
  
 
 

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

Wednesday, September 7, 2011 
6:00 PM 

 
VTA Auditorium 

3331 North First Street 
San Jose, CA 

 
 

AGENDA 
  

 CALL TO ORDER 

1. ROLL CALL 

 

2. ORDERS OF THE DAY 

3. 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. 

4. Receive Committee Staff Report.  (Verbal Report)  (Y. Smith) 

• Capital Program Update. 

5. Receive Chairperson’s Report.  (Verbal Report)  (Meyer) 

6. Receive Reports from BPAC subcommittees.  (Verbal Report) 

 CONSENT AGENDA 

7. Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of August 10, 2011. 
 
8. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive the Semi-Annual Report for the 2000 Measure A 

Transit Improvement Program through June 2011. 
 
9. ACTION ITEM - Accept the findings from the 2011 Transportation System Monitoring 

Program report. 
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 REGULAR AGENDA 

 
10. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a Presentation from Transform on the Bike & 

Pedestrian Injury Analysis for the Alum Rock Corridor. (Verbal Report) 
 
11. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a report on the status of the Bicycle Expenditure 

Program Projects. 
 
12. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a Presentation on the Santa Clara Caltrain Pedestrian 

Tunnel Extension. (Verbal Report) 

 SANTA CLARA COUNTY BPAC AGENDA 

13. Receive County Staff Report.  (Verbal Report)  (Collen) 

14. ACTION ITEM - Consider Ordinance modifications proposed by Santa Clara County 
Roads and Airports Department, and make recommendations to County Board of 
Supervisors.  

 
15. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a report from County staff regarding project design 

review of the Almaden Expressway Bicycle Signal Detection Project.  
 

 OTHER 

16. Receive Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and 2000 Measure A Citizens Watchdog 
Committee (CWC) Report.  (Verbal Report) (Wadler) 

17. Local Jurisdiction Project Review Section.  (Verbal Report) (Committee Members) 

18. Review BPAC Work Plan.  (Y Smith/D. Collen) 

19. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

20. ADJOURN 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), those requiring 
accommodations or accessible media for this meeting should notify the Board Secretary’s 
Office 48 hours prior to the meeting at (408) 321-5680 or e-mail: 
board.secretary@vta.org, (408) 321-2330 (TTY only).  VTA’s Homepage is located on 
the Web at: http://www.vta.org/ or visit us on Facebook http://www.facebook.com/scvta. 
 

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 
Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday prior to the meeting.  This information is available on 
VTA’s website at http://www.vta.org/ and also at the meeting. 

 



Date: August 24, 2011

Current Meeting: September 7, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, Ristow, Chief Engineering & Construction Officer, 
Robinson

SUBJECT: 2000 Measure A Transit Improvement Program Semi-Annual Report - June 
2011

3331 North First Street · San Jose, CA  95134-1927 · Administration 408.321.5555 · Customer Service 408.321.2300

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

DISCUSSION:

Please find attached the Semi-Annual Report for the 2000 Measure A Transit Improvement 
Program through June 2011.

Prepared By: John Rowe
Memo No. 2946
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June 2011Bus Program

Bus Rapid Transit

Estimated Cost:  TBD

Appropriation Through FY13:
$70.3 million

Secured Funding:  
$60.3 million

Year of Completion:  TBD

Project Manager:
Kevin Connolly

Designers: CH2M Hill, 
Parsons Transportation Group

Project Description:
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is an enhanced bus 
transit service that offers many of the same 
service attributes as rail transit, such as 
specialized vehicles, large stations, real-
time information, and more frequent and 
reliable operations.  VTA intends to develop 
an integrated BRT network throughout the 
County, providing high quality service to 
areas not served by light rail transit (LRT).

Project Status:
The VTA Board of Directors adopted the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Strategic Plan in May 2009.  Based on the 
criteria established in the Transit Sustainability Policy, the BRT strategic plan recommends moving forward with 
BRT deployment in the Santa Clara/Alum Rock corridor (see page 2-25), and continuing conceptual 
engineering, environmental and other work for the El Camino Real and Stevens Creek Boulevard corridors.  
Work has recently begun on the El Camino Real  improvements (see page 2-27).   A fourth project, King 
Road, may begin development activity within the next two years. 

• The Stevens Creek Blvd corridor stations and vehicles will feature passenger amenities such as real-time 
information, high quality waiting environments and off-board fare collection.  Planning work will continue in 
2011.

• King Road was identified in the BRT Strategic Plan for future (Phase II) development.  However, because the 
BART extension is being delivered in phases, the King Road BRT project will likely be revised as a feeder and 
distributor for BART patrons using the Berryessa Station. 

• Procurement of Articulated Buses required for 2013 service on the Santa Clara Alum Rock and El 
Camino corridors will be initiated in Fiscal Year 2012.

• Funds were included in the adopted FY12/13 Measure A Transit Improvement Program for Facility 
Modifications at the Chaboya and North Divisions required in order to accommodate BRT buses.

Project Schedule:
  Activity Start End 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

  Programming Early 2007 Late 2008

  Environmental Late 2008 Mid 2016

  Design

  Construction
Scope and schedule will be finalized as 
projects are better defined.

