
 
From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 1:01 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: From VTA: Santa Clara-Alum Rock BRT Update 

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

Attached is the Santa Clara-Alum Rock BRT Project update dated August 11, 2015.  This notice 

was emailed to the project stakeholders on August 12, 2015.  Staff will be sharing this directly 

with area businesses next week.   

 

If you have any questions, please reply to this message.  

 

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 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 
Posted August 11, 2015 
 
Project Update 
On July 9, 2015, the contractor struck a live gas line on Alum Rock at Ribbs Lane. The gas line was repaired and service 
restored later that same day. There was no other apparent damage. However, due to this major utility hit and other 
safety concerns, VTA has directed the contractor to cease all construction activities in the field while VTA and the 
contractor work to ensure resolution of all safety concerns.  
 
Community safety is VTA’s top priority, and we are working with the contractor to ensure all safety concerns are 
resolved before resuming construction. During this stand down period, the contractor will continue to maintain a clean 
and safe construction zone, and maintain the traffic control along Alum Rock Avenue.   
 
While we understand this prolongs the construction project, community safety is a top priority.  We will continue to 
update you on the progress and to share a more comprehensive schedule update for you, including a schedule for the 
installation of the new shelters. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the Santa Clara-Alum Rock Bus Rapid Transit Project, please contact our information line, 
408.321.7575, or view our project website, www.vta.org/scar-brt 
 

http://www.vta.org/scar-brt


 
From: Board.Secretary  

Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 4:31 PM 
To: VTA Board of Directors 

Subject: VTA Correspondence:  

 

VTA Board of Directors: 

 

We are forwarding to you the following:  

 

From Topic 

Chairperson Perry Woodward Support Letters for the following: AB 1171 (Linder);  

AB 1250 (Bloom); AB 194 (Frazier); AB 516 (Mullin);  

SB 413 (Wieckowski); SB 516 (Fuller); SB 9 (Beall);  

SB 321 (Beall) 

VTA SR 85 – Correspondence from concerned citizens  

VTA El Camino BRT – Correspondence from concerned citizen 

 
 

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 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 

TO:  Members of the California State Assembly 

 

FROM: Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

  Board of Directors 

  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 

DATE:  August 6, 2015 

 

RE:  Support for AB 1171 (Linder) 

 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for AB 1171 

(Linder) when this bill comes before the Assembly for concurrence in Senate amendments.  AB 1171 

authorizes VTA and other regional transportation agencies, as defined, to use the Construction 

Manager/General Contractor (CMGC) delivery method to design and construct projects on expressways 

that are not part of the state highway system, if the projects are included in a voter-approved expenditure 

plan. 

 

CMCG is an emerging procurement tool that combines elements of both design-bid-build and design-

build to enhance project delivery.  Under CMGC, a public agency engages a construction management 

firm to act as its consultant during pre-construction work and as the general contractor during 

construction.  During the pre-construction phase, the construction management firm serves in an 

advisory role, providing constructability reviews, value engineering suggestions, construction cost 

estimates, and other construction-related recommendations.  When project design has progressed to a 

sufficient point that construction may begin, the public agency and the construction management firm 

work out mutually agreeable terms and conditions for the construction contract.  If the price and other 

terms of the contract are acceptable to both parties, the construction management firm then becomes the 

general contractor, and construction of the project can commence before design is entirely completed. 

 

There are a number of benefits to CMGC.  For instance, it allows for continuity and collaboration 

between the design and construction phases of the project, provides earlier cost certainty, and ensures 

project constructability.  Moreover, under CMGC, the public agency does not sacrifice control over the 

design of the project.  Finally, during the construction phase, the general contractor is very familiar with 

the project design, resulting in fewer disputes over design issues. 

 

VTA is very interested in having the ability to take advantage of as many different and innovative tools 

as possible for delivering transportation projects.  CMGC is one such tool that we believe has merit in 

terms of helping transportation agencies deliver their projects in a cost-effective and expeditious 

manner.  Therefore, we respectfully seek your support for AB 1171.  Thank you for your consideration 

of our request. 



