DeMaio said the repeal campaign will deliver 940,000 signatures to election officials by Tuesday 

evening for review, far more than the 585,407 needed to qualify for the November ballot. 

Like other fiscal conservatives, he argues that the state needed to spend its existing dollars 

more wisely and says that the average family can't afford the 12-cent-per-gallon tax or higher 

vehicle registration fees. He also asserts that the governor and others have consistently 

discounted the power of the repeal campaign -- and that they are in denial about the tax revolt 

underway. 

"They don't understand," he said, "what sort of tsunami is ready to crash on their shores." 

TRANSPORTATION TAXES: $52 BILLION RAISED OVER 10 YEARS 

$24.4 billion by increasing gasoline excise tax 12 cents 

$200 million from an annual $100 "zero emission vehicle fee" beginning in 2020 

$7.3 billion by increasing diesel excise tax by 20 cents 

$3.5 billion by increasing diesel sales tax to 5.75 percent 

$16.3 billion from an annual "transportation improvement fee" based on a vehicle's value 

$706 million in General Fund loan repayments. 

 

 

 
 



From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 6:12 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA's BART Silicon Valley Berryessa Extension Residential Noise Insulation Program Update 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

On April 9th, NBC Bay Area television aired a news segment regarding noise concerns due to 

BART test trains. The segment included statements from Victoria Aguilar, a resident from the 

Brooktree Square community in San Jose. In addition, Ms. Aguilar sent an email to the VTA 

Board of Directors expressing her concerns on April 24, 2018. This memo provides some 

background, along with an update on the Residential Noise Insulation Program (RNIP) and 

addresses he comments that Ms. Aguilar made in her email.  (See e-mail below) 

As part of the State and Federal environmental clearance process for VTA’s BART Silicon 

Valley Berryessa Extension Project, over 500 properties along the project corridor were 

identified as potentially eligible for interior noise mitigation. The RNIP was initiated in 2011 to 

provide noise insulation in habitable rooms for the upper floors of residences near the project 

alignment.  The residences in RNIP were identified by noise studies as having the potential to 

experience potentially severe noise impacts from future operations of BART train service.  

Eligibility for the RNIP was determined following noise measurements inside the property. If the 

measurements demonstrated that future train operations will create noise levels above State and 

Federal criteria, then the property was determined to be eligible for improvements through the 

RNIP. Below are the noise analysis steps that were taken: 

• In 2011, VTA’s noise consultant conducted noise measurements both inside and 

outside residences that were identified in the project’s environmental document as 

needing further study. Since it was not possible to measure the noise level of actual 

BART trains, the noise consultant used a high-powered loudspeaker located outside 

and directed at the façades of the homes facing the future BART trackway. This 

evaluation was done to quantify the level of noise reduction provided by the building 

façade and building elements (walls, windows, terrace doors, etc.) in the habitable 

rooms that would be exposed to noise from the operation of future BART trains.   

• Future exterior noise levels for planned train service at the second story and above 

were calculated based on future exterior first floor noise levels presented in the 

environmental document.  

• Based on the testing, future interior noise levels with planned train service were 

calculated by subtracting the residence’s noise insulation properties (the measured 

noise level reduction value of the existing building façade and building elements) 

from the future exterior noise levels. 

• Residences were determined to be eligible for noise mitigation through the RNIP 

when the future estimated noise levels within the residence exceeded the acceptable 

criteria for acceptable noise levels.  



As stated in the California Noise Insulation Standards, the acceptable threshold for field tested 

airborne sound insulation is an average of 45 decibels (dB) over a 24-hour period. Because the 

threshold is an average over 24 hours, there will be periods of time where the noise level will be 

higher or lower than the threshold without exceeding the 24-hour average threshold. To account 

for a margin of error, habitable rooms that exceeded 43 dB were determined eligible for RNIP 

and had acoustical windows, doors, and other improvements installed at no cost to the property 

owner. Improvements were installed between 2013 and 2016 at 252 properties meeting the 

eligibility requirements. It should be noted that some property owners whose properties qualified 

for the RNIP elected to not participate in the program. 

Ms. Aguilar’s property in San Jose, was one of over 500 properties identified as potentially 

eligible for RNIP. After the noise assessment was completed at her property in May 2012, her 

condominium was determined to be not eligible for RNIP. The two rooms tested on her property 

were estimated to be 6 to 9 dB under the 43.0 dB threshold used to determine RNIP eligibility.  

VTA sent an email on April 20, 2018 with an update on BART train testing to all GovDelivery 

subscribers about the new phase of testing that was to begin on April 23rd along the 10-mile 

segment. The e-mail noted that testing would occur around the clock for up to 20 hours per day 

for the next several months. 

Once system testing is complete and BART begins simulated service testing in late 2018, VTA’s 

noise consultant will conduct noise measurements in representative locations along the alignment 

to determine whether the interior noise level is below the acceptable criteria. The noise 

consultant will conduct the measurements using BART trains as the noise source, rather than an 

exterior loudspeaker. This will require the installation of interior noise monitors that will record 

noise levels for a period of one to two hours. If the interior noise level is above the threshold, 

VTA will provide additional improvements to eligible properties to meet the acceptable criteria. 

If you have any questions, please contact Carolyn Gonot, Chief Engineering & Program Delivery 

Officer, at (408) 321-5623. 

 

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 

 

 

 



From: Victoria Aguilar  

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 12:24 PM 

To: vtabart 

Cc: VTA Board Secretary; Customer.Service; mike.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org; 

cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org; dave.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; 

supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org; district4@sanjoseca.gov 

Subject: VTA Berryessa Extension/Residential Noise Insulation Program 

 

 

Re: VTA Berryessa Extension/Residential Noise Insulation 

Program 
  

Dear VTA Board of Directors: 

  

As a proud homeowner and Santa Clara County native, I am 

always supportive of opportunities to enhance my community as 

well as make it safe and secure.  I am a homeowner and resident 

of  1762 Flickinger Place, Brooktree Square Homeowners.  I understand the 

benefits of having BART improve our transportation system and 

realize having BART in Silicon Valley will enhance quality of life in 

the Bay Area by providing a rapid and reliable alternative to the car 

and fostering a lifestyle that enables all people to conveniently live, 

work, and play in different cities.  

But, while I want to support BART in my community, I do have some 

very serious concerns, especially as noise is a constant problem 

where I live.  I am looking to you to help improve my quality of life, 

as I plan to continue living in this area. 

  

I had a sound study test performed on my upstairs unit, back in late 

2011, for the Residential Noise Insulation Program.  My residence 

did not qualify and pass the sound test for new windows, sliding 

glass door or front door.   My property was off by 3 feet and not 

eligible for new noise improvements and was not part of the 45dBA 

range.  To this date, the severe noise impacts have been horrible 

from the daily pounding due to construction and now the extensive 

mailto:mike.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:dave.cortese@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:district4@sanjoseca.gov
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testing of Bart trains zipping at all hours of the day, especially in 

the very early morning hours. 

  

At the time of the noise study, 7 years ago when the sound test was 

conducted, the proper criteria for the noise measurements  were 

not used when the test was being performed: 

  

  the sound wall had not been built, 

  no Bart tracks, 

  no trains to be ran on the tracks, 

  trees, bushes were not cleared that prevented noise control. 

  

VTA’s response after I was denied new noise improvements, a 

sound wall has yet to be built, which will prevent the noise.  Trees 

and bushes were cleared after the testing and was told they do not 

block the barrier of noise.  

  

As a resident, VTA did not notify the residents that new increased 

speed tests would be occurring. As a resident, who wakes up at 

4AM for work, I am continued being woken up at 2AM, but now with 

zipping increases speeds of trains being tested.   The new noise 

levels being test was not accurately performed for the actually 

noise that is occurring daily.  My residence is found to have 

potential impact from the Bart trains noise.  

  

I would like consideration for noise insulation for  my windows, 

door, and sliding glass door.  I don't feel I am asking for a lot, just 

an effort to improve my quality of life. 

  

I look forward to your response. 

  

Concerned Homeowner, 

 Victoria Aguilar 



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2018 9:22 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: May 2, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Wednesday, May 2, 2018 

1. Foothill Expressway and bicycles, Part 2: The need to educate inexperienced cyclists 

(Los Altos Town Crier) 

2. Opinion: Vote ‘no’ on Regional Measure 3, which discriminates against East Bay 

residents (Berkeleyside.com) 

3. New citizens group to steer Ventura plan (Palo Alto Weekly) 

Foothill Expressway and bicycles, Part 2: The need to educate inexperienced 

cyclists (Los Altos Town Crier) 

Last month I wrote about the upcoming modifications to Foothill Expressway at San Antonio 

Road and El Monte Avenue. The modifications have too many details to describe thoroughly, 

but designs with two right-turn lanes are under consideration. 

I expressed the opinion that if two lanes of cars were going to cross the path of a cyclist going 

straight, there should be pavement markings, preferably the green lanes that have been 

sprouting up throughout the Bay Area. 

Since writing that column, I have met with liaisons for the Complete Streets Commission in Los 

Altos and the project manager, who is with the Santa Clara County Roads and Airports 

Department. I also read the 2003 County Expressway Bicycle Accommodation Guidelines. They 

state that it is policy not to provide any markings that “delineate” a bike lane “based on the 

concept that children and inexperienced bicyclists should not be encouraged to use the 

expressways.” The Valley Transportation Authority’s bicycle corridor map doesn’t show Foothill 

Expressway, even though it ranks among the county’s most popular bicycle corridors. 

To put this in context, bicycles were first allowed on all county expressways in 1991, and the 

Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors charged the Roads and Airports Department with 

publishing guidelines by 2003. The caution expressed from 1991 through 2003 may have been 

https://www.losaltosonline.com/special-sections2/sections/on-the-road/57693-
https://www.losaltosonline.com/special-sections2/sections/on-the-road/57693-


appropriate then due to lack of experience with cyclists on expressways, but it is not today; 

there are now hundreds of thousands of bicycle trips on Foothill Expressway alone each year. 

I’ve asked several parents, and they all support the position that all roads should be made as 

safe as possible for all users. The way to deal with inexperienced riders is to provide training, 

not make some bike routes less attractive – and less safe. This policy is being revised, and I 

encourage anyone with an opinion to contact the Roads and Airports Department. 

TRAINING TIPS 

Where do new riders get training? First, from their parents. To the parents out there who aren’t 

experienced cyclists, you can still teach the basics: ride on the right, look both ways, signal your 

intentions, wear a helmet, etc. Start at a park or an empty parking lot for their first rides. 

Whatever you do, don’t take them out and tell them to ride on the wrong side of the road while 

you jog along. 

Encourage your schools to provide training programs. The VTA offers four-hour safety classes, 

and its online bike safety tips are perfect. 