P-0551, P-0715, P-0719, P-0725, P-0783, P-0785 2-29 
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Cost Information:

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  1  h e a d i n g )  

Project Cost Element

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  2  h e a d i n g )

Secured
Funding

a

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  3  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Committed 

Costs
b

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  4  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Incurred

Costs
c

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  5  h e a d i n g )

Balance
d = (a-c)

Construction and Major Procurement 40,947            -                -                40,947            

Real Estate -                -                -                -                

Labor, Services and Support 14,149            2,205             2,189             11,960            

Contingency 5,240             -                -                5,240             

Totals 60,336            2,205               2,189               58,148            

Secured Funding Incurred 4%
Secured Funding Committed 4%

NOTE:  All amounts are Year Of Expenditure dollars in $1,000's
          June 30, 2011 incurred cost figures are unaudited and are subject to change

Anticipated Funding (reflects only appropriated budget):

Funding Source Amount

Local (Measure A) $59.6 million

Federal (Other) $0.7 million

TBD $10.0 million

Total $70.3 million

Local 
(Meas A)

85%

Federal 
(Other)

1%

TBD
14%

Specialized BRT Vehicle

P-0551, P-0715, P-0719, P-0725, P-0783, P-0785 2-30Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) budget 
and funding
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June 2011Bus Program

ZEB Demonstration and Facility Improvements

Estimated Cost: TBD

Appropriation Through FY13:
$19.6 million

Secured Funding:  $19.6 million

Year of Completion: 2019

Project Manager:
Art Douwes

Manufacturer:
Gillig / Ballard

Project Description:
In December 2000, the VTA Board adopted the low-emission diesel path in complying with 
California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) regulation to reduce nitrogen oxide and particulate 
matter emitted by public transit buses.  In accordance with these regulations, VTA, in a joint 
program with SamTrans, implemented a demonstration program to test the viability of zero-
emission fuel-cell bus (ZEB) technology. 

VTA procured three 40-foot low-floor ZEBs, modified facilities, installed a hydrogen fueling 
station, and provided training for staff, emergency responders and others.  The three ZEBs 
started revenue service in February 2005.

VTA intends to comply with the new CARB regulation for transit agencies which requires that 
15% of all new transit buses purchased by VTA after 2011 be ZEBs.  The program will also 
include facilities construction and training to support the increased ZEB fleet.

Project Status:
The VTA Board has adopted a strategy of partnering with other Bay Area transit properties 
and designating AC Transit as the lead agency for procuring and deploying the Advanced ZEB 
Demonstration vehicles.  VTA’s participation will be primarily financial.  

$6.248 million in VTA Enterprise funds were allocated to this effort.  (Note that as this work is 
funded entirely with VTA Enterprise funds, not Measure A funds, this amount is not reflected 
in the budget or funding amounts shown in this report.)

P-0336, P-0449, P-0597 2-31 
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Cost Information:

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  1  h e a d i n g )  

Project Cost Element

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  2  h e a d i n g )

Secured
Funding

a

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  3  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Committed 

Costs
b

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  4  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Incurred

Costs
c

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  5  h e a d i n g )

Balance
d = (a-c)

Construction and Major Procurement 14,512            14,405            14,405            107                

Real Estate -                -                -                -                

Labor, Services and Support 5,056             5,043             5,043             13                  

Contingency -                -                -                -                

Totals 19,569            19,448            19,448            120                  

Secured Funding Incurred 99%
Secured Funding Committed 99%

NOTE:  All amounts are Year Of Expenditure dollars in $1,000's
          June 30, 2011 incurred cost figures are unaudited and are subject to change

Anticipated Funding (reflects only appropriated budget):

Funding Source Amount

Local (Measure A) $5.65 million

Local (SAMTRANS) 4.92 million

Federal 7.70 million

State 1.30 million

Total $19.57 million

Local 
(Meas A)

29%

Local 
(Other)

25%

Federal
39%

State
7%

ZEB in New Maintenance Facility ZEB Hydrogen Fuel Cell

P-0336, P-0449, P-0597 2-32 

ZEB: Demonstration 
and Facility 

Improvements budget 
and funding
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June 2011Bus Program

Money Counting Facility Replacement

Estimated Cost:  $4.2 million

Appropriation Through FY13:
$4.2 million

Secured Funding: $4.2 million

Year of Completion:  2013

Project Manager:
David Sausjord

Designer: TBD

Project Description:

This project will construct a new 
revenue processing facility at the 
Cerone Division to replace VTA’s 
existing undersized and inefficient 
Money Room. The existing facility is 
over 30 years old and cannot be 
readily expanded. A new facility is 
required in order to maintain revenue 
security and support the 
implementation of new Ticket Vending 
Machines (TVMs) for planned Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) service.

Project Status:

Work on this project is anticipated to begin in early 2012.

Project Schedule:

  Activity Start End 2011 2012 2013 2014

  Design Early 2012 Late 2012

  Construction Early 2013 Late 2013

  Closeout Early 2014 Mid 2014

P-0786 2-33 
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Cost Information:

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  1  h e a d i n g )  

Project Cost Element

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  2  h e a d i n g )

Secured
Funding

a

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  3  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Committed 

Costs
b

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  4  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Incurred

Costs
c

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  5  h e a d i n g )

Balance
d = (a-c)

Construction and Major Procurement 1,840             -                -                1,840             

Real Estate -                -                -                -                

Labor, Services and Support 2,025             -                -                2,025             

Contingency 305                -                -                305                

Totals 4,170               -                   -                   4,170               

Secured Funding Incurred 0%
Secured Funding Committed 0%

NOTE:  All amounts are Year Of Expenditure dollars in $1,000's
          June 30, 2011 incurred cost figures are unaudited and are subject to change

Anticipated Funding:

Funding Source Amount

Local (Measure A) $4.2 million

Total $4.2 million

Local
(Meas A)

100%

P-0786 2-34 Money Counting Facility Replacement 
budget and funding
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June 2011San Jose Mineta Airport

San Jose Mineta Airport People Mover

Estimated Cost:  TBD

Appropriation Through FY13:
$4.0 million

Secured Funding:
$4.0 million

Year of Completion: TBD

Project Manager:
City of San Jose –
Henry Servin / Laura Stuchinsky

VTA – Lilia Scott / Chris Augenstein

Designer:  TBD

Project Description:

The Airport People Mover Project 
will provide a dedicated guideway
connection from the San Jose 
International Airport to the 
Caltrain and future BART stations 
at the Santa Clara Transit Center, 
and the VTA Light Rail on North 
First Street.