 

 

 

 

 

August 11, 2015 

 

The Honorable Ricardo Lara, Chairperson 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2206 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Lara: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for AB 1250 

(Bloom) when this bill comes before the Senate Appropriations Committee for a vote.  AB 1250 

exempts any public transit bus procured through a solicitation issued before January 1, 2016, from the 

state’s gross vehicle weight limit.  For public transit buses procured through a solicitation issued after 

January 1, 2016, the bill establishes a new unladen weight limit. 

 

Since the mid-1970s, state law has prohibited the gross weight on any single axle of a public transit bus 

from exceeding 20,500 pounds.  However, because of numerous state and federal mandates that have 

been imposed since that weight limit was established, including federal Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) requirements, mandated emissions reduction equipment, and mandated equipment and materials 

to improve vehicle safety, public transit buses may exceed that limit, especially when carrying 

significant passenger loads.  This situation came to a head in 2011 when several public transit agencies 

in Southern California were ticketed by local police departments for operating buses that were 

overweight. 

 

In response, the California Transit Association sponsored AB 1706 (Eng), which was enacted into law in 

2012.  This measure offered a partial solution to the problem by permanently exempting the current bus 

fleets of public transit agencies from the single axle weight limit, as well as any new buses procured 

through a solicitation issued before January 1, 2013.  After January 1, 2013, AB 1706 temporarily 

allowed public transit agencies to procure new buses that exceeded the single axle weight limit under the 

following two conditions:  (1) if the buses were no heavier than the vehicles they were replacing; or  (2) 

if the buses were being purchased in order to incorporate a new fleet class into an agency’s inventory or 

to expand an existing fleet class.  With this latter provision set to expire on January 1, 2015, and without 

a permanent solution to the problem having been worked out, the California Transit Association 

sponsored follow-up legislation, AB 1720 (Bloom), to extend it for one more year.  Therefore, under 

current law, the single axle weight limit will snap back into place on January 1, 2016, and apply to all 

public transit buses that were procured through a solicitation issued after January 1, 2013. 

 

It is important to point out that California’s current 20,500-pound limit is a gross weight limit, meaning 

it takes into consideration both the weight of the bus and the passengers who are on board at the time the 

vehicle is weighed.  While this weight limit may push manufacturers to build lighter buses, it ironically 

provides a disincentive to public transit agencies to actually put people on those buses. 
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AB 1250 attempts to resolve the challenges that the state’s 40-year-old, single axle weight limit poses 

for public transit agencies once and for all.  First, the legislation permanently exempts public transit 

buses that were purchased under the terms of the temporary procurement provisions originally enacted 

by AB 1706 from the single axle weight limit to ensure that these buses will be able to continue to 

legally operate.  Second, for public transit buses procured through a solicitation issued after January 1, 

2016, the bill establishes a new unladen weight limit of 25,000 pounds per single axle.  Under the 

provisions of AB 1250, this limit would be reduced incrementally until it reaches 22,000 pounds per 

single axle on January 1, 2022, which will drive manufacturers to design and build increasingly lighter 

buses over time. 

 

Converting to an unladen weight limit makes more sense because it acknowledges that the weight of a 

public transit bus actually changes throughout the day as people board and get off the vehicle.  With a 

gross weight limit, a public transit bus may or may not be in compliance, depending on when the vehicle 

actually gets weighed along its route.  In addition, an unladen weight limit acknowledges that the role of 

a public transit agency is to maximize ridership, while operating its vehicles within prescribed federal, 

state and local laws and regulations. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for AB 1250.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

August 12, 2015 

 

The Honorable Ricardo Lara, Chairperson 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2206 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Lara: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for AB 194 (Frazier) 

when this bill comes before the Senate Appropriations Committee for a vote.  AB 194 calls for putting in place 

a process that would allow VTA and other regional transportation agencies, as defined, to submit applications 

for constructing and operating express lanes and other toll facilities on the state highway system within our 

respective jurisdictions to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for review and approval.  A similar 

process for express lane facilities was initially established on a temporary basis through the enactment of 

legislation in 2006, but it expired at the end of 2011. 