Much of my writing is intended for adults who want to be comfortable on intermediate or long 

trips. A 10-year-old child riding to school in his or her own neighborhood might adopt a 

different approach. For example, there are three valid ways to make a left turn: 

• Like a motor vehicle; merge into the left lane and take the same line that a car would. 

• Maintain your line on the right-hand side of the road to the opposite corner; stop and cross 

the street when it is legal and safe to do so. 

• Dismount and walk through the crosswalk. 

Please don’t try the first option unless you are comfortable doing so. 

I have been keeping track of the number of Foothill riders on my Strava app for two weeks, and 

there has been an average of 11 newly recorded riders each day. Most of the new riders have 

appeared on weekends (and even if you are going to use Foothill as a commute route, it makes 

sense to scope it out on a weekend). When I wrote this April 22, there were 43 newly recorded 

riders. We owe it to them to make the road as safe as it practically can be. 

Chris Hoeber is a local resident, avid cyclist and founder of a cycling club. Email your questions 

or comments to chris@cfhengineering.com. 

 Back to Top 

 

Opinion: Vote ‘no’ on Regional Measure 3, which discriminates against East Bay 

residents (Berkeleyside.com) 

mailto:chris@cfhengineering.com
http://www.berkeleyside.com/2018/05/02/opinion-vote-no-on-regional-measure-3-which-discriminates-against-east-bay-residents
http://www.berkeleyside.com/2018/05/02/opinion-vote-no-on-regional-measure-3-which-discriminates-against-east-bay-residents


Voters are being asked to increase bridge tolls by $3, supposedly to help relieve bottlenecks, 

improve BART and buses. But the measure will do little to relieve traffic congestion. 

On the June 5 ballot, Regional Measure 3 asks voters in nine Bay Area counties to approve a $3 

increase in tolls on all the region’s bridges but the Golden Gate “to reduce auto and truck 

traffic, relieve crowding on BART, unclog freeway bottlenecks and improve bus, ferry, BART and 

commuter rail service.” Its supporters, who include the Bay Area Council, the Silicon Valley 

Leadership Group, SPUR, Facebook, and YIMBY Action, call it “a bold, coordinated, region-wide 

traffic relief plan.” 

Regional Measure 3 is bold all right: it’s a massive con that dedicates $4.5 billion to a 

hodgepodge of disconnected projects that will bring the Bay Area little traffic relief. 

Its critics include Rep. Mark DeSaulnier (D-Concord). In a stinging op-ed, DeSaulnier calls RM3 

“a highly flawed initiative born out of dysfunctional policy-making.” To be sure, the Bay Area 

“urgently needs new investment in transportation,” but RM3, he says, “is not the answer.” 

For one thing, the measure discriminates against people living in Alameda and Contra Costa 

Counties. “East Bay residents make up half of the affected bridge commuters,” DeSaulnier 

writes, but the money allocated by RM3 constitutes a “transfer of wealth from the East Bay to 

Silicon Valley.” 

The irony is that RM3 has also garnered strong objections from Silicon Valley public officials. “’I 

think it’s fundamentally unfair,’” Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors President Joe 

Simitian told the Daily Post. Simitian notes that in 2016, Santa Clara County voters raised their 

sales tax by a half-cent for transportation projects, and that in 2017, the state Legislature raised 

the gas tax by 12 cents a gallon—increases that he favored. 

“’An inside deal’” is how Mountain View Mayor Lenny Siegel describes RM3. “’[O]ur cities were 

not given an opportunity to suggest how the money might be spent.” The result, Siegel told 

the Post, is that “’once again, money is going to projects that don’t address our commute 

problem in North County.’” 

One of those ineffectual projects is “express lanes,” aka toll lanes. RM3 allocates $300 million 

for new toll lanes on Highway 101 in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties, and on I-80, I-680, 

and SR 84. As Siegel observes, toll lanes “discriminate against drivers who can’t afford an extra 

toll, and [they] don’t adequately discourage driving alone.” Indeed, if anything, toll lanes 

encourage people to drive. 

Even if you avoid the toll lanes, by 2025, DeSaulnier points out, typical commuters would be 

paying about $700 more each year but “see little to no improvement” in their commutes. 

Actually, it could be worse than $700. RM3 authorizes the Bay Area Toll Authority to raise 

bridge tolls more than $3, if the region’s cost of living goes up, or if BATA’s debt service requires 

higher tolls. As of last December, the agency’s portfolio included variable rate bonds worth $2.1 

https://www.yesonrm3.com/
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/advocate-lead/regional-measure-3
https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/04/13/desaulnier-why-i-oppose-the-bay-area-3-bridge-toll-hike/?clearUserState=true
http://padailypost.com/2018/04/23/simitian-siegel-wont-back-toll-hike/
https://48hills.org/2017/10/the-lexus-lanes-and-why-they-dont-work/
https://48hills.org/2017/10/the-lexus-lanes-and-why-they-dont-work/
https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3286906&GUID=4088796D-8765-4F5F-9CA6-7DF5B72847C4


billion. In 2010, BATA paid a “wolf pack of banks” $104 million in bridge tolls after some of its 

credit swaps went bad. 

Which raises another dubious aspect of RM3: what its supporters call the measure’s “robust 

public accountability and oversight provisions.” We may assume that those provisions are 

intended to assuage well-founded voter skepticism about the ability of BATA/MTC and BART—

which RM3 slates for nearly a billion dollars of the new tolls—to administer public monies. As 

DeSaulnier writes: 

“The Bay Bridge, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission headquarters acquisition and 

renovation, and the Transbay Terminal are projects that have involved billions of cost-overruns 

and undermined confidence in governments’ ability to plan and prioritize.” 

RM3’s oversight provisions include the creation of an “Independent Office of the BART 

Inspector General.” This is the legislature’s idea of independence: BART would nominate three 

persons to the governor, who would then appoint one of them to a four-year term. In its first 

year of operation, the office would get $1 million of bridge tolls and, if BATA wishes, more in 

subsequent years. So much for “robust public accountability and oversight.” 

It’s time—actually, well past time—we demanded real accountability from MTC. 

Please vote NO on Regional Measure 3. 

 Back to Top 

 

Funding and Single Bore Option Secured For BART San Jose (Tunnelling Journal) 

San Francisco’s VTA has reached a significant milestones for extending the BART system that 

will include a 5 mile (8km) tunnel section to downtown San Jose and into Santa Clara with a 

$730M shot in the arm from California’s Senate Bill 1, the newly passed gas tax. Announced 

April 26th, in Sacramento, the California State Transportation Agency funding now helps pave 

the way to a $1.5bn request for federal funding to be made this summer for the $4.8bn project. 

“The magnitude of today’s announcement cannot be understated, nor can the regional 

significance of this project,” said VTA General Manager and CEO, Nuria Fernandez, during the 

press conference held at the State Capitol. 

Fernandez thanked State Senator Jim Beall, chair of the State Transportation and Housing 

Committee, for his leadership in helping to transform mobility in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

In addition to the state funding, BART’s Board of Directors moved the Silicon Valley Extension 

project forward by approving a single-bore tunneling methodology for the 5-mile (8km) subway 

through downtown San Jose, and the two station options including Downtown San Jose West 

(between Market and Fourth Streets in downtown San Jose) and Diridon Station North 

(adjacent to the south side of In a West Santa Clara Street, between Autumn Street and the San 

http://www.dollarsandsense.org/archives/2012/0512bondgraham.html
https://tunnellingjournal.com/bart-san-jose-extension-secures-funding/


Jose Diridon Caltrain Station.) The single bore is envisaged as being a 45ft (13.7m) diameter 

TBM driven tunnel. 

In a recent VTA statement, the single-bore design was described as meeting industry and BART 

facility standards for operations and safety, and that it would reduce impacts to street level 

activities and underground utilities that would occur with twin-bore construction. More 

specifically, the single-bore tunneling methodology, compared to the twin-bore option, will: 

Result in limited excavation within the public street right-of-way, resulting in less construction 

impacts to businesses and the community during construction; 

Reduce impacts to auto traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians because it would not require the 

closure of Santa Clara Street and adjacent roadways during construction; 

Eliminate impacts to VTA’s light rail service because the tracks crossing Santa Clara Street at 1st 

and 2nd streets would not have to be temporarily closed due to street-level excavation while 

constructing the downtown subway station; and 

Provide greater operational flexibility, allowing for the ability to provide multiple crossover 

tracks and areas to store train cars within the tunnel for emergencies, special events, or regular 

maintenance activities. 

A spokesperson for VTA told Tunnelling Journal, “The recent successful partnership between 

VTA and BART in analyzing and evaluating tunneling methodologies for the downtown San Jose 

Segment of the extension demonstrates that the two agencies can work together to improve 

mobility for the Bay Area. 

“Both agencies are committed to ensuring that the single bore alignment will be a safe and 

reliable extension of the existing BART system. 

“Specifically, VTA has assured BART that a single bore tunnel can be designed in a fashion that 

addresses safety concerns related to ventilation, braiding design, evacuation procedures and 

other life/safety issues. 

“VTA has put in writing its commitment to guarantee BART final sign off on design.” 

This vote was the last step before a federal funding request can happen. 

Construction of the project is anticipated to begin in 2019 for completion in 2026 
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New citizens group to steer Ventura plan (Palo Alto Weekly) 

Palo Alto took an important step in its plan to redesign a 39-acre portion of the Ventura 

neighborhood early Tuesday morning when it appointed a new working group that will help the 

city with the planning exercise. 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/05/02/new-citizens-group-to-steer-ventura-plan


The group will ultimately include 14 members, though three will be determined by the Planning 

and Transportation Commission, the Architectural Review Board and the Parks and Recreation 

Commission, each of which will choose one representative from their respective panels. 

The remaining 11 were selected Monday night and early Tuesday morning through a byzantine 

process that featured a long debate about appointment procedures, a series of secret ballots 

and — once council members were too exhausted to fill out ballots — by spoken motions. 

The council had previously specified that the group include members from the Ventura, Barron 

Park and Mayfield neighborhoods, as well as business owners and property owners. Because of 

the complex procedures, the appointment process that began shortly after 7 p.m. Monday 

night wasn't concluded until about 1 a.m. Tuesday morning. 

The group will help the city create the North Ventura Area Concept Plan, a document that will 

evaluate new land uses for the North Ventura area, which is comprised of a mix of residential 

and commercial uses, as well as a 12.5-acre commercial campus including Fry's Electronics. The 

exercise is expected to take about 18 months. It is funded by a $648,000 grant from the Santa 

Clara County Valley Transportation Authority and $250,000 from The Sobrato Organization, 

owner of the Fry's site. 

The working group will include Ventura residents Angela Dellaporta, a former English teacher at 

Gunn High School; Kirsten Flynn, an interior designer; Yunan Song, who in addition to living in 

the neighborhood works at SAP Labs LLC in the Ventura area; Rebecca Parker Mankey, an 

accountant and self-described "well-read amateur" with political ambitions; Heather Rosen, an 

attorney and community volunteer; and Siyi Zhang, an environmental consultant who lives a 

block away from the project area. 