The City of San Jose Department 
of Transportation currently leads 
this effort.  They envision an 
automated transit network -
similar to a Personal Rapid 
Transit system - of lightweight, 
automated computer-controlled 
vehicles operated on or 
suspended below an elevated 
guideway, similar to a horizontal 
elevator. 

VTA funds are specific to a connection between the Airport terminals and Caltrain/BART and Light 
Rail, and not any pre-determined technology.

Project Status: 

The City of San Jose has engaged a team of consultants including ARUP to lead planning, and a 
federally funded research center firm, Aerospace, to assess the viability of Personal Rapid Transit 
(PRT) technology for San Jose Mineta International Airport. 

Project Schedule:

The Requests for Proposal process and subsequent studies are expected to take up to two 
years to complete.

P-0588 2-35 
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Cost Information:

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  1  h e a d i n g )  

Project Cost Element

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  2  h e a d i n g )

Secured
Funding

a

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  3  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Committed 

Costs
b

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  4  h e a d i n g )

Jun-11
Incurred

Costs
c

( B e g i n  C o l u mn  5  h e a d i n g )

Balance
d = (a-c)

Construction and Major Procurement -                -                -                -                

Real Estate -                -                -                -                

Labor, Services and Support 4,020             1,982             1,174             2,846             

Contingency -                -                -                -                

Totals 4,020               1,982               1,174               2,846               

Secured Funding Incurred 29%
Secured Funding Committed 49%

NOTE:  All amounts are Year Of Expenditure dollars in $1,000's
          June 30, 2011 incurred cost figures are unaudited and are subject to change

Anticipated Funding (reflects only appropriated budget):

Funding Source Amount

Local (Measure A) $4.0 million

Total $4.0 million
Local

(Meas A)
100%

P-0588 2-36 San Jose Mineta Airport People Mover budget and funding
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Closed Projects

Highway 17 Bus Service Improvements

Final Cost:  $2.5 million

Year of Completion:  2011

Project Manager: Jim Unites

Designer: Santa Cruz Metro

Project Description:

Santa Cruz Metro has procured five buses 
necessary to operate service between 
Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and Downtown 
San Jose.  These buses replaced existing 
buses that are 20 years old, with an 
average of 950,000 miles each.

The five (5) buses went into service in 
March/April 2011. VTA has reimbursed 
Santa Cruz Metro for the $2.5 million 
purchase price.

P-0589

Low Floor Light Rail Vehicles

Final Cost: $200.6 million

Year of Completion:  2004

Project Manager: Art Douwes

Contractor: Kinkisharyo 
International, LLC

Project Description:

Purchased 70 low floor light rail vehicles 
to serve the entire VTA Light Rail system.  

Low floor vehicles provide enhanced ADA 
accessibility and improved service by 
minimizing boarding and exit times for all 
riders.  Low floor light rail vehicles 
eliminate the need for wheelchair lifts and 
enhance access for all VTA riders, as well 
as providing additional space for bicycles. 

P-0447

2-37 
Closed Projects
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APPENDIX A – COST ESTIMATE CLASSES 

Figure 1 – Cost Estimate Classification Matrix 
(Adapted from AACE Skills & Knowledge of Cost Engineering, 4th ed., Chapter 1) 

 
 

Estimate 

Class 

Level of Project 

Definition 
Expressed as engineering percent 

completion at time of estimate 

Expected 

Accuracy Range 
Typical variation in low and 

high ranges 

Class 5 0% to 5% -50% to +100% 

Class 4 5% to 25% -30% to +50% 

Class 3 35% -20% to +30% 

Class 2 65% -15% to +20% 

Class 1 90% to 100% -10% to +15% 
 
 
Figure 1 shows a mapping of Estimate Class to Level of Project Definition.  Intuitively, 
estimates become more accurate and have less uncertainty as project definition increases.  This 
table provides a rough framework to describe the accuracy of project estimated costs in this 
report.  A discussion of cost estimate classes, in order of increasing accuracy, is presented below: 
 

 Class 5 (Order-of-Magnitude Estimates) – Order-of-magnitude estimates are sometimes 
referred to as “conceptual” or “ballpark” estimates.  These estimates are made without 
detailed engineering data using only basic criteria such as area or distance.  An estimate 
of this type would normally be expected to be accurate within +100 percent to -50 
percent.  Order-of-magnitude estimates are used to quickly screen several types of 
alternative designs. 

 Classes 4 and 3 (Preliminary Estimates) – Preliminary estimates are prepared once 
enough preliminary engineering has taken place to further define the project scope.  An 
estimate of this type is normally expected to be accurate within +50 percent to -30 
percent.  Since the preliminary estimate is more definitive than the order-of-magnitude 
estimate, it is better suited for determining project feasibility.   

