
 

 

 

STATE ROUTE 85 CORRIDOR POLICY ADVISORY BOARD 

Monday, February 25, 2019 

10:00 AM 
 

PLEASE NOTE CHANGE IN MEETING LOCATION 
 

Mountain View City Hall 

Council Chambers 

500 Castro Street, 2nd Floor 

Mountain View, CA  94041 
 

AGENDA 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

1. ROLL CALL 

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS: 

This portion of the agenda is reserved for persons desiring to address the Committee on 
any matter not on the agenda. Speakers are limited to 2 minutes. The law does not permit 
Committee action or extended discussion on any item not on the agenda except under 
special circumstances. If Committee action is requested, the matter can be placed on a 
subsequent agenda. All statements that require a response will be referred to staff for reply 
in writing. 

3. ORDERS OF THE DAY 

4.  Receive Committee Staff Report. (Verbal Report) (Augenstein) 

CONSENT AGENDA 

5. ACTION ITEM - Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of December 10, 2018. 

6. ACTION ITEM - Approve the 2019 State Route (SR) 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board 
(PAB) Meeting Schedule. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

7. ACTION ITEM - Conduct voting to determine the Committee’s chairperson and vice 
chairperson for 2019. 
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8.  INFORMATION ITEM - Receive update on State Route 85 Transit Guideway Study 
funding status. (Verbal Report) 

9. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive presentation on Phase I findings. 

10. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a presentation on Phase II of the SR 85 Transit Guideway
Study 

11. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

12. ADJOURN 

 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, VTA will make reasonable arrangements to ensure meaningful access to its 
meetings for persons who have disabilities and for persons with limited English proficiency who 
need translation and interpretation services. Individuals requiring ADA accommodations should 
notify the Board Secretary’s Office at least 48-hours prior to the meeting. Individuals requiring 
language assistance should notify the Board Secretary’s Office at least 72-hours prior to the 
meeting.  The Board Secretary may be contacted at (408) 321-5680 or e-mail: 
board.secretary@vta.org or  (408) 321-2330 (TTY only). VTA’s home page is on the web at: 
www.vta.org or visit us on Facebook at: www.facebook.com/scvta. (408) 321-2300:  中文 / 
Español / 日本語 / 한국어 / tiếng Việt / Tagalog. 

 

All reports for items on the open meeting agenda are available for review in the Board 
Secretary’s Office, 3331 North First Street, San Jose, California, (408) 321-5680, the 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday prior to the meeting. This information is available on VTA’s 
website at http://www.vta.org and also at the meeting. 

 



 

 

 

 
State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board 

Monday, December 10, 2018 

MINUTES 

CALL TO ORDER 

The Regular Meeting of the State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board (SR 85) was 
called to order at 10:01 a.m. by Chairperson McAlister in Community Hall, 10350 Torre 
Avenue, Cupertino, California. 

1. ROLL CALL 

Attendee Name Title Representing Status
Mary-Lynne Bernald Alternate Member City of Saratoga Absent 
Jeannie Bruins Member City of Los Altos Present 
Barry Chang Alternate Member City of Cupertino Absent 
Burton Craig Alternate Member City of Monte Sereno Absent 
Marcia Jensen Alternate Member City of Los Gatos Absent 
Sergio Jimenez Member City of San José Present 
Larry Klein Member City of Sunnyvale Present 
Susan Landry Alternate Member City of Campbell Absent 
Lynette Lee Eng Alternate Member City of Los Altos Absent 
John McAlister Chairperson City of Mountain View Present 
Russ Melton Alternate Member City of Sunnyvale Absent 
Howard Miller Vice Chairperson City of Saratoga Present 
Marico Sayoc Member City of Los Gatos Present 
Leonard Siegel Alternate Member City of Mountain View Absent 
Rod Sinks Member City of Cupertino Present 
Rowena Turner Member City of Monte Sereno Absent 
Rich Waterman Member City of Campbell Present 
Vacant Alternate Member City of San José n/a 
Vacant Member County of Santa Clara n/a 
Vacant Alternate Member County of Santa Clara n/a 
Bijan Sartipi Ex-Officio Member Caltrans Absent 
Vacant Alt. Ex-Officio Member Caltrans n/a 

 

A quorum was present. 

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS 

Roberta Holliman, Interested Citizen, expressed support for use of the median on State 
Route 85 (SR 85) for public transit, especially light rail. 
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Jim Stallman, Interested Citizen, expressed concern that the SR 85 High Occupancy Toll 
Lanes (HOT) design was not presented to the Committee before going to the Board of 
Directors (Board). 

Nancie Fimbel, Interested Citizen, comment on the noise study on SR 85 and inquired 
about the results. 

Member Jimenez took his seat at 10:08 a.m. 

Connie Cunningham, Interested Citizen, suggested that Committee Members encourage 
their City Councils to include a standing agenda item to discuss traffic. 

3. ORDERS OF THE DAY 

There were no Orders of the Day. 

4.      Committee Staff Report 

There was no Committee Staff Report. 

CONSENT AGENDA 

5. Regular Meeting Minutes of February 26, 2018 

M/S/C (Bruins/Klein) to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of February 26, 2018. 

6. Regular Meeting Minutes of May 21, 2018 

M/S/C (Bruins/Klein) to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of May 21, 2018. 

RESULT: APPROVED – Agenda Items #5-6 
MOVER: Jeannie Bruins, Member 
SECONDER: Larry Klein, Member 
AYES: Bruins, Jimenez, Klein, McAlister, Sayoc, Sinks, Waterman 
ABSENT: Miller, Turner 

 

REGULAR AGENDA 

7. SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Status 

Adam Burger, Senior Transportation Planner, provided a presentation entitled, “SR 85 
Transit Guideway Study: Study Status,” highlighting the following: 1) 2016 Measure B 
Lawsuit; 2) Pursuit of Alternate Funding – MTC Loan; 3) SR 85 Transit Guideway Study 
– Phase I; 4) SR 85 Transit Guideway Study – Phase II; and 5) SR 85 Transit Guideway 
Study – Phase III. 

Members of the Committee discussed the following: 1) funding; and 2) working with local 
corporations. 
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Vice Chairperson Miller took his seat at 10:24 a.m. 

Public Comment 

Ms. Cunningham inquired about the timeline for Phases I, II, and III of the study, including 
public outreach efforts. 

Members of the Committee requested the following: 1) staff continue asking employers for 
information about their private shuttles and provide an update at future meetings; and          
2) provide Committee Members with the questions that VTA staff asked corporations about 
shuttles.  

On order of Chairperson McAlister and there being no objection, the Committee 
received a presentation on State Route 85 Transit Guideway Study Status. 

8. Reversible Lanes Analysis 

Chairperson McAlister and Vice Chairperson Miller provided a statement to the Committee 
which read,: “Develop a transit plan using existing right of way/median/shoulders that 
maximize ridership by maximizing speed, minimizing stops and delays, the measures 
serving the greatest number of likely riders based on big data analysis.” 

Mr. Burger provided a presentation entitled, “SR 85 Transit Guideway Study: Reversible 
Lanes in Other Cities, Potential SR 85 Application,” highlighting the following: 1) SR 85 
Unbalanced Commute Volumes; 2) Golden Gate Bridge; 3) Chicago Skyway; 4) Closed 
Access; 5) Open Access; 6) Interstate-15 San Diego; and 7) SR 85 Reversible Lanes 
Application. 

Nick Saleh, Caltrans District 4 Division Chief, commented that regardless of how a traffic 
lane is used safety is the top priority, noting that there are other factors taken into 
consideration such as geometrics and access points. 

The Committee held a discussion about transit only lanes and transit efficiency.  

Public Comment 

Steven Levin, Interested Citizen, commented on the following: 1) SR 85 is used for end to 
end and shorter trips; and 2) the future of transit and cars, such as autonomous vehicles. 

Member Waterman left the meeting at 11:11 a.m. 

On order of Chairperson McAlister and there being no objection, the Committee 
received a presentation on reversible lanes in other cities and potential application to State 
Route 85. 

9. Freeway-Based Bus Transit in Other Cities 

Mr. Burger provided a presentation entitled, “SR 85 Transit Guideway Study: Freeway-
Based Bus Transit in Other Cities,” highlighting the following: 1) Silver Lines In-Line 
Station; 2) Harbor Gateway Station; 3) Interstate 405/28th Station; 4) Interstate 405 
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Onramp/Park-N-Ride Station; 5) Flatiron Flyer – Denver; 6) Table Mesa On-Ramp Station; 
7) Bloomfield Side Station; and 8) Freeway Bus Service. 

A brief discussion ensued noting that fewer stops means faster service. 

On order of Chairperson McAlister and there being no objection, the Committee 
received a presentation on freeway-based bus transit in other cities. 

10. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chairperson McAlister attended the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 
Conference for Transit Board Members in November, 2018 and encouraged Committee 
Members to attend this conference as well as other national conferences. 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

On order of Chairperson McAlister and there being no objection, the meeting was 
adjourned at 11:28 a.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
Thalia Young, Board Assistant 
VTA Office of the Board Secretary 
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Date: February 19, 2019
Current Meeting: February 25, 2019
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board

THROUGH: General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez

FROM: Board Secretary, Elaine Baltao

SUBJECT: 2019 State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board Meeting Schedule

Policy-Related Action: No Government Code Section 84308 Applies: No

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the 2019 State Route (SR) 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board (PAB) Meeting 
Schedule.