Representing Barron Park will be Carolyn "Cari" Templeton, who works near the Fry's site, and 

former Councilwoman Gail Price, a housing advocate who lives in Barron Park and who has a 

background in urban and transportation planning. Terry Holzemer will serve as the sole 

representative of the Mayfield neighborhood, just north of Ventura. 

In addition to area residents, the list includes two prominent Ventura property owners: Tim 

Steele of Sobrato and developer Lund Smith of WSJ Properties. 

The two alternates will be residents Lakiba Pittman and Waldemar Kaczmarski. 

The group is expected to start meeting in June and to meet on a monthly basis until December 

2019. 
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From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2018 2:32 PM 

To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Information: Comments pertaining to May 3, 2018, Board Meeting Agenda Items 

Importance: High 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

We are forwarding you the following:  

 

 
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 Topic 

Sean Mulligan, 

Member of the Public 

Comments regarding Agenda Item #2.2 – Resolution of 

Commendation for Rob Fabela;  Agenda Item #3 – Public 

Comment;  Agenda Item #6.1 – Board of Directors Regular 

Meeting Minutes of April 5, 2018;  Agenda Item #8.1.C – VTA’s 

BART Silicon Valley Program update, and;  Agenda Item #8.4.C - 

VTA Policy Advisory Boards. 

Lyft and SV@Home Comments regarding Agenda Item #7.2 – Tamien Station 

Exclusive Negotiation Period Update 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


20180503_VTA_BOD_ITEM_2.2_FABELA
ITEM 2.2, comments by Sean Mulligan (sbmulligan@gmail.com)

I want to speak on the resignation of VTA’s General Counsel Robert Fabela.  I noticed from his
Linked-In profile that he is now working at the City of Anaheim as the City Attorney after
working for VTA from 2012 to April 2018.   I have also listened to and attended many of the
VTA and Board Board meetings as they pertain to the extension of BART into Santa Clara
County.   I can’t help but notice that Robert Fabela was not experiencing joy and satisfaction
in his job as VTA’s General Counsel.   For example, VTA Board members noted as a VTA
Board meeting that Rob did not want to allow a general provision to take precedence over a
specific cost sharing provision.  VTA Board members and Rob were quick to note that
BART’s Robert Powers mischaracterized this with the “too bad, too sad” remark.  In other
BART Board meetings, I heard BART General Manager Grace Crunican describe a “daily
hatred" between the parties:  VTA and BART.   I can only infer that Robert Fabela was not
experiencing joy and satisfaction.

What should the VTA Board do to increase the likelihood of everyone—VTA Board members,
Nuria Fernandez, VTA staff, BART Board and BART staff--experiencing joy and satisfaction?

The VTA Board should re-establish the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project Policy Advisory
Board described in section II entitled “Project Vision and Governance” on beginning on page
7 of the November 2001 BART/VTA Comprehensive Agreement.

This will have five VTA-appointed members including two VTA Board members and 5 BART-
appointed members, including three BART Directors.   This committee should meet monthly
until BART Phase 1 is in revenue service, at least quarterly during phase 2, until VTA/BART
begin integration testing sometime between 2023-2024 if the schedule goes to plan.   VTA
should create and adopt bylaws for this PAB and staff the committee and notify BART to do
the same.

This committee will alter the behavior and accountability of BART staff because it is likely the
BART General Manager will also show up to the meeting.

The text of the VTA/BART Contract Provision follows.

mcgraw_a
Text Box
2.2





20180503_VTA_BOD_ITEM_3_PUBCOM
ITEM 3, comments by Sean Mulligan (sbmulligan@gmail.com)

I want to talk about the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project Policy Advisory Board, what it is
and why it is needed.  It last met on September 22, 2010, but should, per the contract,
continue all the way through BART service goes live into Santa Clara, sometime in 2025-2026
if everything goes according to plan.

===HERE IS A QUOTE FROM BART DIRECTOR THOM BLALOCK on Item 5b at the
January 11, 2018, BART Board meeting.

Please play the video.

BART Director Blalock

1. Browse to URL.  (Note warning on BART web site re Safari browser on Mac.)

https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/multimedia

2. Select January 11, 2018 Board Meeting.

     3.   Move slider to 54:00 (54 minutes) of 1:46:22 and the Blalock quote begins shortly
thereafter.

"John McPartland has been around.  He used to work on that joint policy board.   What was
it called, a 'joint policy board' and right after the joint policy board took its final action
on the Warm Springs extension and the Berryessa extension, no more meetings were
held.  I don’t know where that hot rock lies, but somebody has got their feet on a hot
rock.  It should have kept on going and helped guide us through the rest of this so I just
felt it would be important for the board to hear some of the additional comments of
someone who was on the board."

http://bart.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view_id=17&clip_id=1026

5B. Review of Existing Comprehensive Agreement between the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District in Connection
with the Proposed Santa Clara County BART Extension.*  For information.

(Note that the BART Web site has the correct agenda, but Item 5B is missing from the web
viewer.  However, you can play this for yourself by following the instructions above.)

mailto:sbmulligan@gmail.com
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/multimedia
http://bart.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view_id=17&clip_id=1026
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vta_bart_pab_minutes_20100922.pdf
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20180503_VTA_BOD_ITEM_6.1_MINUTES
ITEM 6.1, comments by Sean Mulligan (sbmulligan@gmail.com)

Upon query of Chairperson Liccardo, Evelynn Tran, Deputy General Counsel, provided
clarification that parties to the contract could choose to put in place a different practice than
what is noted on the agreement.

Mr. Mulligan comments that the interaction between Chairperson Liccardo and the general
counsel gave the impression that VTA and BART mutually agreed to do something other than
the agreement.   That is most certainly not the case.   It appears that VTA did not manage the
continuing existence of the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project Policy Advisory Board in 2010,
contrary to what the contract specifies and contrary to the expectations of BART Director
Thom Blalock.

John McPartland has been around. He used to work on that
joint policy board. What was it called, a "joint policy board" and right after the joint policy
board took its final action on the Warm Springs extension and the Berryessa extension, no more
meetings were held. I don’t know where that hot rock lies, but somebody has got their feet
on a hot rock. It should have kept on going and helped guide us through the rest of this so
I just felt it would be important for the board to hear some of the additional comments of
someone who was on the board.”

VTA has its foot on the hot rock.

mailto:sbmulligan@gmail.com
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20180503_VTA_BOD_ITEM_8.1.C_GENMGR
ITEM 8.1.C, comments by Sean Mulligan (sbmulligan@gmail.com)

I want to comment on the VTA/BART joint policy board that mysteriously disappeared on
September 22, 2010.

This contract provision was created for VTA’s benefit as the project governance mechanism.
When that committee disappeared in 2010, VTA lost the ability to get coherent
communications with BART and to hold BART accountable at the level of the BART Board
and General Manager.

The VTA Board should:

1. Create bylaws for the committee which are required by the VTA Administrative Code.
2. Staff the committee with two VTA Board members.
3. Request BART staff the committee with its three BART Board members.
4. Hold monthly meetings until Phase 1 goes live.
5. Continue holding meetings until revenue service in Santa Clara.

Without this executive committee, VTA will continue to experience the following kinds of
problems:

1. Train control configuration changes at Warm Springs that complicate VTA’s system
testing

2. BART staff members appearing in Oakland meetings but not meetings in Santa Clara
County.

3. VTA employees like Robert Fabela resigning.
4. VTA and BART putting out conflicting communications as to when Phase 1 will go live,

including VTA stating it will go live in June 2018 and BART stating, two days later, that
June is off.

5. VTA creating about five different Ad Hoc emergency committees to meet with BART.
6. BART not timely evaluating VTA’s system test data, leaving a backlog of unevaluated

work.
7. Multiple resets and ongoing unclarity as to when Phase 1 will go live, now sometime

around the end of the year but as late as Spring 2019.

Chairperson Liccardo and General Counsel Tran should get to work on the bylaws and
staffing immediately for action at the next VTA Board meeting, and the other emergency
committees should be disbanded.   The VTA Board should demand that this be the course of
action.

mailto:sbmulligan@gmail.com
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20180503_VTA_BOD_ITEM_8.4.C_PAB
ITEM 8.4.C, comments by Sean Mulligan (sbmulligan@gmail.com)

Quoting from Thom Blalock: "John McPartland has been around. He
used to work on that
joint policy board. What was it called, a 'joint policy board' and right after
the joint policy
board took its final action on the Warm Springs extension and the
Berryessa extension, no more
meetings were held. I don’t know where that hot rock lies, but somebody
has got their feet
on a hot rock. It should have kept on going and helped guide us through
the rest of this so
I just felt it would be important for the [BART] board to hear some of the
additional comments of
someone who was on the board [in 2010].”

VTA and the VTA Board has its feet on the hot rock.   It is not the fault of
the current VTA Management that this committee is not still meeting.  It
is the fault of the VTA Management in 2009-2010.  However, now that
VTA Management and the VTA Board know about the issue, it is VTA’s
responsibility to do something about it.  It is not VTA’s fault, but it is VTA’s
responsibility.

If VTA really wants to disband the committee, it should have a bona fide
amendment to the November 2001 agreement formally disbanding
the committee and that should be on the VTA Board agenda.  Such an
agenda item would be grievously bad business judgement and totally
contrary to the public interest for a project that costs $2.3 billion dollars in
Phase 1 and almost $5 billion in Phase 2.

VTA should not keep spinning its wheels in purgatory.  It is time for VTA
Chairperson Liccardo and the VTA Board to do what the VTA Board
agreed to do in the 2001 agreement and what BART Director Thom
Blalock expects you to do.   Hold the joint policy advisory board meetings
and the annual joint VTA/BART board meetings.   The VTA Board

mailto:sbmulligan@gmail.com
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members should read the November 2001 agreement if you have not
done so already.

If time permits in my schedule, I will keep bringing this issue, this “hot
rock” up at every VTA Board meeting until the issue is resolved and not
ignored.  This “hot rock” will continue until 2026 or later if need be.

I am not going to ignore the hot rock and neither should you.

Thank you!



From: VTA Board Secretary  
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:39 AM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 
Subject: From VTA: May 4, 2018 Media Clips 
 

 

VTA Daily News Coverage for Friday, May 4, 2018 

1. Sharks Owner Sues VTA Over BART Extension Issues NBC Bay Area 

2. Link to Video NBC Bay Area 

3. KCBS Radio Link to Audio 

4. Sharks file suit to block San Jose BART subway over lack of Diridon parking (Silicon 

Valle Business Journal) 

5. Peninsula leaders split over transportation measure (Palo Alto Weekly) 

Sharks Owner Sues VTA Over BART Extension Issues NBC Bay Area 

Sharks Sports and Entertainment filed a suit against the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 

Authority over the BART extension parking and construction issues. 