 Classes 2 and 1 (Final Estimates) – Final estimates are prepared from very defined 
engineering data.  This data includes, as a minimum, fairly complete plans and 
specifications.  An estimate of this type is usually expected to be accurate within +15 
percent to -15 percent.  The final estimate has a level of accuracy that is appropriate for 
setting project budgets.   

 

A-1 
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OFFICIAL BALLOT GENERAL ELECTION 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA November 7, 2000 

 
 
 

DISTRICT 
SANTA CLARA VALLY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

 

A    ½ CENT TRANSIT SALES TAX 
To: 

• Connect BART to Milpitas, San Jose, Santa Clara;   
• Build rail connection from San Jose International Airport to BART, Caltrain, light rail; 
• Purchase vehicles for disabled access, senior safety, clean air buses;  
• Provide light rail throughout Santa Clara County;  
• Expand, electrify Caltrain;  
• Increase rail, bus service.  

 
Shall Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority enact a ½ cent sales tax for 30 years 
beginning 4/1/06 when current tax expires, with annual audits published in local newspapers and 
an independent citizens watchdog committee? 
 

COMPLETE TEXT OF MEASURE A 
Shall the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) be 
authorized to enact a retail transactions and use tax ordinance imposing (a) a tax for the 
privilege of selling tangible personal property at retail upon every retailer in Santa Clara 
County, the territory of VTA; such tax to be at the rate of one-half of one percent of the gross 
receipts of the retailer from the sale of all tangible personal property sold by him at retail in the 
territory of VTA, and (b) a complimentary tax upon the storage, use, or other consumption in 
Santa Clara County, the territory of VTA; such tax to be at the rate of one-half of one percent 
of the sales price of the property whose storage, use , or other consumption is subject to the tax, 
such taxes to be imposed for a period not to exceed 30 years, and to take effect only upon the 
expiration of the current County of Santa Clara 1996 Measure B ½ cent sales tax in April, 
2006, and to be used only to: 

• Extend BART from Fremont through Milpitas to Downtown San Jose and the Santa 
Clara Caltrain Station, specifically,  
To build a BART Extension from Fremont to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara with a 
major connection to the Tasman Light Rail line at the Milpitas BART Station. In San Jose to 
include a BART subway section with stations at San Jose State University, the new San Jose 
City Hall, Downtown San Jose at Market Street, San Jose Arena and the Diridon Multimodal 
Station connecting to Caltrain, ACE, Amtrak, the Vasona Light Rail line and VTA bus 
service. In Santa Clara, to serve Santa Clara University, and the Caltrain Station with a 

APPENDIX B - 2000 MEASURE A BALLOT LANGUAGE
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people mover connection to San Jose International Airport. 

• Provide Connections from San Jose International Airport to BART, Caltrain and the 
VTA Light Rail, specifically,  
To build a people mover rail line connecting the airport passenger terminals directly with 
BART, Caltrain and the VTA Light Rail line. 

• Extend Light Rail from Downtown San Jose to the East Valley by  
Building a Downtown/East Valley Light Rail line from downtown San Jose serving the new 
San Jose City Hall and San Jose State University, out Santa Clara Street to Capitol Avenue to 
join the Capitol Light Rail line then south to Eastridge Shopping Center. 

• Purchase Low Floor Light Rail Vehicles, specifically  
To better serve disabled, seniors and others; purchase an additional 20 low floor light rail 
vehicles to join the 30 low floor vehicles now being constructed for the new Tasman, Capitol 
and Vasona Light Rail lines and 50 new low floor vehicles to replace VTA's existing 50 light 
rail vehicles. 

• Improve Caltrain: Double Track to Gilroy and Electrify from Palo Alto to Gilroy  
Extend the Caltrain double track from the San Jose Tamien Station through Morgan Hill to 
Gilroy. Provide VTA's funds for the partnership with San Francisco and San Mateo counties 
to electrify Caltrain from San Francisco to Gilroy. 

• Increase Caltrain Service, specifically  
Purchase new locomotive train sets for increased Caltrain service in Santa Clara County from 
Gilroy to Palo Alto and provide additional facilities to support the increased service.  

• Construct a New Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center  
In partnership with the City of Palo Alto and Stanford University, design and construct a new 
parkway and underpass for University Avenue from the campus to downtown Palo Alto to 
improve bicycle, pedestrian and transit access to the campus, Palo Alto Caltrain station and 
downtown Palo Alto. Upgrade passenger facilities at the historic Palo Alto Caltrain station, 
upgrade transit facilities for VTA, SAMTRANS, Dumbarton Express and the Stanford 
Marguerita and Palo Alto shuttle services.  

• Improve Bus Service in Major Bus Corridors  
For VTA Line 22 (Palo Alto to Eastridge Center) and the Stevens Creek Boulevard Corridor, 
purchase new low floor articulated buses. Improve bus stops and major passenger transfer 
points and provide bus queue jumping lanes at intersections to permit buses quick access 
along the corridors. 

• Upgrade Altamont Commuter Express (ACE)  
Provide VTA's matching funds for additional train sets, passenger facilities and service 
upgrades for the ACE Commuter Service from San Joaquin and Alameda Counties. 

APPENDIX B - 2000 MEASURE A BALLOT LANGUAGE

B-2

8.a



• Improve Highway 17 Express Bus Service  
Provide VTA's share of funds for the partnership with the Santa Cruz County Transit District 
for additional buses and service upgrades for the Highway 17 Express Bus Service.  