 

As you know, an express lane is a carpool lane that permits solo drivers to use the carpool lane for a fee, which 

typically fluctuates by time of day and level of congestion.  The fee is set at a level to ensure that the lane never 

becomes too congested in order to provide a time-savings benefit to carpoolers, public transit passengers and 

toll-paying solo drivers.  Carpoolers continue to use the lane for free.  The revenues generated by the fee are 

typically used to operate, maintain and provide enforcement for the express lanes, improve the transportation 

corridor where the express lanes are located, and increase public transit service in the corridor.  Experience with 

express lanes in Santa Clara County, in other parts of California and across the country has shown that these 

lanes can provide more air quality and congestion relief benefits than a simple carpool lane. 

 

In California, several agencies, including VTA, have existing statutory authority to implement express lanes on 

the state highway system, but the number of corridors that we can pursue is capped.  Given the success of the 

express lanes that are currently in operation in Santa Clara County and other areas of the state, as well as the 

growing interest on the part of our communities to build out full express lane networks, it makes sense to put in 

place a way for VTA and other regional agencies to pursue express lanes without having to seek specific 

authorization through the Legislature on a corridor-by-corridor basis.  We also appreciate that AB 194 applies 

not only to express lanes, but also to other toll facilities, so that VTA would not have to seek separate legislation 

each time we decide to pursue a toll facility project on the state highway system within Santa Clara County. 

 

For these reasons, we respectfully seek your support for AB 194.  Thank you for your consideration of our 

request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

 

August 6, 2015 

 

The Honorable Ricardo Lara, Chairperson 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2206 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Lara: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for AB 516 (Mullin) 

when this bill comes before the Senate Appropriations Committee for a vote.  AB 516 calls for developing a 

statewide temporary license plate system to ensure that purchased vehicles are identifiable to law enforcement 

officials and agencies that operate toll facilities during the period between the point-of-sale and when 

permanent plates are received by the buyer.  Specifically, this legislation requires:  (1) the Department of Motor 

Vehicles (DMV) to develop the system;  (2) auto dealers to affix temporary license plates to a vehicle at the 

point-of-sale; and  (3) buyers to remove the temporary plates and affix permanent ones upon receipt. 

 

Each year, approximately 1.9 million new vehicles are purchased in California and driven off the lot of a 

dealership without license plates.  More than 100,000 used vehicles are sold by independent dealers without 

plates.  While permanent license plates are legally required to be installed upon receipt or within 90 days, 

whichever is sooner, many individuals drive their vehicles without plates for many months.  Furthermore, law 

enforcement officials cannot tell when plates are required to be on a vehicle, making enforcement extremely 

difficult.  This situation undermines public safety by allowing motorists to avoid detection in traffic violations, 

hit-and-run accidents and criminal activity.  Moreover, FasTrak, California’s electronic toll collection system, 

relies on a photo of a vehicle’s license plate for enforcement.  According to the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC), drivers evaded a total of approximately $9 million in tolls on the Bay Area’s state-owned 

toll bridges and the Golden Gate Bridge in FY 2014.  Southern California toll roads and express lanes lost 

roughly $6 million, for a statewide total of $15 million. 

 

AB 516 provides a mechanism for the DMV and California’s auto dealers to adopt the practice of affixing a 

temporary license plate to a vehicle at the point-of-sale and before it is driven off the lot.  This practice, which 

is used in a number of other states, will improve public safety by enabling vehicles involved in traffic 

violations, accidents and criminal activity to be more easily identified by law enforcement officials.  It also will 

help prevent drivers of vehicles without plates from evading tolls on express lanes and other toll facilities.  For 

these reasons, we respectfully seek your support for AB 516.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

 

 

August 14, 2015 

 

The Honorable Jimmy Gomez, Chairperson 

Assembly Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2114 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Gomez: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for SB 413 

(Wieckowski) when this bill comes before the Assembly Appropriations Committee for a vote.  This 

legislation makes a number of changes to state statutes governing prohibited conduct on public transit 

vehicles and property.  Of particular interest to VTA are provisions in the bill that would allow a public 

transit agency to issue citations to passengers who fail to yield seating on its vehicles reserved for 

elderly and disabled persons. 