The suit filed Thursday demands the VTA to immediately stop work on the BART extension 

project in Downtown San Jose until the agency address how the construction will disturb the 

events at the SAP Center.  

The entertainment company also said it doesn't believe the VTA adequately planned to make 

up for the parking spots that will be lost when the new Diridon BART extension is finished, 

which could be a problem for people who attend the events at the Shark Tank. 

"We have been pushing VTA for more than two years to work with us on these issues without 

success. We did not take this decision lightly," Co-President of the Sharks Sports and 

Entertainment John Tortora said in a statement. 

The VTA said it won't be making any statement on the lawsuit. 

Last week, BART approved the plan to extend its services to downtown San Jose and Santa 

Clara using a single bore tennel instead of a double bore. Now, it's up to the VTA to get the $1.5 

billion in federal funds to help cover the cost of the $4.7 billion project. 

Link to Video NBC Bay Area 

KCBS Radio Link to Audio 

https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Sharks-Owner-Sues-VTA-Over-BART-Extension-Issues-481738261.html
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg2NjkmTURTZWVkPTkwNDkmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg2NDImTURTZWVkPTgzMjgmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
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BART to San Jose: Sharks sue over downtown extension 

It’s only been a week since BART officially approved its extension into downtown San Jose and 

Santa Clara, and already, it’s facing a lawsuit that could potentially delay the project. 

The Sharks Sports & Entertainment company hit the agency Thursday afternoon with a lawsuit 

alleging that it, along with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), failed to 

adequately plan for construction impacts and lost parking near the SAP Center, where hockey 

games and concerts are held. 

Company representatives were very clear: “We are completely supportive of BART coming to 

San Jose,” said Sharks Sports & Entertainment President John Tortora. But, he added, the 

concerns about parking and construction must be addressed. The company manages the SAP 

arena and owns the team. 

The legal challenge comes as BART and the VTA, which is funding the construction and 

operation of the four-station extension to San Jose and Santa Clara, are seeking $1.5 billion in 

federal grants, about a third of the project cost. Federal officials consider local opposition when 

deciding whether to dole out funds. 

It took months for the VTA and BART to agree on whether to use one or two tunnels for the 

$4.7 billion extension, which runs mostly underground. The VTA pushed for a single tunnel, a 

technique that’s never been used before in passenger rail in the United States, because it is less 

disruptive to businesses during construction and doesn’t require large swaths of the street to 

be torn open. 

But, that wrangling, coupled with a desire to quickly obtain federal funding, resulted in 

promises for a construction management plan without many details in the plan itself, Sharks 

representatives said. 

The suit, filed in Santa Clara County Superior Court, asks that the VTA rescind approval of the 

project and stop all work until it completes a clearer plan for managing the construction phase 

and can prove it is providing adequate parking for BART riders without impacting neighbors and 

businesses. The arena is on Santa Clara Street, right along the path of the multi-year 

construction project. 

The VTA declined to comment on the suit, saying the agency had not had time to review it. 

In its final environmental impact report, the VTA said construction near the SAP Center “may 

result in lane or road closures” but that it would “coordinate with the … event centers to 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/05/03/bart-to-san-jose-sharks-sue-over-downtown-extension/


provide information regarding lane closures and detours and provide wayfinding signs during 

construction.” 

For the SAP Center, it’s “too little, too late,” the suit says. 

“The VTA has identified a construction zone with a red dotted line around a map,” said Sean 

Morely with the consulting group Morley Bros., which advises the Sharks. He added the transit 

agency failed to provide specifics. “Had they done that, I think it’s fair to say (Sharks Sports & 

Entertainment) would be a lot more comfortable about where that process is today.” 

Nor has the VTA adequately planned for the long-term future of parking at the station, Morely 

said. A 1,300-space parking garage near the station was originally contemplated to 

accommodate both BART riders and Sharks fans, along with any other downtown visitors. But, 

the eight-story structure was scrapped in the final version of the plan. Sharks fans and concert 

goers often park at Diridon Station on land owned by the VTA and Caltrain. The SAP Center 

staffs those lots during events but doesn’t get any parking revenue from them. 

The company’s demand for parking spaces flies in the face of previous statements from Mayor 

Sam Liccardo, who said the city is planning Diridon and downtown San Jose “for people, not 

cars.” Liccardo did not immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Morely said that even with the advent of ride-hailing, shared bike and scooter services and 

autonomous cars, San Jose is still decades away from fully transitioning from a large suburban 

town to a truly urban city. 

“As (public transportation services) improve over time, is it likely more riders are going to 

transition? Yes,” he said. “Is it unreasonable to assume that the vast majority of fans are going 

to come to the SAP Center by those methods? Absolutely unreasonable.” 
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Sharks file suit to block San Jose BART subway over lack of Diridon parking (Silicon 

Valle Business Journal) 

A week after the Valley Transportation Authority and BART finally came to an official agreement 

about how to build San Jose’s subway, the parent company of the San Jose Sharks filed suit to 

block it. 

The suit, filed Thursday by Sharks Sports & Entertainment LLC, says the environmental 

documents for the subway project do not include a 1,300-space parking garage at the subway’s 

Diridon Station across from the SAP Center, where the team plays. The Sharks' complaint says 

the garage was promised and that the plans for the subway do not adequately address how 

construction impacts on Santa Clara Street above the station will be mitigated. 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/05/03/sharks-file-suit-to-block-san-jose-subway-over.html?ana=e_sjo_bn_breakingnews&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1525448850&j=81392481


“We strongly support the BART project through downtown San Jose,” John Tortora, co-

president for the Sharks parent company, said in an emailed statement to the Business Journal. 

“But we don’t think the current plan addresses several important issues for SAP Center, 

including a promise to ensure adequate parking in the Diridon area and a safe and accessible 

environment for our customers during construction.” 

A VTA spokeswoman said the agency had no comment on the lawsuit. 

The Sharks complained about the lack of plans to replace parking that will be lost in the 

conversion of Diridon Station to a huge multi-modal transit hub in a Feb. 6, 2017 letter now 

contained in the subway project’s environmental filing. 

Before that, in 2015 when the organization renewed its management agreement at the SAP 

Center with the city, which owns the building, the Sharks expressed concern about Diridon’s 

future development and its impact on parking. The deal called for a rent reduction for the 

building and the preservation of 6,350 parking spaces within a half-mile of the arena. 

“That commitment will be met by the city,” Kim Walesh, San Jose’s director of economic 

development and deputy city manager, said at the time in an interview with the Business 

Journal. 

VTA’s final environmental filing for the subway project, approved last month by its board for 

submission to the Federal Transit Administration as part of the requirements for obtaining a 

$1.5 billion grant to pay part of the $4.7 billion project, deletes a previous plan for BART parking 

at Diridon to reduce automobile traffic downtown in compliance with goals in the city’s general 

plan. 

Instead, the subway plan calls for 1,200 new spaces at the proposed BART Alum Rock/28th 

Street station near U.S. 101, where San Jose-bound trains from the East Bay first enter the 

subway, and 500 spaces at the new Santa Clara BART station adjacent to the current Caltrain 

station there. 

The decision not to provide parking at Diridon is “consistent with BART’s Station Access Policy 

adopted June 9, 2016, regarding ‘urban’ BART stations,” the filing says. 

 

Back to Top 

 

 

Peninsula leaders split over transportation measure (Palo Alto Weekly) 

Voters in nine Bay Area counties prepare to weigh in on Regional Measure 3 in June 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=John%20Tortora
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Chapter%202_Responses%20to%20Comments%20-%20Public%20P1-P39.pdf
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Chapter%202_Responses%20to%20Comments%20-%20Public%20P1-P39.pdf
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/05/03/peninsula-leaders-split-over-transportation-measure


Few would dispute that the Bay Area urgently needs relief from the traffic jams plaguing area 

bridges, highways and expressways. 

But reasonable people are finding much to disagree about when it comes to Regional Measure 

3 (RM3), a proposal to raise $4.5 billion for transportation improvements by gradually raising 

tolls at seven Bay Area bridges by $3 over the next six years, to an $8 toll. If approved by the 

voters of nine counties, including San Mateo and Santa Clara, RM3 would fund 35 capital 

projects — among them the extension of Caltrain to downtown San Francisco, expansion of 

BART to San Jose and Santa Clara and new express lanes, buses and ferries throughout the 

chronically congested region. 

The measure, which originated as state Sen. Jim Beall's Senate Bill 595, has plenty of local 

champions, including Palo Alto Mayor Liz Kniss, state Sen. Jerry Hill and state Assemblyman 

Marc Berman, all of whom see it as a sorely needed investment in the region's transportation 

system. 

Yet the measure also has some prominent Democratic detractors, including Santa Clara County 

Supervisor Joe Simitian and Mountain View Mayor Lenny Siegel. Simitian sees the measure as 

too punitive toward Bay Area drivers, noting that the toll hike could cost a regular bridge 

commuter an additional $750 annually. For Siegel, the measure doesn't go far enough in 

addressing congestion on the Midpeninsula, particularly around the State Route 85 corridor. 

If approved, RM3 would authorize three $1 increases at the seven state-owned toll bridges: 

Antioch, Benicia-Martinez, Carquinez, Dumbarton, Richmond-San Rafael, San Mateo-Hayward 

and the Bay Bridge (the Golden Gate is operated by its own district), which would kick in on Jan. 

1, 2019, on Jan. 1, 2022 and on Jan. 1, 2025. The series of increases would ultimately raise the 

bridge tolls from $5 to $8, with discounts for those commuters who cross more than one bridge 

during their commutes. 

The regional measure has two precedents: an 1988 measure that standardized fees at state 

bridges at $1 and that funded, among other things, a replacement span for Carquinez Bridge, 

the new Benicia-Martinez Bridge and the widening of the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge; and a 

2004 measure that added another $1 to the toll and funded 36 projects, including light rail in 

San Francisco, improvements to Interstate 80, a seismic retrofit of BART and various bike, 

pedestrian and transit services in all nine Bay Area counties. 

In addition to these tolls, the state Legislature approved a pair of $1 increases in 1997 and 2007 

and the Bay Area Toll Authority added another $1 in 2010. These hikes were used to seismically 

retrofit the bridges and complete the placement of the Bay Bridge's East Span, according to the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 

But while each of the prior two regional measures called for a $1 toll increase, the latest 

proposal would authorize three such hikes. For some critics of RM3, including Simitian, this is 



too big of an ask. He noted that a $3 toll increase for the daily commuter translates to an extra 

$15 per week and over the course of a year, more than $750 extra. 

"That's pretty steep, and it's regressive, and it hits people who don't have choices, many of 

whom live in the East Bay and are trying to get to work in San Francisco or in Silicon Valley," 

Simitian told the Weekly. "They certainly don't have the option to move here given what our 

rents and mortgages are, and transit options are still limited and imperfect at best." 