• Connect Caltrain with Dumbarton Rail Corridor  
Provide VTA's share of matching funds for a partnership with Alameda and San Mateo 
counties for the rebuilding of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor to connect to Caltrain and train 
sets for this new service conditioned on Alameda and San Mateo County's funding. 

• Purchase Zero Emission Buses and Construct Service Facilities  
Provide funds to supplement federal funds to expand and replace existing VTA diesel bus 
fleet from current size of just over 500 vehicles to 750 vehicles with the new zero emission 
buses and to provide maintenance facilities for this new, clean vehicle propulsion system. All 
new buses to be low floor for easier boarding by seniors and the disabled. 

• Develop New Light Rail Corridors  
Provide capital funds for at least two new future light rail corridors to be determined by 
Major Investment Studies (MIS). Potential corridors include: Sunnyvale/Cupertino; Santa 
Teresa/Coyote Valley; Downtown/East Valley Connection to Guadalupe Line; Stevens Creek 
Boulevard; North County/Palo Alto; Winchester/Vasona Junction; and, initial study of 
BART connection from Santa Clara through Palo Alto to San Mateo County. 

• Fund Operating and Maintenance Costs for Increased Bus, Rail and Paratransit 
Service  
Provide revenue to ensure funding, to at least 2014, and possibly longer, of the following: the 
new Tasman East, Capitol and Vasona Light Rail lines, the commuter rail connection to 
BART, expanded paratransit services, expanded bus fleet of 750 vehicles, the 
Downtown/East Valley Light Rail line operations, which can commence in 2008, and the 
BART extension to San Jose which can commence operations by 2010; 

All subject to the following mandatory requirements:  

• The Tax Must Expire 30 Years After Implementation. 
If approved by the voters, this half-cent sales tax must expire 30 years after 
implementation.  The tax will be imposed for the period commencing April 1, 2006 when 
current tax expires and terminate on March 31, 2036.  The length of this tax cannot be 
extended without a vote – and the approval – of the residents of Santa Clara County. 

 
• An Independent Citizen's Watchdog Committee Must Review all Expenditures.  

The Independent Citizen’s Watchdog Committee will consist of private citizens, not 
elected officials, who comprise the VTA’s Citizen’s Advisory Committee.  
Responsibilities of the Citizen’s Watchdog Committee are: 
• Public Hearings and Reports: The Committee will hold public hearings and issue 

reports on at least an annual basis to inform Santa Clara County residents how the 
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funds are being spent.  The hearings will be held in full compliance with the Brown 
Act, California’s open meeting law with information announcing the hearings well-
publicized and posted in advance. 

• Annual Independent Audits: An annual audit conducted by an independent Auditor 
will be done each fiscal year to ensure tax dollars are being spent in accordance with 
the intent of this measure. 

• Publish results of Audits and Annual Reports: The Committee must publish the results 
of the Independent Auditor and the Annual Report in local newspapers.  In addition, 
copies of these documents must be made available to the public at large. 

such authorization being pursuant to the provisions of Sections 100250 et seq. of the public 
Utilities Code and Sections 7251 et seq. of the Revenue and Taxation Code.
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Date: August 29, 2011

Current Meeting: September 7, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: 2011 Transportation System Monitoring Program Report

3331 North First Street · San Jose, CA  95134-1927 · Administration 408.321.5555 · Customer Service 408.321.2300

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

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommend that the VTA Board of Directors accept the findings from the 2011 Transportation 
System Monitoring Program report.

BACKGROUND:

The programming of the Transportation System Monitoring Program (TSMP) was approved by 
the VTA Board of Directors in September 2008 with the first report completed in March 2010.  
This first report evaluated specific components of Santa Clara County’s existing transportation 
systems for the 2009 calendar year following guidance provided by VTA's Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) using certain measures.

This second annual report provides information on 2010 conditions and compares these 
conditions to those documented in the first year report.  It is expected that this information could 
be used to identify areas of the transportation system that require immediate or future attention.  
A new measure that was added to the 2011 TSMP report concerns the areas of litter control and 
quality of landscaping along the freeways within Santa Clara County.  Another piece of new 
information in this update is comparisons of Santa Clara County with other Bay Area counties 
for certain measures where data was available.

This memorandum provides a brief summary of the findings from the transportation systems 
monitored and evaluated essentially for the 2010 calendar year.  The full report is attached.

9



Page 2 of 5

DISCUSSION:

The residents of Santa Clara County have made significant investments in its transportation 
infrastructure.  A concern raised by local agencies is their ability to maintain Santa Clara 
County’s transportation systems to acceptable standards.  To address this concern, VTA's TAC 
initiated an effort to develop a transportation system monitoring program for Santa Clara County. 

The primary purposes of the Transportation System Monitoring Program (TSMP) are to serve as 
an asset management tool for the county’s transportation system infrastructure and to provide a 
comprehensive report on the conditions and performance of Santa Clara County’s key 
transportation systems in a single report.  The secondary uses for the TSMP are as follows:

• Enable the county and external stakeholders to better understand the current performance of 
the county’s transportation system and the effectiveness of transportation investments 

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives

• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions

• Establish a foundation for evaluating the implications of future funding scenarios in terms of 
their impact on future transportation system performance

• Build an information database that could be used for developing grant application to enhance, 
maintain and/or remedy deficient areas of the county’s transportation system infrastructure.