BACKGROUND:

The VTA SR 85 Corridor PAB will generally meet quarterly on the fourth Monday of the month, 
except for the month of December, which will be held on the third Monday.  The following 
meeting dates are proposed for 2019.  The SR 85 Corridor PAB generall y meets at Community 
Hall, 10350 Torre Avenue, Cupertino, at 10:00 a.m., or as otherwise posted.

  
Monday, February 25, 2019     10:00 a.m.
Monday, May 20, 2019                                         10:00 a.m.
Monday, September 23, 2019                              10:00 a.m.
Monday, December 16, 2019 (third Monday)       10:00 a.m.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact as a result of this action.

Prepared by: Thalia Young
Memo No. 6922
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Date: February 19, 2019
Current Meeting: February 25, 2019
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board

THROUGH: General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez

FROM: Board Secretary, Elaine Baltao

SUBJECT: Conduct Elections to Determine Committee Leadership for 2019

Policy-Related Action: No Government Code Section 84308 Applies: No

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

Conduct voting to determine the Committee's chairperson and vice chairperson for 2019.

BACKGROUND:

The bylaws for the State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board (“SR85 PAB” or 
“Committee”) require that on a set schedule the committee elect from its membership a 
chairperson and a vice chairperson.  

The duties of the chairperson are to preside at all meetings of the committee and represent the 
committee before the Board of Directors.  The duty of the vice chairperson is to perform the 
duties of the chairperson in the event that individual’s absence, and while so acting has all the 
authority of the chairperson.

The bylaws provide that the chairperson and vice chairperson positions serve a two-year term 
coinciding with the calendar year and are eligible for election to multiple terms.  Only members, 
not alternates or ex-officio members, are eligible to serve in these positions.  The elections for 
the SR85 PAB leadership positions are conducted during the committee’s first meeting of every 
second calendar year, if practical.
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DISCUSSION:

The elections for the committee chairperson and vice chairperson positions are conducted 
individually and in sequence.  Immediately preceding the vote, the chairperson will ask for 
nominations from the floor, then close the nomination process to establish the final list of 
candidates for each position.  For instances of multiple candidates for the same position, the 
order of voting for each candidate is alphabetically by last name.

For the SR 85 PAB, the affirmative vote of a majority of the total authorized membership, which 
is six (6) votes, is required to elect each position.  The term of office for each position begins 
immediately following the successful election.

ALTERNATIVES:

There are no alternatives since the Committee’s bylaws specify the election process.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact resulting from the election process.

Prepared by: Thalia Young, Board Assistant
Memo No. 6923
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Date: February 19, 2019
Current Meeting: February 25, 2019
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board

THROUGH: General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez

FROM: Director - Planning & Programming, Chris Augenstein

SUBJECT: SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Phase I Review

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

The first phase of the State Route (SR 85) Transit Guideway Study consisted of an analysis of 
the travel market along the corridor.  This analysis is intended to inform the development of 
project alternatives (Phase II) that will be studied in greater detail (Phase III).  This memo 
summarizes the major findings of Travel Market Analysis as well as an analysis conducted by 
Jarrett Walker + Associates on suburb-to-suburb rail.  The Travel Market Analysis is included as 
Attachment A.  The suburb-to-suburb rail analysis is included as Attachment B.  The memo 
closes with some thoughts on how to maximize person-throughput and encourage space-efficient 
travel on SR 85.

DISCUSSION:

Traffic congestion on SR 85 is worsening, impeding mobility through the West Valley cities and 
exacerbating the commutes of many who seek to work along the corridor but who, for various 
reasons, face long commutes to access corridor cities.  The presumed motivation for pursuing a 
transit service on SR 85 is to provide a faster way for these travelers to get to work and to 
increase the person-throughput of SR 85.  Increasing person-throughput can be accomplished 
through capacity expansion, like adding a transit service in its own guideway as well as by 
incentivizing more space-efficient forms of travel on the corridor.  An incentive for traveling 
space-efficiently already exists in the form of the HOV lane on SR 85 that is well utilized by 
carpoolers as well as private shuttles since it provides a speed advantage over general purpose 
lanes.

As the SR 85 Transit Guideway Study moves into the next phase, which is the selection of 
project alternatives, our discussion will focus on how best to move more people more quickly 
along the corridor and how to make the most efficient use of the limited corridor right-of-way.  
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The PAB may want to consider guideway and non-guideway (i.e. mixed operations) project 
alternatives as the Travel Market Analysis raises several questions about the potential for a 
public transit option on SR 85 to be financially sustainable.  The limited and directional nature of 
travel demand and an urban form that is not transit-supportive are significant challenges to 
achieving a level of ridership that would enable cost-effective operation of public transit-
particularly any service with a carrying capacity greater than a standard travel lane.  These 
concerns are rooted in the urban form of the corridor, which lacks the conditions that support 
transit use such as a dense, walkable, well-connected urban form and a travel market that 
supports all-day, bi-directional demand.

SR 85 travel market observations and transit service implications

Travel demand on SR 85 is peaked and directional and demand exceeds capacity on weekdays in 
the northbound AM direction and southbound PM direction.  Travel demand is below capacity at 
all other times-weekday middays, off-peak directions and weekends.  During congested periods, 
average travel speeds dip below 20 miles per hour.  As such, a public transit option on the 
corridor is only likely to be time-competitive during peak periods and in the peak direction.  The 
market for transit outside at other times and directions is likely to be weak and would likely not 
justify the cost of operating service.

Travel along the SR 85 corridor is an amalgamation of overlapping trips and no dominant flows 
between origins and destinations (such as South San Jose to Mountain View) were identified.  As 
such, a transit service on SR 85 that offered an all-stop service pattern that maximizes the 
number of origins and destinations that could be linked per trip is likely to attract higher 
ridership than a skip-stop service that prioritizes speed.

However, the appeal of making short- or mid-distance trips on an SR 85 transit service may be 
depressed by the additional steps required of a transit trip: accessing the station, waiting for the 
transit vehicle to arrive and time accessing the destination.  The shorter the trip, the greater the 
portion of trip time spent on these steps.  For this reason, long transit trips are likely to be more 
appealing as the time savings accrued by traveling quickly onboard transit offsets the other steps 
to a greater extent.  As such, the travel market for SR 85 transit is likely limited to long trips 
during weekday peak-periods in the peak-direction.

Operating plan insights

A successful public transit service is cost-effective and financially sustainable.  When ridership 
is high, the subsidy per rider is low and that justifies continued operation of the service along the 
route.  Conversely, if ridership is low and the subsidy per rider is high, the transit agency will be 
incentivized to reallocate those resources to other places in the transit network where more 
boardings can be achieved per dollar spent.

Cost-effectiveness is an especially important consideration because peak-period directional 
transit services incur three cost-inefficiencies that are not present in all-day bi-directional transit 
service:

1. Peak services require a bus or train operator to report for short peak shifts in the AM and 
PM.  To staff these short pieces of work, VTA pays operators for at least eight hours of 
work regardless of how much of that time they spend operating a transit vehicle.

2. Peak services spend a much larger portion of their total hours deadheading-time spent 
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driving when the vehicle is not in revenue service.  This includes time spent driving 
to/from the bus/rail yard and time spent driving back to the start of the route after 
completing a trip.  For context, VTA’s peak-period express buses spend about 40 percent 
of their hours deadheading while all-day services spend 8 percent of their hours 
deadheading.

3. Peak services require additional vehicles that are only used during the peak period and 
thus bear a higher vehicle cost per hour of service provided.

The collective impact of these inefficiencies is that peak-period, directional public transit 
services tend to bear per-rider subsidies that are many times higher than all-day services.  For 
example, VTA’s all-day services average a per-rider subsidy of $8 while VTA’s peak-period 
services average a per-rider subsidy of $34.  For this reason, VTA is currently proposing 
decreasing spending on its Express Bus service by about 50 percent.

Challenges to achieving ridership on SR 85

The urban form surrounding the SR 85 corridor is not transit-supportive.  Land uses along the 
corridor have relatively low-densities compared to established transit corridors.  There are 
simply less people near the corridor which caps the ridership potential of a transit service along 
the corridor.  Park-n-ride lots can artificially enhance densities by bringing more riders to 
corridor-adjacent locations, but parking lots are expensive to obtain and do not represent the 
most cost-effective use of land.  Either the owner of the lot would effectively subsidize the cost 
of parking by taking a loss on the land value or would need to charge for parking at a rate that is 
likely to be a deterrent to ridership.

Land uses along the corridor are also largely homogeneous-most notably the segment between El 
Camino Real and Almaden Expressway, which is dominated by suburban-style detached 
residential uses.  When land uses are homogenous, travelers must travel farther to get to other 
kinds of uses like employment or shopping.  This makes trips longer and less appealing to make 
in general.

The neighborhoods adjacent to SR 85 were designed with the assumption that most trips would 
be made by private automobile.  They were also designed to discourage through-traffic by 
employing street layouts that feature curvilinear shapes that create indirect paths of travel.  An 
outcome of this design strategy is that walking paths to potential transit stations are generally 
indirect and long.

The layout of suburban neighborhoods makes them very unlikely to transform into a more 
transit-supportive use.  The prevalence of different property owners, small parcels and street 
designs that discourage traffic and visibility make them unattractive propositions for developers 
to redevelop.