Supporters of RM3 counter that while bridge commuters, like much of the population, 

understandably dislike toll hikes, most hate traffic even more. RM3 would combat the scourge 

of congestion by funding 35 projects, many of which cross county lines. In the Midpeninsula 

area, this includes $130 million for Dumbarton Corridor improvements — which could result in 

added bus service across the bridge, bus-only lanes on Bayfront Expressway, an Amtrak 

extension to Redwood City, and improved BART connections in the East Bay, among other 

potential projects; and $50 million for ramp improvements at the U.S. Highway 101 and State 

Route 92 interchange. (The exact projects that would be funded have not been decided upon.) 

The projects closest to Palo Alto that could be funded by Regional Measure 3 would involve the 

Dumbarton Bridge Corridor, which would receive $130 million of the $4.45 billion dollars 

collected. 

The exact list of projects is not spelled out in the measure, but according to a Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission report, eligible projects would be drawn in part from the 2017 

Dumbarton Corridor Transportation Study by SamTrans — which includes plans in the near 

term to add bus service from the East Bay to Menlo Park and Redwood City, bus-only lanes on 

Bayfront Expressway, an extension of the Amtrak Capitol Corridor service to Redwood City, and 

various road configurations and signal changes to speed public transit. 

The funding could also be used to improve BART connections in the East Bay and add an HOV 

east of the bridge. 

Transportation projects throughout the region funded by Regional Measure 3 could, in theory, 

improve traffic conditions in Palo Alto, since commuters who currently drive to work here from 

afar could switch to public transit, reducing roadway congestion. 

Carl Guardino, president of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, pointed to a poll conducted by 

the Metropolitan Transportation Commission that showed more than 60 percent of voters at 

each income level who were surveyed support the measure. Among poll participants, RM3 

received support from 61 percent of those making less than $50,000 a year; from 63 percent of 

those making between $50,000 and $60,000 per year; and from 64 percent of those making 

more than $100,000. 

Guardino didn't dispute Simitian's characterization of the measure as "regressive" but noted 

that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission has tried to offset that by giving 50 percent 

discounts to drivers who cross two state-owned bridge (which would largely apply to Solano 



County commuters). The organization is also in the process of developing a program to reduce 

transit fares by 30 to 50 percent for low-income individuals. 

Guardino, whose group is advocating for RM3's passage, said the $4.5 billion is a crucial tier in a 

layer-cake of funding sources that also includes county, state and federal (admittedly, the last 

of these is now crumbling). On the county level, voters of Santa Clara County approved in 2016 

a sales-tax increase that is expected to bring in $6.3 billion over the next 30 years. 

And Sacramento lawmakers helped address the state layer last year, when they passed Senate 

Bill 1, a transportation bill that includes more than $50 billion for transportation improvements. 

The state bill is a critical revenue source, said Guardino, who also serves on the California 

Transportation Commission, which is charged with allocating SB1 money for transit 

improvements, highway upgrades and other transportation projects. (Just last week, the 

commission recommended allocating $253.2 million from SB1 to create toll lanes, known as 

"express lanes" or "managed lanes," on U.S. Highway 101 in San Mateo County, between 

Interstate 380 and Redwood City.) 

But the SB1 funds fall well short of what's needed to solve the Bay Area's transportation 

problems, Guardino said. RM3 supplements these funds by focusing on projects that "almost 

entirely cross county lines," he said. 

"We're all sensitive to taxes and fees, but if we don't do it in a way that's driven by usage, how 

else are we going to fund these improvements that cross county lines and that we can't capture 

in countywide and city measures?" Guardino said. 

Jerry Hill said he decided to support the bill because he approved of the way the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission (MTC) developed its list of projects — through its staff. He said he 

made it clear to the agency that he doesn't want to see politics involved in the decision making, 

with commissioners trying to get the most for their particular cities. 

"We wanted MTC staff to independently develop what would be the best use of funds in the 

region and each county," Hill said. "These are not politically motivated; they are the ones most 

ready to build. Best bang for the buck; not best for a certain area." 

But from Siegel's perspective, the commission's failure to get feedback from his city and others 

in the area is one of the reasons he does not support RM3. 

Siegel, who serves on the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority's (VTA's) Policy Advisory 

Committee, said he was surprised that his committee — which includes local officials from 

cities throughout the county — never had a chance to offer its feedback on the list of projects. 

This, he said, was particularly strange given the recent Measure B process, in which north 

county and west valley cities came together to extract some improvements for their regions — 

most notably, for Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale, a $700 million allocation for grade 

separations along the Caltrain corridor. 



Siegel said his constituents are particularly concerned about the congested State Route 237 

corridor, which includes a light-rail system parallel to the highway. Not many people take the 

rail system today because the trains take too long to get to Mountain View, he said. But there is 

a plan currently in place to extend the light-rail network and to offer a direct connection from 

Milpitas to Mountain View. 

Siegel said he would have liked to see the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's list 

include light-rail improvements — including express trains — on the list of 35 projects. 

"If we really want to make it easier for people to get to work in Silicon Valley, it should've been 

on the list," Siegel said. 

Liz Kniss, who as a county supervisor served on the VTA board before she was re-elected to the 

Palo Alto council in 2012, reached a different conclusion. Kniss said she likes the fact that the 

measure includes funding for traffic-relief on 101 and for improving the Dumbarton Corridor, 

which she said has been a "perennial headache." 

In addition, she noted that the bridge tolls — while an imperfect mechanism — are unlikely to 

have a significant impact on Palo Alto, where residents don't take as many bridges as their 

counterparts in the East Bay and North Bay. Simitian sees this as an unfair burden for bridge 

commuters, who he noted are being asked to pay for traffic improvements that, in many cases, 

benefit people elsewhere. 

"I want to take the regional view, but the burden is not being shared regionally," Simitian said. 

But for Kniss, the fact that her constituents won't be burdened too much by the toll hikes is a 

good thing. 

"It probably brings money into our region for a good traffic-management purpose and, at the 

same time, probably a lot of people in our county are not going to be paying this on a regular 

basis," Kniss said. 

Marc Berman, an avid supporter of RM3, argued that many projects would directly help his 

constituents in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties. The funding for the Dumbarton Corridor is 

particularly critical, he said, because it will address the congested approaches to the corridor 

and create more efficient ways, especially for public transit, to get around. 

"This will have a huge impact on traffic along the corridor, right through north Palo Alto," 

Berman said, noting the heavy congestion that Crescent Park neighborhood residents 

experience every day as the commuter caravan makes its way east along University Avenue 

toward Dumbarton in the evening. 

Berman said he worked with Hill and state Assemblyman Kevin Mullin to raise the allocation for 

the Dumbarton corridor from $100 million to $130 million and to ensure that $50 million was 

carved out specifically for the U.S. Highway 101-State Route 92 interchange. 



"When you're looking for a win-win it means everyone will feel like they lost a little," Berman 

said. "And when you're trying to create a nine-county transportation measure, no one will get 

everything they wanted. But I think every city and county will benefit from the overall package, 

which is just one tool in our toolshed for trying to address our transportation-congestion crisis." 
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Sharks Owner Sues VTA Over BART Extension Issues NBC Bay Area 

Sharks Sports and Entertainment filed a suit against the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 

Authority over the BART extension parking and construction issues. 

The suit filed Thursday demands the VTA to immediately stop work on the BART extension 

project in Downtown San Jose until the agency address how the construction will disturb the 

events at the SAP Center.  

The entertainment company also said it doesn't believe the VTA adequately planned to make 

up for the parking spots that will be lost when the new Diridon BART extension is finished, 

which could be a problem for people who attend the events at the Shark Tank. 

"We have been pushing VTA for more than two years to work with us on these issues without 

success. We did not take this decision lightly," Co-President of the Sharks Sports and 

Entertainment John Tortora said in a statement. 

The VTA said it won't be making any statement on the lawsuit. 

Last week, BART approved the plan to extend its services to downtown San Jose and Santa 

Clara using a single bore tennel instead of a double bore. Now, it's up to the VTA to get the $1.5 

billion in federal funds to help cover the cost of the $4.7 billion project. 

Link to Video NBC Bay Area 

https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Sharks-Owner-Sues-VTA-Over-BART-Extension-Issues-481738261.html
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg2NjkmTURTZWVkPTkwNDkmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D


KQED Link to audio  

KTVU Ch. 2 Link to video 

ABC7 News Link to video 
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BART to San Jose: Sharks sue over downtown extension 

It’s only been a week since BART officially approved its extension into downtown San Jose and 

Santa Clara, and already, it’s facing a lawsuit that could potentially delay the project. 

The Sharks Sports & Entertainment company hit the agency Thursday afternoon with a lawsuit 

alleging that it, along with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), failed to 

adequately plan for construction impacts and lost parking near the SAP Center, where hockey 

games and concerts are held. 

Company representatives were very clear: “We are completely supportive of BART coming to 

San Jose,” said Sharks Sports & Entertainment President John Tortora. But, he added, the 

concerns about parking and construction must be addressed. The company manages the SAP 

arena and owns the team. 

The legal challenge comes as BART and the VTA, which is funding the construction and 

operation of the four-station extension to San Jose and Santa Clara, are seeking $1.5 billion in 

federal grants, about a third of the project cost. Federal officials consider local opposition when 

deciding whether to dole out funds. 

It took months for the VTA and BART to agree on whether to use one or two tunnels for the 

$4.7 billion extension, which runs mostly underground. The VTA pushed for a single tunnel, a 

technique that’s never been used before in passenger rail in the United States, because it is less 

disruptive to businesses during construction and doesn’t require large swaths of the street to 

be torn open. 

But, that wrangling, coupled with a desire to quickly obtain federal funding, resulted in 

promises for a construction management plan without many details in the plan itself, Sharks 

representatives said. 

The suit, filed in Santa Clara County Superior Court, asks that the VTA rescind approval of the 

project and stop all work until it completes a clearer plan for managing the construction phase 

and can prove it is providing adequate parking for BART riders without impacting neighbors and 

businesses. The arena is on Santa Clara Street, right along the path of the multi-year 

construction project. 

The VTA declined to comment on the suit, saying the agency had not had time to review it. 

http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg4OTQmTURTZWVkPTU2OTYmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg0MjMmTURTZWVkPTc1NDUmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
http://mms.tveyes.com/MediaCenterPlayer.aspx?u=aHR0cDovL21lZGlhY2VudGVyLnR2ZXllcy5jb20vZG93bmxvYWRnYXRld2F5LmFzcHg%2FVXNlcklEPTQ2OTk3OCZNRElEPTk3NTg0MzUmTURTZWVkPTExMDUmVHlwZT1NZWRpYQ%3D%3D
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/05/03/bart-to-san-jose-sharks-sue-over-downtown-extension/


In its final environmental impact report, the VTA said construction near the SAP Center “may 

result in lane or road closures” but that it would “coordinate with the … event centers to 

provide information regarding lane closures and detours and provide wayfinding signs during 

construction.” 