2010 Conditions

Twelve components of Santa Clara County’s transportation system and 19 measures are included 
in the 2011 TMSP.  The information in the remainder of this memorandum highlights the 
findings on the conditions and performance of the monitored transportation system areas.  A full 
summary of all the performance measures is provided in the executive summary of the attached 
2011 TSMP report.  Reference to figures and tables in the discussion below are provided in 
Attachment A of this memo. 

Pavement Conditions

There are approximately 9,900 lane-miles maintained by the local agencies in Santa Clara 
County.  The general pavement condition in 2010 for Santa Clara County was rated as “Good” 
on a scale of very good, good, fair, at-risk, and poor.  This condition remained unchanged from 
2009.  However, the percentage of roadways slipping from “good” to “fair” condition increased 
by approximately 12 percent as shown in Figure 1 (in Attachment A), indicating that there will 
be a growing need of resources to rehabilitate Santa Clara County’s local roadways in the near 
future. 

Roadside Assets
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Roadside assets consist of a variety of features such as traffic signals, signs, and street lighting.  
The conditions of these assets for TSMP purposes are estimated through the use of a self 
assessment survey.  In general, the conditions of these assets essentially exhibited no changes 
when comparing the roadside asset elements at a county level from 2009 to 2010.  Table 1 shows 
the roadside asset conditions expressed as percent in useful conditions and the agencies’ ability 
to maintain them using a scale from 1 to 3 where 1=Poor (maintained on an as needed basis), 
2=Fair (minimum maintenance performed with some work being deferred and 3=Good (enough 
resources to routinely maintain assets).

From 2009 to 2010, there were minimal changes in the percent of local agency and state 
maintained roadside assets in useful condition with the exception of traffic signals.  The 
condition of this asset showed an increase in useful life of 10 percent, partially owing to the 
efforts of the City of Los Altos to replace all of their 13 traffic signal controllers.  As for the 
roadside assets maintained by Caltrans, there was a slight decline on the conditions of their 
assets, specifically the curbs and gutters.

In general, Santa Clara County’s local and state maintained roadside assets are in fair condition 
and the agencies abilities’ to maintain these assets are also fair, meaning that there are only 
enough resources to provide minimal maintenance with some maintenance work being deferred.

Roadway Litter and Vegetation Management (New TSMP Measure)

The monitoring of litter and vegetation growth along the local roadways and freeways and the 
ability of the jurisdictions to maintain these assets was added to the 2011 TMSP report.  Twelve 
locations were selected, with input from the Systems Operations and Management Working 
Group of VTA’s TAC, to monitor along Santa Clara County freeways and highways using the
Litter and Landscape Visual Standards established in VTA’s Litter Control and Landscape 
Maintenance Study.  The scores and scales used in the litter control and landscaping assessment 
are presented in Chapter 3 of the TSMP report.

Overall, the cleanliness and neatness of landscaping of the selected monitoring locations along 
the freeways rated between Slightly Littered and Littered for litter control and between Decent 
and Neglected for landscape maintenance.  The most littered and neglected locations of the 
twelve monitors sites were at US 101/Trimble Road-De La Cruz Boulevard, SR 87/Capitol 
Expressway, and I-680/Montague Expressway in San Jose.  The least littered locations with 
decent landscaping were US 101/SR 152 in Gilroy, I-280/Page Mill Road in Palo Alto, and SR 
85/Saratoga Avenue in San Jose.  Photos of the typical conditions observed at each of the 
selected monitored locations and nearby areas are provided in Chapter 3 of this report.

In comparison with the rest of the counties in the Bay Area, Santa Clara County with a score of 
63 out of 100 points scored slightly lower than the average score of 65 for all Bay Area counties.    
The county with the cleanest and best groomed freeways in the Bay Area was Napa County with 
a score of 82 points, and the county with the most littered freeways and least maintained 
landscaping was San Francisco County with a score of 56. 

Bridge Conditions

There are nearly 500 bridges maintained by local agencies in Santa Clara County.  The average 
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age of these bridges is 46 years old.  Sixty-two percent of these bridges in 2010 were rated as 
being in “Good condition” based on the standard bridge sufficiency rating of 80 out of 100 points 
or greater.  From 2009 to 2010, the percentage of bridges in “Good” decreased by two percent 
from 64 percent to 62 percent. There are approximately 1,096 bridges maintained by local 
agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area.  In comparison with the other counties in the Bay Area, 
Santa Clara County has the most number of bridges within its jurisdiction with 483 bridges.  
Sonoma County has the second most number of local bridges with 418 bridges. 

Freeway and Intersection Traffic Conditions 

Santa Clara County has been and continues to make investments to its freeway and highway 
systems by extending carpool or high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, rebuilding outdated 
interchanges, building express lanes, and installing ramp metering to improve mobility within the 
county.  One way to measure the effects of these improvements is to monitor the traffic
conditions on these roadway facilities on a periodic basis.

There are approximately 860 mixed-flow or general purpose lane miles of freeways, 170 lane 
miles of HOV lanes, and 252 intersections monitored for Congestion Management Program 
(CMP) purposes in Santa Clara County.  Figure 2 shows percentage of traffic moving freely (or 
essentially at about the speed limit) for freeway general purpose and HOV lanes and the CMP 
intersection network throughout the entire day for both the AM and PM peak periods between 
2000 and 2010.