 

Pursuant to federal regulations, public transit agencies must post decals on their vehicles advising 

passengers that certain areas are designated as priority seating for seniors and disabled persons.  These 

regulations, however, do not impose any penalties for passengers who refuse to give up these seats.  In 

California, the number of seniors and disabled persons, including those in wheelchairs, using public 

transit is on the rise.  As a result, many California public transit agencies, including VTA, are 

experiencing a growing problem with passengers who will not vacate seats that have been designated for 

seniors and disabled persons.  This problem is most acute for wheelchair passengers.  In fact, some 

public transit agencies have been put in the position of having to pass up persons with wheelchairs 

because passengers have refused to give up seats in areas designated for wheelchairs.  SB 413 would 

address this problem by allowing a public transit agency to issue citations to passengers who do not 

yield priority seating to seniors and disabled persons, if the agency’s governing board enacts an 

ordinance to that effect following a public hearing on the issue. 

 

We respectfully seek your support for SB 413.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



 

 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 

TO:  Members of the California State Senate 

 

FROM: Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

  Board of Directors 

  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 

DATE:  August 6, 2015 

 

RE:  Support for SB 516 (Fuller) 

 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for SB 516 

(Fuller) when this bill comes before the Senate for concurrence in Assembly amendments.  SB 516 

modernizes state law to allow a Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies (SAFE) to fund a variety of 

motorist-aid programs in addition to roadside call boxes. 

 

As you may know, under current state law, local governments are authorized to establish SAFEs, which 

may impose a $1 vehicle registration surcharge to provide funding for motorist-aid programs.  The first 

priority for SAFE funds is the implementation and operation of roadside call-box systems.  Any 

revenues in excess of the amount needed for call boxes may be used for other motorist-aid programs, 

including changeable message signs, traffic operations centers, and tow trucks to remove disabled 

vehicles from freeways. 

 

Given the significant decline in call-box usage resulting from an increase in cell-phone ownership, SB 

516 removes the requirement that call-box systems receive first priority for SAFE funds.  Instead, the 

legislation allows SAFE funds to be used for any motorist-aid program, including call-boxes.  The bill 

also adds traveler information systems and other transportation demand management services; 

intelligent transportation systems; and safety-related hazard and obstruction removal to the list of 

eligible SAFE expenditures. 

 

Call boxes are becoming an antiquated technology.  Call volumes from roadside boxes have declined 

significantly not only in the Bay Area, but also in other parts of California.  At the same time, advances 

in intelligent transportation systems and mobile technology have resulted in less expensive motorist-aid 

services becoming more readily available, including phone- and web-based 511 traveler information 

systems, freeway ramp meters, and speed cameras.  SB 516 updates state statutes to reflect this situation.  

The measure gives SAFEs the flexibility to determine the best and most cost-effective way to provide 

motorist-aid services to their respective regions.  Therefore, we respectfully seek your support for SB 

516.  Thank you for your consideration of our request. 



 

 

 

 

August 13, 2015 

 

The Honorable Jimmy Gomez, Chairperson 

Assembly Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2114 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Gomez: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for 

SB 9 (Beall) when this bill comes before the Assembly Appropriations Committee for a vote.  

This legislation makes several changes to the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program, one of 

the competitive grant programs that receives cap-and-trade auction proceeds from the 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund.  The changes proposed by SB 9 would allow the program to 

accommodate a wider variety of public transit projects and, thus, to maximize the total amount of 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions that could be realized. 

 

Specifically, SB 9 proposes to incorporate into the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program a 

number of concepts that have been successfully used for other state and federal transportation 

funding programs.  For example, the bill requires the California State Transportation Agency 

(CalSTA), which is responsible for selecting the projects to be funded, to develop a five-year 

program of projects (to be updated every two years), rather than initiating a new competitive 

process every fiscal year.  This approach is the same one that is used for the State Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP). 

 

In addition, SB 9 authorizes CalSTA to enter into multi-year agreements with public transit 

agencies for projects that are proposed to be funded over a number of fiscal years, rather than all 

at once.  This approach is used by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for the New 

Starts/Small Starts Program. 