For the SAP Center, it’s “too little, too late,” the suit says. 

“The VTA has identified a construction zone with a red dotted line around a map,” said Sean 

Morely with the consulting group Morley Bros., which advises the Sharks. He added the transit 

agency failed to provide specifics. “Had they done that, I think it’s fair to say (Sharks Sports & 

Entertainment) would be a lot more comfortable about where that process is today.” 

Nor has the VTA adequately planned for the long-term future of parking at the station, Morely 

said. A 1,300-space parking garage near the station was originally contemplated to 

accommodate both BART riders and Sharks fans, along with any other downtown visitors. But, 

the eight-story structure was scrapped in the final version of the plan. Sharks fans and concert 

goers often park at Diridon Station on land owned by the VTA and Caltrain. The SAP Center 

staffs those lots during events but doesn’t get any parking revenue from them. 

The company’s demand for parking spaces flies in the face of previous statements from Mayor 

Sam Liccardo, who said the city is planning Diridon and downtown San Jose “for people, not 

cars.” Liccardo did not immediately respond to a request for comment. 

Morely said that even with the advent of ride-hailing, shared bike and scooter services and 

autonomous cars, San Jose is still decades away from fully transitioning from a large suburban 

town to a truly urban city. 

“As (public transportation services) improve over time, is it likely more riders are going to 

transition? Yes,” he said. “Is it unreasonable to assume that the vast majority of fans are going 

to come to the SAP Center by those methods? Absolutely unreasonable.” 
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Sharks file suit to block San Jose BART subway over lack of Diridon parking (Silicon 

Valle Business Journal) 

A week after the Valley Transportation Authority and BART finally came to an official agreement 

about how to build San Jose’s subway, the parent company of the San Jose Sharks filed suit to 

block it. 

The suit, filed Thursday by Sharks Sports & Entertainment LLC, says the environmental 

documents for the subway project do not include a 1,300-space parking garage at the subway’s 

Diridon Station across from the SAP Center, where the team plays. The Sharks' complaint says 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2018/05/03/sharks-file-suit-to-block-san-jose-subway-over.html?ana=e_sjo_bn_breakingnews&u=oboFmgl6no%2FBUgbE98AM%2Bw0d876644&t=1525448850&j=81392481


the garage was promised and that the plans for the subway do not adequately address how 

construction impacts on Santa Clara Street above the station will be mitigated. 

“We strongly support the BART project through downtown San Jose,” John Tortora, co-

president for the Sharks parent company, said in an emailed statement to the Business Journal. 

“But we don’t think the current plan addresses several important issues for SAP Center, 

including a promise to ensure adequate parking in the Diridon area and a safe and accessible 

environment for our customers during construction.” 

A VTA spokeswoman said the agency had no comment on the lawsuit. 

The Sharks complained about the lack of plans to replace parking that will be lost in the 

conversion of Diridon Station to a huge multi-modal transit hub in a Feb. 6, 2017 letter now 

contained in the subway project’s environmental filing. 

Before that, in 2015 when the organization renewed its management agreement at the SAP 

Center with the city, which owns the building, the Sharks expressed concern about Diridon’s 

future development and its impact on parking. The deal called for a rent reduction for the 

building and the preservation of 6,350 parking spaces within a half-mile of the arena. 

“That commitment will be met by the city,” Kim Walesh, San Jose’s director of economic 

development and deputy city manager, said at the time in an interview with the Business 

Journal. 

VTA’s final environmental filing for the subway project, approved last month by its board for 

submission to the Federal Transit Administration as part of the requirements for obtaining a 

$1.5 billion grant to pay part of the $4.7 billion project, deletes a previous plan for BART parking 

at Diridon to reduce automobile traffic downtown in compliance with goals in the city’s general 

plan. 

Instead, the subway plan calls for 1,200 new spaces at the proposed BART Alum Rock/28th 

Street station near U.S. 101, where San Jose-bound trains from the East Bay first enter the 

subway, and 500 spaces at the new Santa Clara BART station adjacent to the current Caltrain 

station there. 

The decision not to provide parking at Diridon is “consistent with BART’s Station Access Policy 

adopted June 9, 2016, regarding ‘urban’ BART stations,” the filing says. 
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Peninsula leaders split over transportation measure (Palo Alto Weekly) 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/search/results?q=John%20Tortora
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Chapter%202_Responses%20to%20Comments%20-%20Public%20P1-P39.pdf
http://vtaorgcontent.s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/Chapter%202_Responses%20to%20Comments%20-%20Public%20P1-P39.pdf
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/05/03/peninsula-leaders-split-over-transportation-measure


Voters in nine Bay Area counties prepare to weigh in on Regional Measure 3 in June 

Few would dispute that the Bay Area urgently needs relief from the traffic jams plaguing area 

bridges, highways and expressways. 

But reasonable people are finding much to disagree about when it comes to Regional Measure 

3 (RM3), a proposal to raise $4.5 billion for transportation improvements by gradually raising 

tolls at seven Bay Area bridges by $3 over the next six years, to an $8 toll. If approved by the 

voters of nine counties, including San Mateo and Santa Clara, RM3 would fund 35 capital 

projects — among them the extension of Caltrain to downtown San Francisco, expansion of 

BART to San Jose and Santa Clara and new express lanes, buses and ferries throughout the 

chronically congested region. 

The measure, which originated as state Sen. Jim Beall's Senate Bill 595, has plenty of local 

champions, including Palo Alto Mayor Liz Kniss, state Sen. Jerry Hill and state Assemblyman 

Marc Berman, all of whom see it as a sorely needed investment in the region's transportation 

system. 

Yet the measure also has some prominent Democratic detractors, including Santa Clara County 

Supervisor Joe Simitian and Mountain View Mayor Lenny Siegel. Simitian sees the measure as 

too punitive toward Bay Area drivers, noting that the toll hike could cost a regular bridge 

commuter an additional $750 annually. For Siegel, the measure doesn't go far enough in 

addressing congestion on the Midpeninsula, particularly around the State Route 85 corridor. 

If approved, RM3 would authorize three $1 increases at the seven state-owned toll bridges: 

Antioch, Benicia-Martinez, Carquinez, Dumbarton, Richmond-San Rafael, San Mateo-Hayward 

and the Bay Bridge (the Golden Gate is operated by its own district), which would kick in on Jan. 

1, 2019, on Jan. 1, 2022 and on Jan. 1, 2025. The series of increases would ultimately raise the 

bridge tolls from $5 to $8, with discounts for those commuters who cross more than one bridge 

during their commutes. 

The regional measure has two precedents: an 1988 measure that standardized fees at state 

bridges at $1 and that funded, among other things, a replacement span for Carquinez Bridge, 

the new Benicia-Martinez Bridge and the widening of the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge; and a 

2004 measure that added another $1 to the toll and funded 36 projects, including light rail in 

San Francisco, improvements to Interstate 80, a seismic retrofit of BART and various bike, 

pedestrian and transit services in all nine Bay Area counties. 

In addition to these tolls, the state Legislature approved a pair of $1 increases in 1997 and 2007 

and the Bay Area Toll Authority added another $1 in 2010. These hikes were used to seismically 

retrofit the bridges and complete the placement of the Bay Bridge's East Span, according to the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 

But while each of the prior two regional measures called for a $1 toll increase, the latest 

proposal would authorize three such hikes. For some critics of RM3, including Simitian, this is 



too big of an ask. He noted that a $3 toll increase for the daily commuter translates to an extra 

$15 per week and over the course of a year, more than $750 extra. 

"That's pretty steep, and it's regressive, and it hits people who don't have choices, many of 

whom live in the East Bay and are trying to get to work in San Francisco or in Silicon Valley," 

Simitian told the Weekly. "They certainly don't have the option to move here given what our 

rents and mortgages are, and transit options are still limited and imperfect at best." 

Supporters of RM3 counter that while bridge commuters, like much of the population, 

understandably dislike toll hikes, most hate traffic even more. RM3 would combat the scourge 

of congestion by funding 35 projects, many of which cross county lines. In the Midpeninsula 

area, this includes $130 million for Dumbarton Corridor improvements — which could result in 

added bus service across the bridge, bus-only lanes on Bayfront Expressway, an Amtrak 

extension to Redwood City, and improved BART connections in the East Bay, among other 

potential projects; and $50 million for ramp improvements at the U.S. Highway 101 and State 

Route 92 interchange. (The exact projects that would be funded have not been decided upon.) 

The projects closest to Palo Alto that could be funded by Regional Measure 3 would involve the 

Dumbarton Bridge Corridor, which would receive $130 million of the $4.45 billion dollars 

collected. 

The exact list of projects is not spelled out in the measure, but according to a Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission report, eligible projects would be drawn in part from the 2017 

Dumbarton Corridor Transportation Study by SamTrans — which includes plans in the near 

term to add bus service from the East Bay to Menlo Park and Redwood City, bus-only lanes on 

Bayfront Expressway, an extension of the Amtrak Capitol Corridor service to Redwood City, and 

various road configurations and signal changes to speed public transit. 

The funding could also be used to improve BART connections in the East Bay and add an HOV 

east of the bridge. 

Transportation projects throughout the region funded by Regional Measure 3 could, in theory, 

improve traffic conditions in Palo Alto, since commuters who currently drive to work here from 

afar could switch to public transit, reducing roadway congestion. 

Carl Guardino, president of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, pointed to a poll conducted by 

the Metropolitan Transportation Commission that showed more than 60 percent of voters at 

each income level who were surveyed support the measure. Among poll participants, RM3 

received support from 61 percent of those making less than $50,000 a year; from 63 percent of 

those making between $50,000 and $60,000 per year; and from 64 percent of those making 

more than $100,000. 

Guardino didn't dispute Simitian's characterization of the measure as "regressive" but noted 

that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission has tried to offset that by giving 50 percent 

discounts to drivers who cross two state-owned bridge (which would largely apply to Solano 



County commuters). The organization is also in the process of developing a program to reduce 

transit fares by 30 to 50 percent for low-income individuals. 

Guardino, whose group is advocating for RM3's passage, said the $4.5 billion is a crucial tier in a 

layer-cake of funding sources that also includes county, state and federal (admittedly, the last 

of these is now crumbling). On the county level, voters of Santa Clara County approved in 2016 

a sales-tax increase that is expected to bring in $6.3 billion over the next 30 years. 

And Sacramento lawmakers helped address the state layer last year, when they passed Senate 

Bill 1, a transportation bill that includes more than $50 billion for transportation improvements. 