From 2000 to 2010, although there has been a downward trend in the percentage of vehicle 
traffic in the general purpose lanes and HOV lanes moving at the speed limit, the changes have 
followed a certain pattern.  The percent of vehicles in the general purpose lanes moving at about 
the speed limit declined from about 40 percent in 2000 to around 20 percent in 2010, with the 
percentage hovering around 20 percent since 2004.  For the HOV lanes, the percentage operating 
at the speed limit has declined from about 80 percent to about 50 percent.  The trend line shows 
that the percentage dropped to nearly 40 percent by 2006, with the trend reversing between 2006 
and 2008 when carpool lane additions such as for SR 87 came on line

As for the performance of the CMP intersections, the cut-off used to define “free flow” 
conditions was LOS C, with the highest average delay being 35 seconds.  Figure 2 shows that the 
percentage of CMP intersections operating “free flow” in both commute periods being relatively 
flat, fluctuating between about 40 and 50 percent.  Conversely, this means that more than half of 
the intersections had conditions that were not free flow for an average workday over the period 
of 2000 to 2010.

Bike Mobility

VTA has a countywide bicycle plan that defines a county bike network composed of both on-
street and off-street bikeways and across barrier connections.  For the purpose of the TSMP, the 
monitoring of planned bicycle projects compared the number of miles and projects completed to 
measure the county’s progress towards achieving its vision for bike mobility in Santa Clara 
County.

Table 2 presents the number of planned and completed bicycle on and off street projects by 
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miles.  Bike on-street projects are bike projects along roadways shared with autos; and bike off-
street projects are bike projects along trails or paths shared with pedestrians.  From 2008 to 2010, 
62 miles of on-street projects and 119 miles of off-street projects were completed.  This 
represents a completion of 5 percent of the planned on-street project miles and 9 percent of the 
planned off-street project miles or a total of 56 percent completed and 44 percent completed, 
respectively.

Other measures related to bike mobility, transit and sustainability were monitored as part of the 
2011 TSMP.  Findings from these measures are further discussed in the attached TSMP report.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact as a result of this action.  The TSMP monitoring work is already 
included in the CMP workplan and budget for FY 2011/12.

Prepared by: Eugene Maeda
Memo No. 3125
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Figure 1 Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways 
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Source:  MTC, The Pothole Report, Can the Bay Area Have Better Roads? June 2011. 
 
Table 1 Roadside Asset Condition and Resource Availability 
 
  Local Assets1  State (Caltrans) Assets 

Asset  Percent in Useful 
Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 
Existing 
Resources 

Percent in Useful 
Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 
Existing 
Resources 

  2009  2010  2009 2010 2009 2010 2009  2010 

Traffic signals  73  83  2.4 2.4 75 75 3 3 
Pavement 
markings 

70  67  1.9 2.0 60 60 2 3 

Signs  70  71  2.1 2.1 80 80 2 2 
Light poles  59  75  1.8 1.8 65 65 2 2 
Curb and gutter  84  83  2.3 1.4 85 75 na  2 
Roadside litter  80  67  1.6 2.1 25 20 na  2 

Average  72.7  74.3  2.0 2.0 65.0 62.5 2.3  2.3 

Difference  +1.6  No change ‐2.5 No change 

Source:  VTA, 2010 Transportation System Monitoring Program Self Assessment Survey, May 2011;  

Caltrans, FY 2010 Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report, June 2011. 

9.a



Figure 2 Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely 
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Source:  VTA, 2010 Annual Monitoring & Conformance Report, May 2011. 

 

Table 2 Cross County Bike On/Off Street Projects 

  2008 2010 

Cross County Bike Network‐On‐Street Projects

Total length in miles  514 584 
Completed miles  263 325 
Planned miles  251 259 
Percent complete  51% 56% 

Cross County Bike Network‐Off‐Street Projects

Total length in miles  682 813 
Completed miles  242 361 
Planned miles  440 452 
Percent complete  35% 44% 

Source:  VTA, 2008 Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008 with supplemental  

information from VTA Planning Department staff. 
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  ES‐1 

Executive Summary 

The programming of  the Transportation System Monitoring Program  (TSMP) was adopted by  the VTA 
Board of Directors  in September 2008 and the first report was completed  in March 2010.   This report 
evaluated Santa Clara County’s existing  transportation  systems and presented a  recommended  list of 
system components and measures to include in the first year of monitoring for the 2009 calendar year. 

The 2011 TSMP Report is the second annual report that reflects conditions in 2010.  The significance of 
the report will grow as the data collected is analyzed over time.  This information database will be used 
to  identify  areas  of  the  transportation  systems  that  require  immediate  or  future  attention.    A  new 
measure  that was added  to  the 2011 TMSP  report was an assessment on  litter control and quality of 
landscaping along the freeways within Santa Clara County.  In addition, comparisons with other counties 
were made on measures where data was available. 

WHY MONITOR? 
The  residents  of  Santa  Clara  County  have  made  significant  investments  in  its  transportation 
infrastructure.  One of the major concerns raised by local agencies is their ability to maintain Santa Clara 
County’s  transportation  systems  to  acceptable  standards.    To  address  this  concern,  the  Santa  Clara 
Valley Transportation Authority’s Technical Advisory Committee (VTA TAC) initiated an effort to develop 
a transportation system monitoring program for Santa Clara County.  

The primary purpose of the Transportation System Monitoring Program (TSMP)  is to serve as an asset 
management  tool  for  the county’s  transportation  system  infrastructure and provide a comprehensive 
reporting mechanism  that  reports  on  the  conditions  and  performance  of  Santa  Clara  County’s  key 
transportation systems in single report format.  The secondary uses for the TSMP are as follows: 

• Enable the county and external stakeholders to better understand the current performance of the 
county’s  transportation  system and  the effectiveness of  transportation  investments Communicate 
progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives 

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives 
• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions 
• Establish a foundation for evaluating the  implications of future funding scenarios  in terms of their 

impact on future transportation system performance 
• Build  an  information  database  that  could  be  used  for  developing  grant  application  to  enhance, 

maintain and/or remedy deficient areas of the county’s transportation system infrastructure. 