 

Finally, the legislation enables a public transit agency that is seeking Transit and Intercity Rail 

Capital Program funding for a multi-year project to obtain a Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) from 

CalSTA, thereby allowing the transit agency to advance its project using local dollars and to be 

reimbursed with state money.  LONPs are commonly used at the federal level, and have been 

authorized through prior legislation for the state’s various Proposition 1B programs and for the 

Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP). 

 

The combination of these provisions in SB 9 would allow the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital 

Program to accommodate not only smaller public transit projects, but also larger ones that are 

seeking a more sizable amount of cap-and-trade dollars that would be provided over multiple 

fiscal years.  Such larger projects would not really fit under the program if CalSTA were to 
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initiate a new competitive process every fiscal year, and program and allocate only one year’s 

worth of money at a time.  The reason is because a public transit agency would have to resubmit 

an application for the same project over and over again, and would have to compete for funding 

for the same project year after year in order to obtain the amount of cap-and-trade auction 

proceeds that it needs to build the project.  Furthermore, this situation would create uncertainty 

with regard to the receipt of cap-and-trade auction proceeds for the project, thereby preventing a 

public transit agency from using these dollars to leverage federal funding or to secure financing, 

both of which are typically done for larger projects. 

 

Cap-and-trade auction proceeds are not typical transportation dollars because of the linkage to 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  If California is to be successful in achieving significant 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector, a necessary outcome 

given that the transportation sector accounts for roughly 40 percent of these emissions, it is 

important to ensure that there is an opportunity to target cap-and-trade auction proceeds to those 

projects that will have the most impact. 

 

The changes proposed in SB 9 would result in a more desirable outcome for the Transit and 

Intercity Rail Capital Program.  If CalSTA has a more diverse pool of projects from which to 

choose, it would be in a better position to ensure that the state gets the “biggest bang” from the 

cap-and-trade auction proceeds that are appropriated to this program. 

 

For these reasons, we respectfully seek your support for SB 9.  Thank you for your consideration 

of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 



 

 

 

August 12, 2015 

 

The Honorable Jimmy Gomez, Chairperson 

Assembly Appropriations Committee 

State Capitol, Room 2114 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Dear Chairperson Gomez: 

 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) respectfully requests your support for SB 321 

(Beall) when this bill comes before the Assembly Appropriations Committee for a vote.  This legislation 

changes the methodology used by the Board of Equalization to set the rate for the variable portion of the 

state’s gasoline excise tax in order to reduce the overall volatility of this revenue stream. 

 

As you will recall, the variable gas tax is a product of the complex transportation funding swap that was 

initially enacted by the Legislature in 2010 and then reaffirmed in 2011 in order to correct a series of 

problems that resulted from the passage of several ballot measures in November 2010.  Under the 

transportation funding swap, the state’s share of the sales tax on gasoline was eliminated and replaced 

with a variable excise tax that the Board of Equalization is required to adjust annually to ensure that the 

same amount of money is being generated as by the former sales tax.  Revenues derived from the 

variable gas tax are allocated to cities and counties for local streets and roads; to the State Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP); and to the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). 

 

SB 321 is intended to maintain the revenue-neutrality of the transportation funding swap, but protect 

against wide swings that could result from the annual adjustments to the variable gas tax rate.  

Specifically, the bill requires the Board of Equalization to calculate the adjustment based on a five-year 

average that relies on fuel price data from the previous four fiscal years and estimated fuel prices for the 

current fiscal year, as opposed to using a fuel price forecast for just the upcoming fiscal year.  This 

change prevents disproportionate impacts that could result from periods of unusually low or high gas 

prices. 

 

Because SB 321 would substantially “smooth out” the impact of any adjustments to the variable gas tax 

rate and, thus, reduce volatility, we respectfully seek your support for this measure.  Thank you for your 

consideration of our request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Perry Woodward, Chairperson 

Board of Directors 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 



From: George Romer  
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 10:40 AM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Cc: Nancy Elizabeth Romer 
Subject: The Express Lanes Addition on SR 85 Must Be Done 
 
VTA: 
 
We recently have been able to spend considerable time in the Seattle area.  The Sound 
Transit has constructed regional commuter terminals within cities around Seattle with 
parking garages.  We have ridden the bus 554 from downtown Issaquah to Seattle along the 
I-90 corridor.  It takes just 20 minutes to ride from downtown Issaquah to downtown 
Seattle.  It is an excellent infrastructure model.  You should try it as well. 
 