Jarrett Walker + Associates: Suburb-to-suburb rail analysis

A discussion at a previous PAB meeting about the differing operating costs of bus and rail led 
VTA to request that Jarrett Walker + Associates evaluate the costs and performance of suburb-
to-suburb rail services in other cities.  That report is included as Attachment B.

Walker notes that suburb-to-suburb rail is a rarity within the United States as the ridership 
achieved in low-density areas typically results in high subsidies per rider which jeopardizes the 
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cost of operation.  He also draws a distinction between light rail and commuter rail, the latter of 
which operates on existing rail with its own propulsion onboard and often shares the track with 
freight services, which lowers the capital cost and allows the maintenance cost to be shared by 
multiple operators.  He evaluates several rail corridors that may be comparable to SR 85, but 
notes that the densest locations along SR 85 are substantially less dense than corollary stations in 
other suburb-to-suburb rail systems.  He closes by recommending that VTA focus on bus-based 
transit options as their lower cost and potential for flexible, beyond-corridor operations may be a 
better fit for the dispersed, many-to-many travel pattern in the West Valley region.

Maximizing person-throughput

Private shuttles present a very effective opportunity to increase person-throughput along the SR 
85 corridor as the roadway space required to carry up to 40 seated passengers in a 40-foot bus is 
substantially less than would be needed for a comparable number of drivers in private 
automobiles.  Inducing more travel by space-efficient vehicles, whether by private shuttle or 
carpool, would support the objective of making the SR 85 corridor more efficient.

A count of vehicles on SR 85 yielded information about the prevalence of shuttles at six 
locations along the corridor, but VTA was unable to acquire any information about how many 
riders the shuttles carry or their routing as the shuttle operators prefer to keep that information
private.  VTA estimates that the shuttles may be carrying 450 to 950 passengers per hour in the 
northern end of the corridor, where shuttles are more prevalent, and 150 to 250 passengers per 
hour in the southern end of the corridor where shuttles are more scarce.  These passenger-
volumes are substantially lower than that of a general-purpose lane, which can accommodate 
about 2,000 vehicles per hour at peak efficiency or a carpool lane that can also carry upwards of 
4,000 people in private automobiles at peak efficiency.  As such, a transit guideway that permits 
public transit and private shuttles would likely not exceed the person-throughput of a general 
purpose lane.  It may be worthwhile to evaluate an alternative that adds a transit/HOV lane to SR 
85-perhaps with features that manage entry to ensure high rates of speed.  Such a configuration 
could achieve person-throughput figures approaching 5,000 passengers per hour per lane in high 
shuttle volume locations.

Prepared By: Adam Burger
Memo No. 6906
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TRAVEL MARKET ANALYSIS
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
STATE ROUTE 85 TRANSIT GUIDEWAY STUDY

Attachment A
9.a
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1 | SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Travel Market Analysis

Executive Summary

Purpose of the Travel Market Analysis

This document analyzes how people are traveling along the State Route 85 (SR 85) corridor 
and how a new transit service on SR 85 may be best designed to attract riders.  This analysis 
is intended to help the SR 85 Policy Advisory Board (PAB), which is guiding the SR 85 Transit 
Guideway Study, develop alternatives for a transit lane project that will be studied in greater 
detail in subsequent phases of this study.

Key findings of the Travel Market Analysis are summarized below.

State of the SR 85 corridor

• Travel demand on SR 85 exceeds capacity on weekdays in the northbound AM and 
southbound PM directions.  During these periods, vehicle speeds in general purpose 
lanes on many segments of SR 85 are observed to dip below twenty miles per hour for 
multiple hours.

• Travel demand on SR 85 is below capacity on weekends and on weekdays during midday 
and off-peak directions.

• Vehicle volumes and corporate shuttle volumes are higher in the northern end of the 
corridor.

• A majority of respondents to an online survey indicated interest in switching from 
driving along the corridor to taking transit if the overall trip time would be time-compet-
itive with driving.

Transit operating plan insights

• A transit service on SR 85 may be time-competitive with driving on weekdays during 
the northbound AM and southbound PM directions, but would not be time-competitive 
when light traffic allows vehicles to travel at or around the speed limit at other times of 
the day and on weekends.  This suggests that a peak-period, directional transit service 
would be the most cost-effective operating plan.

• Trips along the SR 85 corridor are an amalgamation of many overlapping patterns with 
no dominant origin/destination pairs.  As such, an all-stop service that maximizes the 
combinations of origins and destinations that can be served will likely appeal to more 
travelers and result in higher ridership than an express service that skips stops.
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• A transit service on SR 85 is more likely to appeal to travelers making long trips as the 
time-savings gained from traveling faster than adjacent traffic will, to a greater extent, 
offset time spent accessing the station, waiting for the transit vehicle to arrive and time 
spent accessing the destination.

• The appeal of transit can be maximized with fast, frequent service as this will make the 
overall trip time lower, but frequent service is costly.

Challenges to transit on SR 85

• The land uses along the corridor are generally low-density and walking paths to potential 
freeway-based station locations are often indirect.  Detached residential uses, which 
comprise the majority of adjacent land uses, are unlikely to redevelop into transit-sup-
portive uses.

• To overcome walkability and proximity barriers to using a SR 85 transit service, strategies 
that expand the travel-shed of stations by accommodating first/last mile connections like 
bicycles, scooters, TNCs, taxis and station-adjacent parking may be necessary.  However, 
including these features in the project design would increase costs.

• Transit routes that cross the SR 85 corridor and that would potentially connect with a 
future SR 85 transit service generally operate at frequencies that are half-hour or hourly.  
As such, transfers between VTA buses and a SR 85 transit service may not be appealing 
to time-sensitive travelers, who may face lengthy waits for transfers if connections 
cannot be effectively timed.

• The demographics of residents and jobs along the corridor do not correlate with high 
rates of transit ridership.  For example, higher incomes, higher ages, higher rates of 
automobile access and higher rates of home ownership, among other demographics 
prevalent along the SR 85 corridor correlate with lower rates of riding transit.
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1 | Study Background and Approach

SR 85 Transit Guideway Study corridor

State Route 85 (SR 85) connects US 101 in Mountain View to US 101 in South San Jose.  
The 24-mile long corridor travels through Mountain View, Los Altos, Sunnyvale, Cupertino, 
Saratoga, Campbell, Los Gatos and San Jose.

Figure 1-1 | SR 85 Corridor Map
 

Growing desire to improve SR 85

The corridor has become increasingly congested since its completion nearly 20 years ago, 
a situation exacerbated by Santa Clara County’s jobs/housing imbalance and housing unaf-
fordability crisis, which has increased commuting between outlying residential areas and 
Silicon Valley employers.  Seeking to find a transportation alternative to commute-period 
congestion, the West Valley cities have advocated for new mobility improvements along the 
SR 85 corridor, a request that was incorporated in the program of projects included in the 
2016 Measure B initiative.
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In 2016, Santa Clara County voters passed Measure B, a half-cent sales tax that will collect an 
estimated $6.3 billion over the next 30 years.  2016 Measure B allocates $350 for the SR 85 
corridor to be used…

“[t]o fund new transit and congestion relief projects on SR 85 including a new transit lane 
from SR 87 in San Jose to US 101 in Mountain View.  Additionally this category will fund noise 
abatement along SR 85 and will provide funding to study transportation alternatives that 
include, but are not limited to, Bus Rapid Transit with infrastructure such as stations and 
access ramps, Light Rail Transit, and future transportation technologies that may be appli-
cable.”

The SR 85 Transit Guideway Study is the study that will analyze different travel modes and 
provide guidance for an investment decision for a transit lane on the corridor.  An invest-
ment decision is not a specific project, but rather an endorsement for a specific travel mode 
(bus, light rail, other), an operating plan (when and how frequently the service operates) 
and a rough sense of the boundaries of the project.

Study guidance

The SR 85 Transit Guideway Study is guided by the SR 85 PAB, which is comprised of elected 
officials from the jurisdictions along the corridor—Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Gatos, 
Monte Sereno, Mountain View, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, San Jose and Santa Clara County—and 
a representative from Caltrans, which is the agency that owns and maintains the corridor.  
The PAB will be instrumental in the selection of project alternatives to study and will provide 
a recommendation, upon the conclusion of the study, to VTA’s Board of Directors for an 
investment decision in the corridor.

SR 85 Transit Guideway Study process

The study consists of three phases:

Phase I: Travel Market Analysis and Corridor Constraints Analysis

In this phase, VTA staff and the PAB work to understand the state of travel along the SR 85 
corridor, discuss challenges, concerns and strategies for developing a long-term successful 
project.  Staff and PAB also reviewed over 2,500 points of input collected during the first 
round of community engagement where corridor travelers provided their visions for an 
improved SR 85 and the qualities that a potential transit service must have to appeal to 
them.
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Phase II: Development of alternatives

In this phase, VTA staff and the PAB will develop about four alternatives—essentially combi-
nations of transit routes, travel modes and operating plans—that will be studied in greater 
detail in phase III.  The PAB will be encouraged to think about the entire project process and 
focus on projects designs that are appealing and feasible.