The state bill is a critical revenue source, said Guardino, who also serves on the California 

Transportation Commission, which is charged with allocating SB1 money for transit 

improvements, highway upgrades and other transportation projects. (Just last week, the 

commission recommended allocating $253.2 million from SB1 to create toll lanes, known as 

"express lanes" or "managed lanes," on U.S. Highway 101 in San Mateo County, between 

Interstate 380 and Redwood City.) 

But the SB1 funds fall well short of what's needed to solve the Bay Area's transportation 

problems, Guardino said. RM3 supplements these funds by focusing on projects that "almost 

entirely cross county lines," he said. 

"We're all sensitive to taxes and fees, but if we don't do it in a way that's driven by usage, how 

else are we going to fund these improvements that cross county lines and that we can't capture 

in countywide and city measures?" Guardino said. 

Jerry Hill said he decided to support the bill because he approved of the way the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission (MTC) developed its list of projects — through its staff. He said he 

made it clear to the agency that he doesn't want to see politics involved in the decision making, 

with commissioners trying to get the most for their particular cities. 

"We wanted MTC staff to independently develop what would be the best use of funds in the 

region and each county," Hill said. "These are not politically motivated; they are the ones most 

ready to build. Best bang for the buck; not best for a certain area." 

But from Siegel's perspective, the commission's failure to get feedback from his city and others 

in the area is one of the reasons he does not support RM3. 

Siegel, who serves on the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority's (VTA's) Policy Advisory 

Committee, said he was surprised that his committee — which includes local officials from 

cities throughout the county — never had a chance to offer its feedback on the list of projects. 

This, he said, was particularly strange given the recent Measure B process, in which north 

county and west valley cities came together to extract some improvements for their regions — 

most notably, for Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale, a $700 million allocation for grade 

separations along the Caltrain corridor. 



Siegel said his constituents are particularly concerned about the congested State Route 237 

corridor, which includes a light-rail system parallel to the highway. Not many people take the 

rail system today because the trains take too long to get to Mountain View, he said. But there is 

a plan currently in place to extend the light-rail network and to offer a direct connection from 

Milpitas to Mountain View. 

Siegel said he would have liked to see the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's list 

include light-rail improvements — including express trains — on the list of 35 projects. 

"If we really want to make it easier for people to get to work in Silicon Valley, it should've been 

on the list," Siegel said. 

Liz Kniss, who as a county supervisor served on the VTA board before she was re-elected to the 

Palo Alto council in 2012, reached a different conclusion. Kniss said she likes the fact that the 

measure includes funding for traffic-relief on 101 and for improving the Dumbarton Corridor, 

which she said has been a "perennial headache." 

In addition, she noted that the bridge tolls — while an imperfect mechanism — are unlikely to 

have a significant impact on Palo Alto, where residents don't take as many bridges as their 

counterparts in the East Bay and North Bay. Simitian sees this as an unfair burden for bridge 

commuters, who he noted are being asked to pay for traffic improvements that, in many cases, 

benefit people elsewhere. 

"I want to take the regional view, but the burden is not being shared regionally," Simitian said. 

But for Kniss, the fact that her constituents won't be burdened too much by the toll hikes is a 

good thing. 

"It probably brings money into our region for a good traffic-management purpose and, at the 

same time, probably a lot of people in our county are not going to be paying this on a regular 

basis," Kniss said. 

Marc Berman, an avid supporter of RM3, argued that many projects would directly help his 

constituents in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties. The funding for the Dumbarton Corridor is 

particularly critical, he said, because it will address the congested approaches to the corridor 

and create more efficient ways, especially for public transit, to get around. 

"This will have a huge impact on traffic along the corridor, right through north Palo Alto," 

Berman said, noting the heavy congestion that Crescent Park neighborhood residents 

experience every day as the commuter caravan makes its way east along University Avenue 

toward Dumbarton in the evening. 

Berman said he worked with Hill and state Assemblyman Kevin Mullin to raise the allocation for 

the Dumbarton corridor from $100 million to $130 million and to ensure that $50 million was 

carved out specifically for the U.S. Highway 101-State Route 92 interchange. 



"When you're looking for a win-win it means everyone will feel like they lost a little," Berman 

said. "And when you're trying to create a nine-county transportation measure, no one will get 

everything they wanted. But I think every city and county will benefit from the overall package, 

which is just one tool in our toolshed for trying to address our transportation-congestion crisis." 

Back to Top 
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May 1, 2018 

 

VTA Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

3331 N. 1st Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

 

Re:  May 3, 2018 VTA Board Meeting, Agenda item 7.2 

 Support for Tamien Station Mixed-Use Joint Transit-Oriented Development  

 

Dear Honorable Members of the VTA Board of Directors, 

 

On behalf of Lyft, I would like to convey our support of UrbanCoTamien’s leadership to develop 

the Tamien Station Transit Oriented Development. We applaud UrbanCoTamien’s work to 

envision a mixed-use development that provides opportunities for affordable housing with a 

creative parking and traffic plan that seeks to solve our congestion issues in the Bay Area.  

 

As a rideshare company we strive to continually think about bringing new solutions to old 

transportation problems with the goal of improving people’s quality of life. We believe that cities 

have been built around cars at such low densities and access to transit that people have no choice 

but to own cars and drive. As a result, we’ve created a housing crisis that manifests as a 

transportation crisis. Studies show the closer you live to transit or a job, the less likely you are to 

drive or own a car. But it is becoming harder to afford housing near these locations, which 

pushes people farther from work and forces them into long vehicle commutes. We commend 

UrbanCoTamien’s efforts to deepen affordability for residents and encourage them to consider 

the multitude of transit options at the vibrant Tamien Station for their commuting needs.   

 

Lyft believes UrbanCoTamien is well positioned to successfully meet VTA’s goals for the 

Tamien Station development and we are pleased to collaborate with them to provide 

transportation benefits and transit incentives to the residents of the proposed development, as 

indicated in our letter of interest in the group’s RFP application in 2017.  

 

 

Best regards, 

 
Laura Bisesto 

Senior Public Policy Manager 

Lyft 
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May 2, 2018 
 
Honorable Board Chair Sam Liccardo and Members of the Board of Directors 
Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street 
San Jose,  CA 95134 
 
 
Dear Mayor Liccardo and Members of the VTA Board of Directors 
 

Re: Tamien Station Transit Oriented Development 
 
On behalf of our members, SV@Home gives its enthusiastic support to the project 
proposed by UrbanCo Tamien LLC (a partnership between the CORE Companies and 
Republic Urban), which provides 568 new homes for San Jose residents directly 
adjacent to light rail and CalTrain.  Twenty-four percent (24%) of the units will be 
affordable to lower-income families, exceeding the City of San Jose’s 15% inclusionary 
requirement and the VTA’s Affordable Housing Policy per-project goal of 20%.  The 
development team is exploring the potential of partnering with the County Office of 
Supportive Housing to include Measure-A funded Extremely Low-Income homes. 

Located on surplus VTA property and adjacent to transit, the Tamien Station Project 
meets the VTA goal of boosting transit ridership.  According to an April 2017 
University of Southern California study, locating affordable housing next to transit 
reduces household vehicle miles traveled, likely slows down the pace of gentrification 
and displacement, and improves access to employment and other opportunities for 
lower income households. (Affordable Housing in Transit-Oriented Developments: 
Impacts on Driving and Policy Approaches, National Center for Sustainable 
Transportation). 

Santa Clara County faces a serious housing crisis with housing prices out of reach for a 
large percentage of the population, resulting in overcrowding, over payment, 
increased homelessness, and gentrification and displacement.  The lack of available, 
affordable homes threatens our quality of life and our economic competitiveness.  
The Tamien Station Project will add a significant number of new residential units, 
providing homes for hundreds of local families. 

UrbanCo Tamien LLC has worked hard to listen to and respond to community 
concerns, and to amend the project proposal to include more affordability.  We urge 
the VTA Board to support this worthy project. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Leslye Corsiglia 
Executive Director 

http://www.svathome.org/
mailto:info@siliconvalleyathome.org


From: VTA Board Secretary  

Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 4:47 PM 

To: VTA Board Secretary 

Subject: VTA Correspondence: Government Affairs Report; Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary; H.R. 4 - FAA 

Reauthorization Act of 2018; SR 85 Transit Guideway Study 

VTA Board of Directors: 

We are forwarding you the following:  

 

 

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 Topic 

VTA Items provided at the May 3, 2018 Board Meeting:  

1) Agenda Item #8.1.B - Government Affairs Report;  

2) Agenda Item #8.4.D - Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

Anna Eshoo  

Member of Congress 

H.R. 4 – FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 

Rob Rennie 

Mayor, Town of Los Gatos 

SR 85 Transit Guideway Study 

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org
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GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS REPORT 

May 3, 2018 

              

 

STATE 

 

Senate Bill 1 Grant Awards:   On April 25, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) 

announced the release of staff recommendations for awards in three programs funded with 

revenues from Senate Bill 1 (Beall) the “Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017”, and 

VTA was recommended for awards in all three categories.     

 

SB 1 represents the most comprehensive and significant effort to address California’s backlog 

of highway and transit maintenance and rehabilitation and needed infrastructure investments in 

decades.  It is also expected to impact the state economy.  On February 28, the American Road 

and Transportation Builders Association released a study entitled “The Economic Impacts of 

Senate Bill 1 on California”.  According to the authors, SB 1 would boost the state’s economy 

by almost $183 billion over the coming decade, and create approximately 68,000 jobs per year.  

VTA estimates more than $30 million allocated by formula annually to the cities and 

approximately $20 million to the County in Santa Clara County for the maintenance of local 

roads.  Other increases in formula funding include almost $9 million in State Transit 

Assistance Program funds, and $4.3 million to fund light rail vehicle mid-life overhauls.  The 

approximately $5 billion in annual statewide revenues generated by tax and fee increases 

pursuant to SB 1 also fund the competitive grant programs to which VTA has applied.   

 

The CTC will consider the approval of programming actions for the following SB 1 programs on 

May 16:  The Solutions for Congested Corridors Program, the Trade Corridors Enhancement 

Program, and the Local Partnership Program (LPP).  The total funding recommendations come 

to more than $50 million dollars for highway improvements across our county. 

 

Within the Solutions for Congested Corridors Program, VTA applied for $33 million for express 

lanes in Mountain View and Palo Alto.   The US 101 Managed Lanes Project will convert the 

existing HOV lanes on US 101 from about SR 237 to the San Mateo County Line and the 101/85 

carpool-to-carpool direct connectors to express lane connectors up to about SR 237 on SR 

85.  VTA and San Mateo submitted a joint application with the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC) and Caltrans for SB1 funds for total of $233 million, which also funds the 

construction of express lanes through the entire length of US 101 in in San Mateo County.  The 

Solutions for Congested Corridors Program is designed to achieve a balanced set of 

transportation, environmental, and community access improvements to reduce congestion 

throughout the state.  Selected projects are to be included in multi-modal corridor plans, which 

would address congestion, mobility and safety issues with a comprehensive approach.  While 

still subject to CTC approval in May, on February 16 Caltrans had released its prioritized list of 

the agency’s statewide projects, and their first priority was this joint application.   
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CTC staff also recommends $4.2 million from the Trade Corridors Enhancement Program to 

fund planning efforts to address congestion at the interchange of US 101 and SR 25 south of 

Gilroy.  This interchange serves a vital trucking corridor, of significant economic interest for 

Santa Clara County. 