I believe the SR 85 express lanes to be a vital addition to South Bay Area mass transit.  Please 
do not listen to the Los Gatos and Saratoga nay-sayers.  If were up to them, SR 85 would not 
exist. 
 
Best Regards,  
 

George Romer 
 
From: Eric Ni   
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2015 8:50 PM 
To: Hursh, Michael 
Subject: Highway 85 toll lanes are a horrible idea 
 
Dear Mr. Hursh, 
 
As it stands now, any changes to the status quo for Highway 85 will be a disaster. Land use 
has not been obtained from surrounding cities for lane additions. Taking away HOV lanes to 
give preference to pay to drive commuters is a horrible idea that will add more traffic. A 
light rail would be good, but has nowhere near enough funding or support for the project.  
 
Just letting things stand, and riding out this boom for the eventual bust, is the best solution. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eric Ni 
 
From: Chris Berg 
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2015 10:32 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Highway 85 Expansion 
 
I live in South San Jose, but own a business in Palo Alto, a total of 21.1 miles.  With no traffic I 
can be there in 25min.  However, during my morning commute, it takes between 60-90 
minutes.  With 2 small children in Daycare, there is no way for me to begin my commute and 
sooner than 8am.  Because I am self-employed, this commute causes both lack of income, 



and less tine with my family.  PLEASE do anything possible to expand Highway 85, in an 
effort to reduce its congestion. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Berg and Family 
 
From: Myron Crawford  
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2015 9:20 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Objections To Toll Roads/Toll Express Lanes Hwy 85 -SAY NO SAY <expletive> NO TO 
EXPRESS TOLL LANES We pay too much is taxes now DO NOT EVEN THINK ABOUT TOLLS FOR NEW 
HOV LANES  
 
 
 

board.secretary@vta.org  SAY NO SAY <expletive> NO TO EXPRESS TOLL LANES  
 

 
In addition to the objections stated below there is another reason to object to express lanes.  
a. The entry and exits to express lanes create traffic congestion which slows all of the ordinary 
commuters for no good reason. Go to I680 and Mission Blvd in south Fremont and you will see 
that traffic jams up all of the time because of the entry exits to the express lanes which causes 
lost time, unnessary accidents, starts and stops, wasted gas, and more greenhouse gas.  
b. the express lane entry exit lanes require additional roadway sections and expenditures for no 
good reason,  normal commuter lanes do not. Cant you guys do something simple without 
having to gum up the works with idiotic express lanes? If you want to add a commuter lane 
that’s bad enouth BUT <expletive> NO, NO <expletive>  WAY TO EXPRESS LANES. FREEWAYS 
SHOULD BE FREE TO USE AND PAID THRU TAXATION NOT ON THE LANE USER FEES  
b. Standup and be men or women and go to the state and demand that they raise gas tax and 
vehicle fees and get the funds to build and maintain adequate roadS AND HIGHWAYS. We don’t 
want your social engineering to try to bludgeon working stiffs out of their cars, that have to have 
them to go to work everyday to pay the taxes that pay for government wages, services 
and  inflated pensions.   
c. Having commuter lanes is one thing but adding toll express lanes is idiotic, wasteful of 
regular  commuter time, counter to good traffic flows  and wasteful of public funds ITS JUST A 
BAD IDEA BY MISGUIDED POLITICIANS.  
 