Phase III: Alternatives Analysis

In this phase, staff will analyze the chosen alternatives and compare their construction costs, 
operating costs, travel speeds, ridership projections and impacts.  A report and comparison 
matrix will be prepared and community meetings and online surveys will be conducted to 
solicit input on the alternatives.  Unlike the first round of community engagement, which 
asked corridor travelers to share their visions for the corridor, the second round will feature 
projected metrics for each alternative that will allow for input to be provided on a more 
tangible, personal level.

PAB recommendation

After the alternatives analysis is complete, the SR 85 PAB will consider the input received 
during the second round of community engagement and will craft an investment decision 
recommendation for consideration by VTA’s Board of Directors.  The Board of Directors 
may choose to endorse or modify the recommendation and could choose to allocate 2016 
Measure B funding toward preliminary engineering for a transit lane on SR 85, which is the 
first stage of an official project.

How do you design a new transit service?

Designing a transit service is an exercise in balancing tradeoffs and working within physical, 
financial and political constraints.  As the design of a potential transit service on SR 85 is 
refined, many decisions will need to be made.

Should the future transit service:

• Be elaborate or something that can be built quickly and/or cheaply?

• Be fast with few stations or a slower with many stations?

• Be a straight, direct route that may not pass by major destinations or a route that devi-
ates to serve off-corridor destinations?

• Be a big project with many impacts or a smaller project with less impacts?

• Be incrementally phased and scaled up with demand?
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The transit service will also need to be feasible and designers must consider:

• Can the project fit within the corridor?

• If the corridor must be widened or modified, is the additional cost appropriate?

• Will construction cause any cost-prohibitive or unsurmountable environmental impacts?

• Does 2016 Measure B provide sufficient funding to build the project?

• If additional funds such as competitive grants must be pursued, are the project’s metrics 
competitive enough to receive such funding?

• Is the project likely to generate sufficient ridership to justify operating the service in the 
future?

• Many transportation efforts will be vying for first access to 2016 Measure B funds.  Is 
there political and community support to prioritize the desired SR 85 investment and 
deliver the project sooner rather than later.

Advice for decision makers

While considering all the above questions, the designers of a potential SR 85 transit service 
will want to arrive at a project design that results in a high-ridership, cost-effective, finan-
cially sustainable service.  To that end, we provide some words of advice:

Recognize the difference between a driving trip and a transit trip

Unlike driving, a transit trip has four distinct parts: (1) traveling to the station, (2) waiting 
for the transit vehicle to arrive, (3) riding onboard the transit vehicle and (4) traveling to 
the destination.  The benefit of the transit service—whether time-savings, stress avoided or 
productive time gained—will need to be sufficient to offset the inconveniences of station 
access/egress and waiting for the vehicle to arrive to attract riders.

Understand driving, transit, speed and directness

Driving trips tend to take the fastest route, which may not be the most direct—particularly 
if the route can utilize SR 85, which provides a significant speed advantage over local streets 
at most times of day.  As such, driving trips that currently use SR 85 may not translate into 
transit demand on SR 85.
Recognize appeals and detractions of transit

Using transit can liberate travelers from the costs to own, maintain, fuel and store vehicles 
as well as the stressful and unproductive time spent driving.  Transit also requires traveling 
in the same vehicle as strangers and only at times and to places as permitted by the transit 
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network and route schedules.  A commuter-oriented service may only offer trips in the 
morning and evening, limiting the flexibility of travel at other times of day.  Every traveler 
carries unique sensitivities to each of these factors and some may never choose to take a 
transit option for reasons unrelated to the quality of the service.

Avoid “elite projection”

Elite projection, a term coined by Jarrett Walker, refers to assuming that one’s tastes and 
tolerances are representative of society at large.  This tendency leads decision makers to 
pursue projects that they find personally appealing or that benefit a constituency they are 
familiar with.  Transit services with narrow appeal often result in low ridership and a high 
subsidy per rider.  Walker acknowledges that the request to completely discard personal 
experience is unreasonable, but, to the extent possible, decision makers should think 
broadly and note that successful transit services are those with the widest possible appeal.

Understand induced demand

Expanding roadway capacity or adding transit service to a congested corridor is often 
promoted as a way to reduce traffic congestion.  There is an intuitive appeal to creating 
more space so that a facility becomes less crowded, but extensive research has shown 
that adding capacity does little to improve travel speeds.  This is because added capacity is 
almost always filled by new trips that are induced by the upgraded facility.  A transit service 
on SR 85 may convert some drivers into transit riders, but the roadway space they no longer 
occupy should be expected to be filled by new trips, induced by the temporarily reduced 
congestion.  As such, a new transit service on SR 85 should be viewed as adding a new travel 
option, not a solution for automobile congestion.

Be aware of high costs of peak, directional service

Peak-period only, directional services are particularly expensive for transit agencies to 
operate as these services carry three inefficiencies that are not present in all-day, bi-di-
rectional service: (1) additional vehicles are required that are only used during the peak 
period; (2) attracting bus/train operators to work for short shifts requires paying them for 
longer shifts and (3) peaked, directional services spend a greater percentage of their time 
deadheading—time spent traveling without riders onboard, whether back to the start of 
the route or to/from the bus yard—than all-day, bi-directional routes.  For context, VTA’s 
non-BART express buses operate for about three hours at a time on weekdays, spend less 
than two hours of that time in revenue service and a driver is paid for eight hours.  The 
result is a passenger subsidy about four times greater than that of an all-day bi-directional 
route.
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The ridership recipe

As a general rule, planners look to a handful of factors to determine if a transit service is 
likely to attract high ridership.  Where these factors are present, transit agencies can gener-
ally justify a high level of transit service.  These factors are:

Density

The more people, jobs and attractions within close proximity (about a five-minute walk/
bike/scoot) to transit stations/stops, the greater the ridership.  Dense areas like downtowns 
or corridors with multi-story developments near transit stops are transit-supportive.

Linearity

The more direct the transit route, the faster it can reach its destination and wider the 
appeal.  Diversions can be merited in cases where the location served has high transit 
demand or makes a strongly desired connection that outweighs the inconvenience to 
through-traveling riders who must endure a longer travel time.

Walkability

Refers to the number of places that can be accessed within a short walk of the station/stop 
and the pedestrian-friendliness of the urban form.  Grid street networks, like those found 
in downtowns, are especially walkable as paths to destinations are direct and slow vehicle 
speeds and wide sidewalks make walking pleasant.  Wide suburban arterials with wide-
ly-spaced crossings, fast traffic and indirect street networks are not very walkable.

Proximity

Successful transit services have many origins and destinations with close proximity, which 
makes trips short.  Trips that are shorter in duration are preferable to those that are longer.

A mix of land uses

Ideally, land uses along a route will be varied and include housing, employment and attrac-
tions like entertainment, shopping, dining and schools.  Where land uses along a route vary, 
travel demand tends to be bi-directional and last all-day.  In such markets, the cost-effective-
ness of transit service is maximized because demand is high for inbound and outbound trips.
Note that exceptions to these general principles exist.  For example, many Caltrain stations 
are not in walkable or easily-accessed locations, but the attractiveness of Caltrain service 
(fast, relaxing and long-distance) combined with other deterrents (traffic on US 101 and 
I-280 and parking costs at destinations) helps the service overcome walkability barriers. 

9.a



9 | SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Travel Market Analysis

9.a



10 | SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Travel Market Analysis

9.a



11 | SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Travel Market Analysis

2 | Current travel along the SR 85 Corridor

This chapter analyzes data from multiple sources to understand how people are traveling 
along the SR 85 corridor.  It looks specifically at traffic conditions on the SR 85 freeway as 
well as a broader look at the SR 85 corridor, which consists of a wide buffer around the 
corridor that includes parallel routes.  Collectively, this analysis provides an understanding of 
when transit can be time-competitive with automobiles on SR 85, the types of trips people 
are making on and around the corridor and some insights for an appropriate operating plan 
for a transit service on SR 85.

Travel flows on SR 85 are peaked and directional

An analysis of Caltrans pavement sensor data (September 1, 2016 through August 31, 2017) 
shows a clear, directional travel pattern during peak periods on weekdays on SR 85.  During 
these periods, travel demand on SR 85 exceeds capacity in the northbound AM and south-
bound PM directions, resulting in significant decreases in vehicle speed.  During weekday 
midday and weekday off-peak periods travel demand on SR 85 is largely under capacity, 
allowing vehicles to travel at or near the 65 MPH speed limit.  Weekend travel demand does 
not exceed capacity or result in decreased travel speeds.

Figure 2-1 | Weekday vehicle volumes by hour for northbound and southbound 
directions
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During weekday peak periods, vehicle volumes tend not to exceed 5,000 vehicles per hour, 
but last for multiple hours—6:00AM to 10:00AM in the northbound direction and 2:00 
to 7:00PM in the southbound direction.  There are likely three effects occurring that cap 
volumes at around 5,000 vehicles per hour and elongate the peak periods:

• At around 40 MPH, travel speeds are high enough and the space between vehicles is low 
enough to maximize vehicle throughput, permitting around 2,000 vehicles per hour per 
lane.  Above 40 MPH, increased space between vehicles results in lower throughput.  
Below 40 MPH, slow speeds lower throughput even with tighter spacing.  The 5,000 
vehicles-per-hour cap suggests that the three-lane facility is operating below optimal 
efficiency due to low travel speeds.

• The elongated peaks may indicate longer trip durations (perhaps due to length and slow 
speed) as well as decisions by travelers to use SR 85 during the shoulders of the peak 
period to avoid the middle of the peak demand.