 

The Local Partnership Program (LPP) rewards counties, cities, districts, and regional 

transportation agencies in which voters have approved fees or taxes solely dedicated to 

transportation improvements or that have enacted fees solely dedicated to transportation.  The 

LPP is divided into formula and competitive programs. 

 

The Eastridge to BART Regional Connector, previously known as the Capitol Expressway Light 

Rail Extension, is slated to receive $9 million it needs to complete the project.  Approved in 

March as part of the LPP formula program of projects, VTA has requested the allocation of these 

funds in June, 2018.   

 

The funding recommendations for the competitive portion of the LPP include $17 million for 

improvements to the interchange along Mathilda Avenue at US 101 and State Route 237. The 

project will also provide for new and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities for safer and 

easier access. This project is one of the City of Sunnyvale’s highest roadway improvement 

priorities. 

 

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Awards:  On April 26, the California State 

Transportation Agency (CalSTA) announced the list of approved projects for the next five year 

program for the cap-and-trade Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP).  In addition 

to proceeds generated from the state’s greenhouse gas emissions credits auction system, this 

program is also bolstered by $245 million annually in additional funding from the transportation 

improvement fee created by Senate Bill 1.  SB 1 also stipulates that $236 million in one-time 

repayments of prior year loans of transportation funding to the General Fund will also be 

dedicated to the TIRCP over the next three years.  CalSTA’s approved program, which provides 

$2.6 billion to 28 projects statewide, will be presented to the CTC in mid-May.  In the coming 

years, Caltrans staff will process yearly allocation requests, jointly evaluating submittals with 

CalSTA looking for project readiness, available program funding, and completed project funding 

plans.  The CTC will then approve allocations of funds based on these evaluations.    

 

Proposition 69 Provides Constitutional Protections for New SB 1 Revenues:  ACA 5 

(Frazier), a companion bill to SB 1 (Beall), played a critical role in securing support for the 

passage of SB 1 in April 2017.  ACA 5 authorized the placement of a constitutional 

amendment before the voters in June that would protect some SB 1 revenues from being used 

for non-transportation purposes.  When SB 1 was enacted, the Legislature in effect chose to 

dedicate all the increased revenues for transportation purposes, as only some of the taxes and 

fees currently are dedicated to these uses.   

 

Proposition 69, the “Transportation Taxes and Fees Lockbox and Appropriations Limit 

Exemption Amendment”, on the June 2018 statewide ballot, would extend this protection 
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against the diversion of revenues to other purposes to diesel sales taxes and transportation 

improvement fees.   

 

When all taxes and fees are in effect in 2021, the following sources that are already restricted 

to transportation purposes are projected to generate significant statewide revenues:  

 

• Gasoline Excise Tax: $2.4 billion 

• Diesel Excise Tax: $700 million 

• Zero Emission Vehicle Registration Fees:  $18 million 

 

Proposition 69 would ensure that approximately $2 billion generated annually would also be 

dedicated to transportation: 

 

• Transportation Improvement Fee: $1.6 billion 

• Diesel Sales Tax: $300 million  

 

Further, the state would be prohibited from loaning out these revenues or using transportation 

improvement fees to repay state bonds without voter approval.    

 

Finally, Proposition 69 would also exempt these revenues from state and local per-capita 

spending limits.  California Proposition 4, the "Gann Limit" Initiative, passed by the voters in 

1979, amended the state constitution to limit the rate of growth in state and local spending to 

the percentage increase in the cost of living and the percentage increase in the state or local 

government's population.  While there are some current exemptions, including most gasoline 

and diesel excise tax revenues, Proposition 69 would cover all SB 1 revenues.   

 

SB 1 Repeal:  On the morning of Monday, April 30, opponents of SB 1 announced that 

submission, to the California Secretary of State’s office, of 940,000 signatures in support of an 

initiative to be placed on the November 2018 statewide ballot.  This initiative would, in 

addition to repealing the tax and fee increases instituted pursuant to SB 1, require the 

Legislature to submit any measure enacting specified taxes or fees on gas or diesel fuel, or on 

the privilege to operate a vehicle on public highways, to the electorate for approval.  For this 

initiative to qualify for the November ballot, the Secretary of State must validate 

approximately 585,000 signatures by May 21.  In response, the Coalition to Protect Local 

Transportation Investments will be holding a series of press events throughout California to 

discuss the benefits of SB 1 in local communities, with the Bay Area scheduled for May 21. 

 

REGIONAL 
 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission:  On Tuesday, February 27, the County of Santa 

Clara Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to place a measure to authorize a potential 

bridge toll increase on the June 5, 2018 ballot.  With that vote, all nine counties have now 

approved the placement of measures on the June ballot.  SB 595 (Beall) authorizes the measure 

which, with voter approval, would increase the base toll rate on the seven state-owned bridges by 

$3, and would be phased in over a number of years beginning in 2019.  Revenues generated by 

the toll increase would fund a defined program of projects determined by the State Legislature to 
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reflect regionally significant projects that will reduce congestion or make travel improvements in 

the toll bridge corridors.  In Santa Clara County, the framework includes the following regionally 

significant projects: 

 

 BART Silicon Valley Extension Project, Phase 2 = $375 million. 

 Expansion of the San Jose Diridon Station Complex = $100 million. 

 Eastridge to BART Regional Connector = $130 million 

 

The adopted resolution establishes the election date, and the schedule for phasing in the $3 

increase.  Other regionally significant projects in the RM 3 program include $90 million for 

travel time savings improvements on the Capitol Corridor between Oakland and the South Bay, 

$130 million for Dumbarton Corridor Improvements, and Muni and BART fleet expansions.    

 

Express Lanes projects in Santa Clara County are eligible to compete for a portion of the RM 3 

funding, and VTA may conduct, administer and operate express lanes to the border with the City 

and County of San Francisco, subject to an agreement with the City/County Association of 

Governments of San Mateo County and the San Mateo County Transportation Authority.  

 

Priority Development Area Planning Grants Approved:  On April 25, the MTC approved 

$9.8 million in regional Priority Development Area (PDA) Planning Grants.  In Santa Clara 

County, these include $800,000 for the Diridon Integrated Station Area Concept Plan, and 

$500,000 for the Southwest Expressway/Race Street Urban Villages Plans.   



  Item 8.4.D 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

              

 

Caltrain JPB Meeting Summary 

 

At its May 3, 2018 meeting, the Caltrain JPB: 

 

 Received the monthly report from the Executive Director on Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project 

Quarterly Report. The monthly progress report on the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) 

provided an overview of the PCEP and provided funding partners, stakeholders, and the public an 

overall update on the progress of the project.  

 

 Received a report and viewed a video on Dedicated Law Services. Since 2002, the San Mateo County 

Sheriff’s Office Transit Police Bureau has provided contracted law enforcement services to the Board in 

support of its bus and rail operations. The interagency agreement has resulted in a true partnership 

between the Board and the Sheriff’s Office. The agreement allows for consistent, highly trained and 

dedicated law enforcement staff to meet the unique requirements of Caltrain. 

 

 Received an update presentation from Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) staff on the status of 

the Caltrain Fare Study including recommended next steps. Staff also presented an update on the on-

going effort to develop a regional means based fare program and considerations for Caltrain’s potential 

participation in the program. 

 

 Received an update of Fiscal Year 2019 Preliminary Operating Budget and the Fiscal Year 2019 

Preliminary Budget. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Caltrain JPB will next meet on 

June 7, 2018, at 10 a.m. 

San Mateo County Transit District Administrative Building 

Bacciocco Auditorium, 2nd Floor, 1250 San Carlos Avenue, San Carlos, CA 94070 
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The Honorable Sam Liccardo1 Board Chairman 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street 
San Jose, California 95134 

Dear Sam1 

l'm writing to let you know l cosponsored an amendment to H.R. 4; the FAA 
Reauthorization Act of 20I81 to overturn the Federal Aviation Administration's 

SCVTH RECEIVED 

~1BAPR30PM3:38 

BOARD SECRETAR'l 

I FAA) 2014 rule updating its Policy and Procedures Concerning the Use of Airport 
Revenue and how proceeds from taxes on aviation fuel can be used. 

The amendment, offered by Representative John Lewis I GA-o 5 )1 restores the right of 
state and local governments that do not own or operate an airport to collect general 
sales taxes that capture jet fuel sales within their jurisdiction; and prevents the 
diversion of revenue from sales tax measures approved by Santa Clara County voters 
to fund the BART Silicon Valley Extension Project. 

The Majority did not allow our amendment to move to the full House for a vote. 
While l'm very disappointed, l will continue working to overturn the FAA's 
misguided 2014 rule. 

Should you have you any questions or comments, you can contact Matt McMurray in 
my Washington, D.C. office at !202) 225-8104. 

All my best1 

~--

cc: Members, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Board of Directors 
Ms. N uri a l. Fernandez, General Manager & CEO, 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



Rob Rennie, Mayor 
Steve Leonardis, Vice Mayor 

Marcia Jensen, Council Member 
Marico Sayoc, Council Member 

Barbara Spector, Council Member 

April24, 2018 

Board of Directors 

TowN oF Los GAtos 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL 

(408) 354-6801 
Council@LosGatosCA.gov 

Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street 
San Jose, CA 95134-1906 

RE: State Route (SR) 85 Transit Guideway Study 

Dear VTA Board, 

CrviC CENTER 

110 E. MAIN STREET 

Los GATOS, CA 95030 

SCVTA RECEIVED 

'18APR30PM3:5~i 

I would like to respectfully request that the VTA Board of Directors immediately prioritize the 
SR 85 Guideway Study and fund the Study through its completion (Phase 3). This is a critical 
step to identify and ultimately improve the mobility options for County residents who live and/or 
commute along the corridor. 

Most transportation projects require the completion of a study prior to the consideration of viable 
alternatives, the selection of a preferred alternative, and the funding for engineering, design, and 
environmental clearance for the preferred alternative. The SR 85 Guideway Study is the gating 
issue from a project management perspective. The relatively small investment in the c.ompletion 
of the SR 85 Guideway Study moves the overall project timeline forward. The full Study will 
enable the Board to select a preferred alternative and make the associated funding decisions as 
monies become available. 

For the reasons stated above, I appreciate the Board's consideration of this funding request. 

Sincerely, 

ROB RENNIE 
Mayor 

RR:jj 

cc: Town Council 

INCORPORATED 'AUGUST 10, 1887 