SAY NO SAY <expletive>  NO TO EXPRESS TOLL LANES  
From: Myron Crawford  
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 6:22 PM 
To: 'sean.poirier' 
Subject: Objections To Toll Roads/Toll Express Lanes US 101 - We pay too much is taxes now 
DO NOT EVEN THINK ABOUT TOLLS FOR NEW HOV LANES  
 
 
Subject: Objections To Toll Roads/Toll Express Lanes US 101 - We pay too much is taxes now 
DO NOT EVEN THINK ABOUT TOLLS FOR NEW HOV LANES  

 
Sean  

mailto:board.secretary@vta.org


It is particularly frustrating that not only do we have to put up with bad roads, streets and 
highways in California  but we have the 3rd highest income tax in the United Sates, we also have 
the 2nd highest sales tax rate and to that you are adding  a carbon tax onto gasoline and  virtually 
every product that produces carbon in California.  Some states may have a slightly higher sales 
tax rate or slightly higher income tax rate but the other States that have a tax rate as high or 
higher than California have a significantly lower rate on one of the other taxes. Of all the states 
California has the highest of all taxes when you consider the combined income and sales tax. In 
addition add on the highest property tax-property valuation, gasoline tax, carbon offset taxes 
and the result is we are the most heavily taxed state in the union.    See the table below: 
And now you want to add toll express lanes, enough, enough, we have had enough, you can add 
the HOV lanes but do not even think about making them toll roads.   
 
The Governor needs to fund the necessary road construction with the carbon tax. Do not spend 
the carbon tax on affordable housing. Every dollar invested in highway infrastructure returns $5 
in commercial and user benefits. If you build and maintain the infrastructure people will have 
the jobs to acquire housing without the States help.  
State  Income Tax  Sales Tax  Combined  
California  10.55% 9.08%  19.63% 
Hawaii 11.00% 4.5% 15.50% 
Tennessee 6.00% 9.44% 15.44% 
Oregon  11.00% 0% 11.00% 
Washington  0% 6.5 to 9.5% 9.50% 
    
Tennessee only taxes dividends and interest not wages  
 
From: Myron Crawford  
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2015 10:39 PM 
To: 'sean.poirier' 
Subject: Objections To Toll Roads/Toll Express Lanes US 101  
 
1/13/15 
 
Sean Poirier 
California Department of Transportation 
Office of Environmental Analysis  
P O Box 23660, MS-8B 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Email: sean.poirier@dot.ca.gov 
Ph xxx xxx xxxx Fax xxx xxx xxxx 
 
Reference:     US 101 Express Lanes Project  
 
Subject:          Objections To Toll Roads/Toll Express Lanes  

Objections To Fee Charges During Non Commute Hours  
Allowing Single Occupancy Vehicles In HOV Lanes Is Contrary To 

Common Sense  
Objections To Express Lane Double Lines 

 

mailto:sean.poirier@dot.ca.gov


Sean,  
 
Objections To Toll Roads  
We strenuously object to toll roads/toll express lanes 

a. First of all you have additional and unnecessary infrastructure and 
administration to exact fees for partial toll roads. Raise the gas tax or tell 
the governor to apportion a percentage of the Cap and Trade carbon 
penalties to building and maintaining highways. The citizens of this state 
and this nation deserve free use of the highways, roads and streets.  

b. You underutilize the infrastructure, if you want to have high occupancy 
commute lanes, then have them but don’t keep the ordinary citizen from 
using those lanes during non commute hours and don’t force them to 
have to pay for using HOV lanes in non commute hours.  

c. When you cordon off commute/express lanes with double white lines 
making it illegal to cross over and utilize the HOV lanes in non commute 
hours you do the following:  
c.1 Expose citizens to more traffic congestion, more fuel consumption 
and lost time versus the single occupancy drivers that can afford the 
express lanes.  
c.2 You cause more congestion in traffic because express lane vehicles 
have to enter and exit at certain points. As an example these entry exit 
points are causing delays and congestion every day at I680 and Mission 
Blvd in south Fremont everyday. 
c.3 You increase the possibility of  accidents due to the weave sections.    