• Carpool lanes may have excess capacity at some locations, resulting in lower vehicle 
volumes.  Despite lower vehicle flows, carpool lanes are likely moving more people per 
hour than general purpose lanes.

Charts of 50th percentile vehicle volumes for Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays are 
shown by hour for the northbound and southbound directions at four locations.  50th 
percentile volumes represent median travel volumes.  Mondays, Fridays and holidays typi-
cally have lower travel volumes and have been removed from the data set.

Figure 2-2 | Average weekday northbound vehicle volumes
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Figure 2-3 | Average weekday southbound vehicle volumes  

Travel speeds in weekday peak directions are slow

To gain insights into travel speeds along the SR 85 corridor, VTA purchased mobile device 
location data from INRIX, a big data firm.  The anonymous data, which is collected by mobile 
phones and GPS devices onboard vehicles, shows the impact that peaked, directional 
demand has on travel speeds.  The following tables show 50th percentile travel speeds 
for Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays, excluding holiday periods, for September 2016 
through August 2017.
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Figure 2-4 | Weekday northbound travel speeds (miles per hour)  
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Figure 2-5 | Weekday southbound travel speeds (miles per hour)
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FINDING: The time-competitiveness of transit with driving along the SR 85 corridor is likely 
limited to peak periods.  At other times of the day, a transit service on SR 85 is likely to 
have a more limited appeal to those who do not have the option of traveling by private 
vehicle.

The SR 85 corridor features many overlapping trips

Thus far, analysis of SR 85 in this report has focused specifically on the highway facility.  
While that analysis is useful for understanding when and in what direction a transit service 
on SR 85 may be time-competitive with private vehicles, it does not capture all trips along 
the greater corridor, which may include trips for which transit would be appealing.  To 
understand broadly how people are traveling along and around the corridor, VTA purchased 
mobile device location data from StreetLight, another big data firm.  StreetLight specializes 
in identifying origins and destinations of trips and provides that data in terms of propor-
tional flows by geographic zone.

This data reveals whether strong origin-destination trip pairs exist that could support a direct 
express transit service or if an all-stop travel pattern is a better fit for travel along SR 85.  This 
data also sheds light on how many SR 85 corridor travelers have origins and destinations 
within a short walk to/from the corridor.  High proportions of origins, destinations or both 
within a short distance of the corridor bodes well for transit supportiveness.

Some caution should be used when interpreting this data.  It is a partial data set of SR 85 
corridor travelers, consisting only of trips that have an origin and destination within the 
study area and which were tracked by a mobile device that was sharing location data.  Trips 
that start or end well-beyond the corridor (such as San Mateo County, San Benito County 
and Santa Cruz County) are not included as those trips are unlikely to be proximate enough 
to the SR 85 corridor to be considered part of a potential SR 85 travel market.  Since the 
data casts a wide net around the SR 85 corridor, it includes trips on nearby roads that would 
be unlikely to find a transit service on SR 85 appealing or direct.  Lastly, zone shapes and 
sizes were selected based on logical geographic boundaries, not physical size, population or 
employment.  As such, zones will show different levels of trip generation and should not be 
compared as equals.  

StreetLight Data Methodology

For this analysis, vehicle volumes are estimated using one year (September 1, 2016 through 
August 31, 2017) of StreetLight proportional flow data that was weighted by trip generation 
rates used in VTA’s travel demand model, which is calibrated to real world observations.
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Data was initially provided in the form of travel flow proportions between 41 origin zones 
and 41 destinations zones for a total of 1,681 origin-destination combinations.  To simplify 
the presentation of this data, the 41 zones were condensed to 11 superzones that have 
been labeled according to the proximate SR 85 interchanges, as shown in Figure 2-6.  Flows 
between the superzones are shown as alluvial diagrams in figures 2-7, 2-8 and 2-9.

Figure 2-6 | Super zones for origin-destination analysis
 

How to interpret alluvial diagrams

In alluvial diagrams, trip origins are listed on the left and trip destinations are listed on 
the right.  The thickness of the line corresponds to the proportion of all trips that start in 
one superzone and end in a different superzones.  Trips within the same superzone are 
not included.  The steeper the angle of the line, the longer the trip distance and greater 
likelihood that a transit service that provides a time-savings over driving on SR 85 would be 
appealing.  For that reason, thick, steep lines indicate the presence of a strong market for 
transit.
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These visualizations show that thicker bands of travel—indicating greater flows—along the 
SR 85 corridor correlate with shorter trip distances.  A relatively small portion of the trips 
sampled travel through several super zones.  However, the AM alluvial diagram shows a 
greater proportion of long trips on SR 85, likely reflecting that commuters make up a larger 
portion of travelers in the morning compared to other times of day when trip purposes are 
more varied.  The prevalence of long trips in the PM diagram is likely muted visually due to 
greater overall trip volumes (and trip purposes) that are witnessed in the evening.

Finding: Long trips that are more likely to experience a time savings using transit are more 
prevalent during commute periods.

Finding: No outstanding origin-destination trip pairs are seen, suggesting that a transit 
service that serves all stops and maximizes the origin-destination combinations that can 
be served per trip will have the strongest appeal to travelers.

Access and egress challenges exist

The likelihood of using a transit service correlates with the ease of access of origins and 
destinations from transit stations.  To approximate how many SR 85 corridor travelers have 
origins and destinations with good walking access to the corridor, an analysis of trips within 
a short walk of the corridor was undertaken.  A short walk was defined as one-third of a 
mile measured as-the-crow-flies rather than walking path.  One-third of a mile is roughly 
equivalent to a distance requiring a five to ten minute walk depending on the directness of 
the walking path.

Figure 2-10 | Travelers with origins and destinations within short walk of station

AM PM Daily

Origin and destination within a short walk 2% 2% 2%

Origin within short walk 23% 21% 22%

Destination within short walk 20% 21% 20%

Of all travelers whose trips start and end in the superzones, only a small percentage had 
origins and destinations within one-third of a mile of the corridor.  This suggests that the 
market for travelers who could make a walk-transit-walk trip using transit only along SR 85 is 
quite small—about 2 percent of all travelers in the data set.  Two percent is about 4,000 to 
5,000 trips in each peak period and about 11,000 over the course of an entire weekday.  It 
should not be expected that all of these travelers would choose a transit option over driving 
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should such an option exist nor should it be assumed that a transit service would necessarily 
be operating during some of these trips times, particularly those that are off-peak.

Notably, about one-fifth of all trips in the data set have an origin or destination within a 
short walk of the corridor, suggesting that if station designs and locations could accom-
modate modes of access and egress such as bicycles, scooters, connecting transit routes, 
private shuttles, TNCs or parking for private vehicles, the attractiveness of using a transit 
service in the corridor could be increased.

Finding: Expanding the travel shed for station access/egress can extend the appeal of the 
service, but would likely require higher costs and potentially additional physical space.

Ramp Volumes

Caltrans vehicle volume data for onramps and offramps for 2010 through 2014 were eval-
uated, but determined not to be insightful regarding the potential market for transit along 
the SR 85 corridor.  Ramp volume data showed that vehicle volumes correlated closely with 
the capacity of each roadway facility, demonstrating the channelization and indirect nature 
of automobile trips.  Some interchanges do not possess onramps and offramps, leading to 
lopsided counts.  These are marked on the charts with asterisks.  The lopsided nature of the 
northbound and southbound charts in figures 2-12 and 2-13 demonstrate the directional 
nature of travel demand along SR 85.
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Private Shuttle Observations

Private shuttles are an increasingly common sight on Santa Clara County freeways during 
weekday commute periods.  The shuttles are operated mainly by large Silicon Valley 
employers.  Precise information about the services such as routing and ridership are not 
available as the operators prefer to keep that information private.  Regardless, the shuttles 
present an interesting element in the consideration of a potential transit lane on SR 85 as 
they have the potential to increase person-throughput along the corridor since the shuttles 
require less road space per person than private automobiles.

Without actual data on private shuttle operations, VTA’s best estimates for shuttle opera-
tions come from counting shuttles in video surveys conducted at six locations along SR 85 in 
November 2017.  The video surveys looked at 6:00 to 10:00 AM and 4:00 to 8:00 PM.

Figure 2-14 | Commute period shuttle counts

Northbound Southbound

AM PM AM PM

Middlefield Road 97 106 73 88

El Camino Real 111 130 105 150

McClellan Road 70 69 60 81

Quito Road 69 63 57 88

Leigh Avenue 49 31 22 38

Blossom Hill Road 42 35 18 36

Figure 2-15 | Peak hour shuttle counts

Northbound Southbound

AM PM AM PM

Middlefield Road 34 33 27 29

El Camino Real 45 37 37 48

McClellan Road 30 18 19 26

Quito Road 34 19 22 29

Leigh Avenue 22 21 11 17

Blossom Hill Road 14 12 7 15
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Private shuttles are most prevalent toward the northern end of SR 85, which is not surprising 
as this end of the corridor features a greater concentration of employment sites.  The lower 
volumes in the southern portion of the corridor suggest that many of the shuttles are joining 
SR 85 as the corridor works its way northward rather than traveling the entire length of the 
corridor.  Anecdotally, we understand that some areas like the Oaks Shopping Center near 
SR 85 and Stevens Creek have become de facto park-n-ride locations and likely represent 
mid-route stops for many shuttle routes.  This suggests that the passenger loads on the 
shuttles increases as they get closer to employers toward the northern end of the corridor.