 
Allowing Single Occupancy Vehicles In HOV Lanes Is Contrary To Common 
Sense  and Stated Public Policy 

a. All along we have been told that HOV lanes increase the lane carrying 
capacity and cut congestion by having more than one occupant in the 
vehicles. 

b. Now you allow single occupancy electric vehicles into the HOV lanes on 
the premise that they are zero emission or low emission. This is simply 
not true the electric vehicles are not zero emission and are using 
electricity generated from a mix of fossil fuel powered electrical 
generation. All electric vehicles do is change the point at which the 
emissions and pollutants are generated. Allowing the single occupancy 
electric vehicles into the HOV lanes for any reason is contrary to the 
premise of having HOV lanes in the first place which is supposed to be a 
decrease in traffic congestion and you flaunt that premise in our faces.   

 
Its time to make the electrical vehicles pay their own way: 

a. Terminate the State and Federal tax credits for purchase of electrical 
vehicles.  

b. What could be more ludicrous and insulting to the tax payers and US 
unemployed workers than granting a tax credit for buying a Japanese or 
Korean vehicle!!!! 

c. Institute a mileage registration fee instead of a tax so all vehicles pay 
their own way on the highways and streets.  

 



Our highways are in terrible shape, pot holed condition and CalTrans should be 
ashamed for letting that happen. The outside north bound lane condition in I680 
is unforgivable. Do what you were mandated to do, design, build and maintain 
the streets, roads and freeways and keep the freeways free.   

 
Thank you, 
 
Myron Crawford  
 
Cc:  

  
From: Scheve, Paul S 
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2015 2:04 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: Opposed to Highway 85 Express Lanes Project  
 
I’m opposed to the Highway 85 Express Lanes Project. The concept of increasing 
freeway capacity is not a long term solution. Instead VTA should be focused on 
reducing traffic during peak hours. People want to get from home to work (and 
back) quickly. Light rail, express buses (that make multiple stops) and city buses are 
not quick and therefore have low participation. VTA should be placing emphasis on: 

• Point to point buses with no stops in between. Google and others are doing this. It 
works. Why isn’t VTA leading the charge? 

• Partnering with businesses on ways to “smooth” the rush hour peak using incentives. 
 
Paul Scheve 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Eldon Nichols  
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 4:10 PM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: HIGHWAY 85 EXPRESS LANES - We need more 
 
Please expand 85 with HOT lanes.  
 
We need every option possible. As a resident on the Blossom Hill  Area - i only see more homes being 
built on what is already an over stressed freeway of 85.  
 
It already takes 15+ minutes in the morning to get onto the freeway. Thats getting in line and waiting to 
get onto the freeway. Then it’s a parking lot once you get on. And we’re do to get thousands more 
residents.  
 
I commute to Pleasanton so luckily I’m not caught in the heart of the chaos. But everyday - I use the HOT 
lane on 680 when available. And it saves me time and keeps me from adding additional stress to non-
HOT lanes. 
 
 So unless we start getting big business to move from the Peninsula down here - which would be 
amazing, we need to be able to accommodate for the added residents. It’s simple math. 



 
Congested Freeway + additional residents + no relief  = More congestion + More frustration  
 
Caltrain service is limited. Buses are not options. Light rail - is great… IF you work downtown. For 
everyone else - we have a couple of freeways.  
 
Open the lanes. Charge for the use. People will pay. They will GLADLY pay as I have.  
 
This isn’t a class warfare - only the rich can pay… thats silly. with most people spending 4 dollars on a 
cup of coffee - i will gladly spend a dollar a day to get home faster. Time is whats valuable here ad 
people are willing to pay for it. At least give us the option.  
 
Whats the issue? Why is the Peninsula on the Slow Track - while everyone else is on Fast-Trak? 
 
Eldon Nichols 
 
 



From: Iris Lubitz  
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 7:42 AM 
To: Board.Secretary 
Subject: More comments re BRT 
 
  I just read that work on a small portion of the BRT in San Jose is behind schedule.  Until it's completed 
and its effects can be evaluated for an extended period, the decision to expand it along ECR should be 
delayed.  ECR in Mountain View with the entrances/exits of 237 and 85  is quite different from ECR in 
Sunnyvale and Santa Clara.  There's already gridlock at Grant/237 and ECR and removing lanes will only 
make the gridlock worse and increase air pollution. 
  
Considering the number of people who'll be impacted, the public should be able to vote on this issue. 
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