Estimating private shuttle ridership

It is likely that around half of the shuttles observed through the video survey are dead-
heading—that is, they are not carrying passengers, but rather traveling to or back to the 
start of their route to start a new trip.  Industry estimates place the per-passenger annual 
subsidy around on private shuttles around $10,000 to $15,000.  At estimated contractor 
wages, this works out to about 16 to 25 passengers per bus, which creates the following 
range of possible ridership:

Figure 2-16 | Estimated private shuttle passenger throughput per hour during peak 
periods

Peak direction buses per hour Ridership Estimate

AM Northbound PM Southbound AM Northbound PM Southbound

Middlefield Road 24 22 400 to 600 350 to 550

El Camino Real 28 38 450 to 700 600 to 950

McClellan Road 18 20 300 to 450 325 to 500

Quito Road 17 22 275 to 425 350 to 550

Leigh Avenue 12 10 200 to 275 150 to 250

Blossom Hill Road 11 9 175 to 250 150 to 225

For context, a single lane of traffic can move about 2,000 vehicles per hour with a HOV lane 
moving upwards of 4,000 people per hour at 2+ carpool requirements.  While private shut-
tles help increase the person throughput of SR 85, their prevalence does not demonstrate 
that a private-shuttle only lane would increase vehicle or person throughput at a greater 
rate than other potential uses.
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Figure 2-17 | Estimated passenger-throughput of private shuttles compared to 
other potential lane uses
 

Finding: Private shuttles—or any way of moving more people in less space—can increase 
person-throughput of the SR 85 corridor, but a transit lane reserved exclusively for private 
shuttles would likely move less people than an additional general use, managed lane or 
HOV lane on SR 85.  A HOV lane or managed lane with high rates of shuttle usage would 
maximize person-throughput.
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3 | Urban form and transit propensity

The decision to use public transit is the result of a confluence of factors including many that 
are outside of the transit agency’s control including demographics and urban form.  This 
chapter looks at those external factors and their supportiveness of a transit investment on 
SR 85.

Urban form

Per the ridership recipe discussed in in Chapter 1, density, walkability and a mix of land 
uses are key factors for transit supportiveness.  Where more homes, jobs and attractions 
are present along a corridor, the potential to support transit is high.  Ideally these places 
are walkable so that one can access many places from the stop and find the walking experi-
ence safe, pleasant and direct.  A mix of land uses along the corridor creates bi-directional 
demand and facilitates short trips so that all kinds of trips happen in both directions all day, 
which supports the back-and-forth nature of transit vehicles along a route.  These factors are 
largely absent from the SR 85 corridor.

Land uses along SR 85 are largely homogenous

The land uses adjacent to the SR 85 corridor fall into two major zones: (1) commercial/indus-
trial technology uses north of El Camino Real and (2) suburban-style single-family detached 
residential uses between El Camino Real and US 101 in South San Jose.  Notable exceptions 
exist, such as De Anza College, shopping plazas near Almaden Expressway, Oakridge Mall, 
the redeveloping IBM campus near Cottle, Kaiser San Jose and low-density office uses near 
Bernal.  However, compared to established transit corridors that feature a mix of land uses, 
SR 85 is relatively homogenous.  Homogenous land uses—particularly the long stretch that is 
almost entirely low-density residential between El Camino Real and Almaden Expressway—
mean that trips to different types of uses are generally long and less appealing.

Land uses along SR 85 are largely low-density

Density is the strongest determinant of transit ridership along a corridor.  The more people 
in homes, jobs and attractions along a corridor the greater the ridership a transit service 
along the corridor is likely to achieve.  For this reason, where transit services are frequent 
city general plans zone for higher densities as it increases the likelihood of transit use by 
corridor residents and travelers.  When densities are too low to be transit supportive, the 
transit service may be reduced or discontinued.  A sampling of city general plans shows plan-
ning for densities that are substantially higher than those currently present along the SR 85 
corridor.  Estimates for land uses adjacent to the SR 85 corridor are shown in shaded cells.

9.a



30 | SR 85 Transit Guideway Study Travel Market Analysis

Figure 3-1 | Recommended transit-supportive densities from city general plans

Rec’d Density Stories

San Jose Transit Supportive Residential 50 to 250 units/acre 5 to 25 stories

Mountain View Mixed Use Corridor 60 units/acre Up to 6 stories

Cupertino Vallco High-Density Residential 35+ units/acre -

San Jose Transit Supportive Employment 12.0 FAR* 4 to 25 stories

Mountain View Mixed Use Corridor 1.85 FAR Up to 6 stories

SR 85-Adjacent Single Family Residential** 4 to 6 units/acre 1 to 2 stories

SR 85-Adjacent Commercial** 0.5 FAR 1 to 2 stories

*Floor area ratio refers to the ratio of the combined square footage of all the floors in a building to the 
size of the parcel.  A two-story building with 10,000 square feet of combined floor space on a 5,000 square 
foot parcel would have a FAR of 2.0.

**Estimate

Walkability to/from potential SR 85 transit stations is generally indirect

Walkability to potential transit stations along the SR 85 corridor is generally indirect.  The 
residential neighborhoods that surround the corridor were designed mostly with indirect, 
curvilinear streets that are intended to discourage through-travel to those who do not live 
in the neighborhood.  That street design also envisioned that residents would make nearly 
all trips by automobile, which negated the inconvenience of indirectness.  As a result, the 
neighborhoods are oriented away from SR 85 resulting in walking paths to transit that are 
considerably longer than the as-the-crow-flies distance.

Redevelopment potential is limiited

When planning for the future, it is important to consider potential changes in land use that 
could change travel and transit demand along the corridor.  For the SR 85 corridor, such 
changes are likely limited to few locations as the suburban-style neighborhood design, which 
comprises the majority of adjacent corridor land uses, has proven resistant to redevelop-
ment.  The many small parcels, individual property owners and street design that discour-
ages traffic and visibility makes it unappealing for redevelopment.  Rather, potential changes 
to land uses are likely limited to larger parcels that currently employ non-residential uses.

Finding: The urban growth decisions made over the past several decades by city planners 
have created an urban form adjacent to the SR 85 corridor that is automobile-dependent 
and not transit supportive.  Those land uses are not likely to change much in the future.
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Transit Propensity

The likelihood of using transit is based on more than the urban form.  Factors such as age, 
income, ethnicity, citizenship status, occupation type, vehicle access, vehicle ownership, 
disability status and home ownership status are strong predictors of one’s likelihood to use 
transit.  In 2017, VTA developed a composite metric of 31 different variables shown to have 
correlations with one’s likelihood to use transit.  The metric, called the transit propensity 
score, estimates the transit-supportiveness of zones throughout Santa Clara County by 
multiplying the overall transit propensity of the zone by the density of people and jobs in 
the zone.  Zones are colored based on transit supportiveness and the approximate level of 
frequency that can be supported is estimated.
 
A corridor lined entirely by red land uses is estimated to support 5-minute frequency while 
those in pale green or gray would struggle to support 60-minute service.  By this analysis, 
the demographics of those who live and work along the SR 85 corridor is perhaps barely 
supportive of a 60-minute transit service, which suggests that a major capital investment 
in the corridor and the level of service that would be appropriate for such an investment is 
unlikely to generate ridership at a rate that would justify the investment.

Finding: Those who travel along and around the SR 85 corridor largely possess demo-
graphics that correlate with lower rates of transit usage.
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Memo 

 

 
1021 SE Caruthers St • Portland, OR 97214 • 503 208 4249 • www.jarrettwalker.com 

  
  
  
  
  
  
To: VTA State Route (SR) 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board 
From: Jarrett Walker, JWA 
Date: February 1, 2018 
Subject: Rail transit performance- comparison with Portland, Dallas, Los Angeles, and Denver 
 
This memo provides a very high-level assessment of the SR 85 corridor – between 
southern San Jose and Mountain View – as a potential light rail transit (LRT) alignment. 
In it, we discuss some general findings about light rail performance in similar situations, 
including services in Denver, Portland, and Los Angeles and the performance of 
comparable lines in Santa Clara County. 
 

Overview of the Problem 
 
Light rail is popular for a range of reasons, including ride quality, legibility, and other 
intangible responses.  It is often associated with greater increase in land value around 
stations due to these effects.   
 
However, if the goal is transportation, modes should be selected based on the cost-
effectiveness of the transportation they provide.  
 
Labor is the dominant cost of providing public transit, so the key to efficiency is the 
efficient use of labor.  From this point of view, the primary benefit of light rail over bus 
service is capacity, the number of passengers who can be carried per train operator.  
Where this capacity is needed, the ability to serve more people with less staff is the 
payoff that justifies the capital investment in rail infrastructure.   
 
The key question, therefore, is ridership potential.  Ridership has several kinds of 
causes: 
 

• Usefulness of the service. 
• Usefulness of competing travel options, such as driving. 
• Subjective features, such as attraction to rail. 
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Usefulness of the Service 

Usefulness can be measured objectively:  How many useful destinations can be reached 
by how many people, in a reasonable amount of time? 
 
This is easy to visualize using a diagram called an isochrone, as in Figure 1, which 
comes from the VTA Next Network project.  It shows a hypothetical person at a specific 
location in Cupertino.  The bands show where she could get to, on public transit plus 
walking, in various amounts of time.  What matters is what is inside these bands:  How 
many jobs?  How many shopping opportunities?  Transit ridership potential tracks 
strongly with the answer to this question, because transit has to be useful in this sense 
before any other factor matters.  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.  An isochrone shows where you can get to, on public transit plus 
walking, in a given amount of time. 
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The same diagram can be thought of the other way around:  For a business at the 
selected location, how many employees or customers can get to them in a given 
amount of time?   
 
A successful project that justifies its capital cost will have to dramatically improve these 
numbers for a large number of people.  That’s why density is an overwhelming factor.  
The density – of both housing and job centers – is a measure of how many people will 
benefit from any improvement in the usefulness of transit from that point.   
 
That’s why it also matters that people can readily walk to a transit station from the 
surrounding area.  Barriers to walking effectively reduce the station’s market, and thus 
its ridership potential.   
 
Of course, there are other station access methods, but the most common suburban 
one, Park-and-Ride, is a very inefficient use of land, yielding only one daily customer for 
every 330 square feet of real estate1.  Most land adjacent to Highway 85 is likely to have 
a value based on development potential that far exceeds its value as parking. 
 
Any good transit service will have other more space-efficient access methods, including 
local buses, bike parking, and all of the sharing economy modes, but the transfer 
between these modes and the main line is a source of delay.  That means the main line 
must be even more useful – a fast way to reach many useful destinations – in order to 
counteract that effect.  That explains why many people use these modes to access 
CalTrain, for example, while few use them to access slower local bus services.  It also 
explains why people are more likely to use these modes if they are going 20 miles than 
if they are going 5 miles.  The longer your trip, the more the hassle is worth it as part of 
optimizing your total travel time.   
 
In short, none of the ways of accessing service compensate for having many people 
(homes and destinations) within immediate walking distance of a station, as the data 
below shows. 
 
Competing Options 

People ride transit when it is better than the competing options, so the cost and hassle 
of driving have strong impacts on transit ridership.  Parking cost seems to be especially 
important in deterring people from driving to their destinations.  Severe traffic 
congestion that is bypassed by transit can also be a factor.  We stipulate that the 
corridor will have severe congestion and that any Highway 85 project, rail or bus, will 
not be stuck in that congestion.  This is why we focus on parking cost.   
                                                
1  The average parking space, including the access aisles, occupies about 330 square 
feet. (Source: The High Cost of Free Parking- Donald Shoup) 
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Parking cost, of course, tends to vary with density. High density means there is less 
room for everyone’s car, and in a free market of parking this would naturally lead to 
higher costs.  In fact, however, the parking market is distorted in various ways, with free 
parking offered even were land is scarce in order to encourage business activity.  For 
that reason, we treat parking cost as a separate variable. 
 
Subjective Factors 

While there are subjective factors (ride quality, electric propulsion, legibility, “look and 
feel” etc) that make people prefer trains over buses, they are not strong factors 
compared to the basic facts of usefulness and competition outlined above. What is 
more, all of them except ride quality can be matched by buses if that’s an explicit goal.  
If your only experience of buses is slow diesel buses stuck in traffic, your view of the 
superiority of rail over buses will be different than if you had experienced some of the 
world’s best Bus Rapid Transit services.    
 
Light Rail vs. Commuter Rail 

Finally, it is very important to distinguish the economics of light rail from that of 
commuter rail. 
 
Because light rail lines are built from scratch, with extensive infrastructure, they tend to 
make sense only if they operate two-way, all day, at a frequency of every 15 minutes or 
better.  This requires a market that is more than just “nine to five” commutes.  It also 
benefits from a market where people are traveling in both directions to some degree, 
since the trains have to travel in both directions anyway.  This means that it does better 
where there are jobs and activities mixed with residential all along the line, instead of 
mostly residential at one end and jobs at the other. 
 
The opposite extreme is represented by Altamont Express, which provides commuter 
rail service from Stockton to San Jose.  This service runs only in peak hours and only in 
one direction.  Altamont Express has far lower capital costs than light rail because it 
does not have electric propulsion infrastructure and it uses track that is also used for 
other purposes.  Commuter rail lines are almost never built from scratch; they are 
usually economical only if using rail lines that already exist, and that can be shared with 
other users.  (Caltrain is an unusual intermediate case.  It runs as commuter rail but its 
demand is so high that it runs two-way all-day, and largely has the tracks to itself.) 
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Key Features of the Highway 85 Corridor 
 
Density 

Figures 2 and 3 show the residential and employment density of Santa Clara County.  
The general location of the Highway 85 corridor, from Santa Teresa to Mountain View is 
marked with a red line.  The existing VTA light rail network is sketched in black. 
 
Both maps show that the SR 85 corridor generally traverses a low density portion of 
Santa Clara County, compared to that traversed by the existing network.  Any SR 85 line 
would share the stations between Santa Teresa and Ohlone/Chynoweth, but the 
ridership at these stations is not high by system standards, even though the existing line 
goes to more jobs over a shorter distance than an SR 85 line would do.  
 
The area with the highest employment density along the corridor, Mountain View, has 
just about 5,700 jobs per square mile, compared with 23,400 in parts of downtown San 
Jose.  
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Figure 2: Employment Density.  SR 85 Corridor is in Red. Existing VTA light rail in dark blue. 

Figure 3: Residential Density.  SR 85 Corridor is in Red. Existing VTA light rail in dark blue. 
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Parking Cost 

As discussed above, parking cost at the destination is an especially strong factor in 
transit demand. 
 
The employment destinations on the SR 85 corridor feature low to zero parking costs.  
Parking is free at most destinations, including in most areas of Mountain View.  Near the 
Caltrain station, all-day parking is available for less than $5.  By contrast, parking costs 
in downtown San Jose average around $25 per day (See Figure 4).  San Jose is cited 
because it is the densest downtown in Santa Clara County; it is still smaller, and with 
lower parking costs, than successful light rail cities such as Portland or Denver.   
 

Table 1: Santa Clara Valley Urban and Suburban Comparison 

Figure 2: Parking costs are a disincentive to driving into Downtown San Jose whereas parking in 
Mountain View is typically free.  Many free parking lots around the google campus are not listed here. 
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Most light rail lines in North America operate into dense downtowns where the parking 
cost and density are vastly higher than even downtown San Jose’s.  SR 85 is 
fundamentally different, on both density and parking cost grounds.  In the rest of this 
paper, we describe SR 85 as a “suburb-to-suburb” corridor as opposed to a “suburb-to-
city” corridor like VTA’s other main rail lines.   
 

Peer Agency Experience 
 
Since most rail lines in North America reach, or travel through city centers where 
ridership potential is the highest, there are a limited number of examples similar to SR 
85.   
 
VTA will soon have another useful peer, the planned Tasman LRT line running from 
Mountain View to Alum Rock.  The performance of this line, compared to lines running 
through downtown San Jose, will also provide a clear signal about light rail's potential 
in suburb-suburb corridors. The Tasman line's performance will mark an upper bound of 
what a Hwy 85 line could achieve, since it serves areas of higher density and makes a 
connection to BART.   
 
Meanwhile, we have found four existing examples of suburb to suburb rail lines that 
share similarities with the SR 85 corridor. 
 
Portland Trimet Westside Express Service (WES) 

Portland’s light rail network is entirely oriented toward downtown and achieves its 
highest ridership there.  However, the western suburbs of Portland – the so-called 
“Silicon Forest” – do have a suburb-suburb commuter rail line.  The Westside Express 
Service (WES) is a 14.7 mile commuter train operates between Beaverton and 
Wilsonville.  It traverses the outskirts of the Portland metro area but does not enter 
downtown Portland.  It has reasonably two-way demand, since both Beaverton and 
Wilsonville are major job centers as well as residential areas. 
 
Like the SR 85 corridor, Portland’s WES serves densities much lower than in downtown.  
Beaverton, the northern terminus of the WES, has less than 1/10 of the jobs per square 
mile as downtown Portland.  Parking is also free in Beaverton. 
 
WES does feed Beaverton LRT station which provides connections to downtown 
Portland and to many other Silicon Forest jobs, more or less analogous to the way an 
SR 85 line would feed Caltrain. 
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However, WES is commuter rail, not light rail.  It was cheap to build because it uses 
existing track and is not electrified.  It also runs only during commute hours so its 
productivity is much higher than it would be if it ran all day, as light rail does. 

 

  
Table 2: Portland Area Density and Parking Costs 

Figure 3.  Portland rail system with WES in black.. 
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Dallas DCTA A-Train 

North of Dallas, Texas, the A-Train is a 21-mile all-day commuter rail line between 
Denton and Carrollton that links to the DART light rail system.  This is like an SR 85 
transit line feeding Caltrain for trips further north along the peninsula. 
 
The A-Train is not as frequent as light rail – its service levels are very comparable to 
Caltrain’s – so its productivity will be higher than an all-day service’s would be.  As 
commuter rail, it was designed to use existing track so its capital costs were lower than 
light rail’s. . 
 

Table 3: Density and Parking Costs, A-Train terminus vs. Downtown Dallas 

Figure 4. 
Dallas area's 
A-Train is in 
dark green at 
the top of the 
map. 
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Los Angeles Metro Green Line 

 

The LA Metro Green Line is a 20-mile orbital light rail line in south Los Angeles which 
links the main radial rapid network with the airport and surrounding areas.  Like the SR 
85 corridor, the Green Line does not enter into downtown itself.   

Figure 5: The Green Line is shown at the bottom of this map 
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Of all the suburb-to-suburb light rail lines included in this analysis, the Green Line is the 
most urban, and features the highest employment densities around its stations.  Around 
El Seguido Station, the part of the Green Line with the highest employment density, 
there are over 25,500 jobs within a square mile, which is over four times the density of 
comparable areas of Mountain View.   
 
The character of employment is also quite different, with many more low-wage jobs 
associated with the airport, hospitality, and heavy industries.  On the residential side, 
the line serves some of the lowest-income neighborhoods in Los Angeles county, with 
lower car ownership than average.  (Car ownership, rather than income itself, is a good 
predictor of transit need.) 
  

Table 4: LA Area Density and Parking Costs 
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Denver RTD R-Line 

Figure 6: The R Line is shown in Green on the right side of the map 
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Table 5: Denver Area Density and Parking Costs 

The Denver R Line, which opened in 2017 appears to be North America’s only highly 
comparable example of a suburb-to-suburb light rail line.  Its 20.6 miles of track 
traverses the suburban areas to the south and east of Denver, the pale green line on 
the map.  
 

Despite the overall similarity to the SR 85 corridor, the R Line has high density at major 
stations.  The Belleview Station, for example, has triple the density of the densest 
potential station area in Mountain View. 
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Comparative Performance 

Table 6 on the next page summarizes the performance comparisons of the various peer 
services studied. 
 
Ridership: When compared with lines of similar length, suburb-to-suburb rail lines 
typically have much lower ridership than lines that enter city centers.  Both suburb-to-
suburb light rail lines studied have less than half the boardings per line-mile as their 
city-oriented rail lines in their regions.  The comparison is even more clear with 
commuter rail lines. 
 
While only half of its system average, the LA Green Line’s 1,648 boardings per line-mile 
still exceeds the system averages for Dallas, Denver, and Santa Clara Valley.  This is 
likely due to low income and low car ownership, and the low-wage nature of many of 
the jobs served.  Its ambient density is also much higher than that of the other peers. 
 
Productivity: The productivity of suburb-to-suburb rail lines, measured in boardings per 
revenue hour, are typically low when compared with those that enter the city center.   
Less than a year after the start of service, service on the Denver R Line has been 
reduced from 15 minutes to 30 minutes on weekends in response to low productivity. 
 
Operational Cost: Suburb-to-suburb rail lines typically perform worse than the rest of its 
network in cost-effectiveness.  This is especially the case for commuter rail lines, with 
their operating costs spread over fewer passengers. 
 
The only exception is the LA Metro Green Line, which is comparable in cost 
performance with the rest of the rail network.  This is likely due to the fact that it is the 
most “urban” of the four examples and as a result, has relatively high ridership 
compared to other suburb-to-suburb lines. 
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Conclusion 
 
There are limited examples of rail transit lines in the United States that do not run 
directly into a major downtown that features high density, high walkability, and high 
parking costs.  The closest example is the Denver R-Line.  That still has higher key 
station densities than a Hwy 85 corridor and is producing ridership and cost/rider 
figures that are far worse than the system average. 
 
In a dispersed development pattern, light rail’s rigidity is a net disadvantage.  A key 
advantage of busways, for example, is that buses using them do not have to end at the 
end of the infrastructure.  Instead, they can branch out to serve various worksites in a 
spread-out area.  This is a critical benefit in the SR 85 corridor, where employment 
destinations are spread over a large area rather than grouped around any one logical 
line.  They can also run directly from multiple origin areas.  
 
For these reasons, we recommend that the SR 85 project focus on exploring bus-based 
transit options, which offer the possibility of using smaller vehicles, and the flexibility of 
branching off of SR 85 to better serve the dispersed, many-to-many travel demand 
pattern in the region. 
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Long trips are small portion of overall trips
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StreetLight Data | AM Trips along SR 85 between 
superzones



Peak, directional transit is expensive
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Three cost‐inefficiencies:

• Pay for 8 hour shift for a few hours of work

• Deadheading is large share of total hours

• Purchase, maintain and store a peak‐only bus



Urban form is not transit‐supportive, unlikely to change
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Access and egress challenges
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Distance from SR 85 AM PM Daily

Origin and destination within a short walk 2% 2% 2%

Origin within a short walk 23% 21% 22%

Destination within a short walk 20% 21% 20%

StreetLight Data | Among superzone travelers

Short walk = 1/3 of a mile “as the crow flies” from SR 85
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Corridor demographics not transit‐amenable



Transit is travel option, not a traffic solution
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Law of induced demand

• Traffic congestion discourages trips

• Alleviating congestion induces those trips to happen

• Result: same level of congestion

Congestion solutions: shorter trips, space‐efficiency, pricing



Person‐throughput comparison
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15‐minute bus (busway) Up to 160 people per hour

15‐minute 2‐car train Up to 360 people per hour

General lane (cars only) Up to ~2,000 people per hour

Managed lane (cars only) ~3,000 people per hour

2+ HOV lane (cars only) ~4,000 people per hour

+ Private Shuttles + ~200 to ~900 people per hour



Consider mixed‐flow alternatives
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Maximize person‐throughput of lane

Allows for flexible lane entry/exit, flexible route design

Managed lanes can ensure fast travel

Allows for incremental approach



Jarrett Walker + Associates Rail Analysis
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Rail is warranted when capacity, cost‐effectiveness exceeds bus

Limited examples of suburb‐to‐suburb rail

Commuter rail and light rail have different cost models

SR 85 corridor is less dense than light rail cases studied

Recommendation: explore bus‐based transit options



Date: February 19, 2019
Current Meeting: February 25, 2019
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
State Route 85 Corridor Policy Advisory Board

THROUGH: General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez

FROM: Director - Planning & Programming, Chris Augenstein

SUBJECT: Phase II Kickoff – Developing Project Alternatives

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

In Phase II, VTA staff will work collaboratively with the State Route 85 (SR 85) Policy 
Advisory Board (PAB) to develop project alternatives to be studied in an alternatives analysis.  
The alternatives analysis will yield a report and matrix that compares the project alternatives 
across several metrics like ridership, capital cost, operating cost, right of way constraints, etc.  
The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to inform an investment decision for the SR 85 
corridor.  An investment decision is not a specific project design, but rather a preferred mode 
(bus, rail, other), operating plan (when and how frequently the transit operates) and a rough sense 
of the boundaries of the project or specific infrastructure required (stations, additional lanes, park 
& ride lots, etc.).  Upon completion of the alternatives analysis, the PAB will make a 
recommendation to VTA’s Board of Directors about what type of investment decision they 
would like VTA to pursue in the corridor. 

DISCUSSION:

Unlike Phase I, which involved staff reports to the PAB, Phase II will be a collaborative effort 
wherein PAB members are encouraged to participate in the design of project alternatives.  For 
expediency and budgetary reasons, staff will be limited to about four alternatives that can be 
evaluated so the PAB will need to collectively coalesce around a few major options.  Should 
VTA’s Board of Directors endorse a transit-oriented investment strategy on SR 85, subsequent 
planning and engineering work would consider additional refined alternatives based on project 
design and would analyze them to a more detailed extent.

VTA staff and consultants will jumpstart the development of project alternatives by developing a 
few high-level project alternatives for the corridor.  These concepts will draw from professional 
expertise, conversations with city staff and ideas already discussed at past PAB meetings 
including bus-on-shoulder lanes and directional transit-only guideways.  Staff anticipates 
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presenting these ideas for critique and modification at the May 2019 PAB meeting.

VTA staff and consultants will hold a kickoff meeting on February 27, 2019 to begin 
development of high-level project alternatives that will subsequently be discussed with city 
planning staff, transportation staff and/or public works staff.  Conversations with city staff will 
seek to determine whether city plans or preferences place constraints on potential project 
alternatives or project elements such as park & ride lots, transit station locations, pedestrian 
access points or whether potential alternative designs would impact cities in negative ways.  The 
VTA project team will incorporate this feedback into the design of high-level alternatives that 
will be subsequently shared with the PAB.

The following PAB meetings will likely consist of a process of refining project alternative 
designs that may require multiple cycles of editing.  As such, it may be in the interest of the PAB 
to schedule more frequent meetings in the summer of 2019 so that the start of work on the Phase 
III alternatives analysis can be expedited.

In the meantime, VTA staff encourages PAB members to think creatively about possible project 
alternatives and to coordinate with their city staff about potential project alternative designs and 
VTA’s upcoming request to discuss the project alternative development process with city staff.

Prepared By: Adam Burger
Memo No. 6907
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Phase II Kickoff
State Route 85 Transit Guideway Study

February 25, 2019
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Phase II – Selection of Alternatives
Feb 27 Project team kickoff, develops basic alternatives

Spring VTA meets with city staff, discusses alternatives

Summer PAB and staff collaborate, refine alternatives

Phase III  ‐ Alternatives Analysis
Fall Project team develops alternatives analysis 

Public Engagement – Round 2

PAB makes recommendation to VTA Board



Alternative Concepts
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No Project Scenario: Express lane project

Alternative: Bus‐on‐shoulder

Alternative: Reversible guideway

Mixed‐flow?

Bus and rail versions?

Other modes?

Park‐n‐rides?

Median stations?

On‐ramp stations?
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