METHODOLOGY 
One of the goals established when developing the TSMP was to take advantage of available data from 
existing sources and incorporate them  into the TSMP.  Where data was unavailable, a survey was used 
to fill in gaps of the information being sought such as the conditions of the county’s roadside assets (e.g. 
traffic signals/controllers, roadway signs, and street light poles.  For evaluation of litter and landscaping 
along the freeways and highways in Santa Clara County, a visual assessment was used based on criteria 
established  from  the  Litter  Control  and  Landscape  Maintenance  Study  and  Caltrans  FY  2010 
Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report. 
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2010 CONDITIONS 
Twelve elements of Santa Clara County’s transportation systems and 19 measures were included in the 
2011 TMSP  report  for analysis.   The  following discussion presents highlights  from  the  findings on  the 
conditions and performance of these monitored areas.  Additional details on all the areas monitored are 
located in Chapter 3 of this report. 

Pavement Conditions 

There  are  approximately  9,900  lane miles maintained by  the  local  agencies  in  Santa Clara County.  1.  
Figure ES.1 show the pavement conditions on Santa Clara County’s roadways from 2004 to 2010.  During 
this time period, the pavement conditions improved from 57% of the roadways being in good condition 
or better in 2004 to 88% in 2009.  The general pavement condition in 2010 for was rated as “Good” on a 
scale of “Very Good, Good, Fair, At‐Risk, and Poor.”  This conditioned remained unchanged from 2009.  
However,  the  percentage  of  roadways  in  “fair”  condition  increased  by  approximately  12%,  thus 
indicating  that  there will  be  a  growing  need  of  resources  to  rehabilitate  Santa  Clara  County’s  local 
roadways in the near future.  

Figure ES.1  Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways 

Source:  MTC, The Pothole Report, Can the Bay Area Have Better Roads? June 2011. 

Roadside Assets 

Roadside assets  consist of a variety of  features  such as  traffic  signals,  signs, and  street  lighting.   The 
conditions of these assets  in Santa Clara County were estimated through the use of a self assessment 
survey completed by  the  local agencies.   Table ES.1 shows the roadside asset conditions expressed as 
percent in useful conditions and the agencies’ ability to maintain them using a scale from 1 to 3 where 
1=Poor (maintained on an as needed basis), 2=Fair (minimum maintenance performed with some work 
being deferred and 3=Good (enough resources to routinely maintain assets).   

                                                            
1 A  lane mile  is  the measurement used  to  indicate  the number of miles on a  road multiplied by  the number of 
lanes.  For example, a two‐lane street that is two miles in length has two lane miles. 
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Table ES.1 highlights  the  changes  from 2009  to 2010 and  summarizes  the  conditions of  the  roadside 
assets for both the  local and state (Caltrans) agencies and their abilities to maintain them.    In general, 
there  were  either  no  changes  or  slight  decreases  in  both  of  these  measures  which  are  typically 
expected.  However, there were a few exceptions in two areas:  traffic signals and light poles. 

The useful condition of traffic signals showed an increase useful life of 10%.  This was the result of the 
efforts by the City of Los Altos replacing all of their controllers (13).  The condition of the light poles also 
showed an  increase of 16%  in usefulness, but  this  result was due  to skewing  in data  for  this asset as 
there was an incomplete data set in 2009.   As for the roadside litter, the assets maintained by Caltrans, 
there was a slight decline on the conditions of their assets, specifically the curb and gutters. 

Overall, Santa Clara County’s  local and  state maintained  roadside assets are  in  fair condition and  the 
agencies abilities’ to maintain these assets are also fair, meaning that there are only enough resources 
to provide minimum maintenance with some maintenance working being deferred. 

Table ES.1  Roadside Asset Condition and Resource Availability 

  Local Assets1  State (Caltrans) Assets 

Asset 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 

Existing 
Resources 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Traffic signals  73  83  2.4  2.4  75  75  3  3 

Pavement 
markings 

70  67  1.9  2.0  60  60  2  3 

Signs  70  71  2.1  2.1  80  80  2  2 

Light poles  59  75  1.8  1.8  65  65  2  2 

Curb and gutter  84  83  2.3  1.4  85  75  na  2 

Roadside litter  80  67  1.6  2.1  25  20  na  2 

Average  72.7  74.3  2.0  2.0  65.0  62.5  2.3  2.3 

Difference  +1.6  No change  ‐2.5  No change 

Source:   VTA, 2010 Transportation System Monitoring Program Self Assessment Survey, May 2011; Caltrans, FY 
2010 Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report, June 2011. 

Roadway Litter and Vegetation Management (New TSMP Measure) 

The monitoring of  litter and vegetation growth along  the  local  roads and  freeways and ability of  the 
agencies with  their  respective  jurisdictions  to maintain  them was  added  to  the  2011  TMSP  report.  
Twelve  locations were  selected with  input  from  the  Systems Operations  and Management Working 
Group,  to  monitor  along  the  freeways  and  highways  in  Santa  Clara  County  using  the  Litter  and 
Landscape Visual Standards established in VTA’s Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Study. Table 
ES.2  shows  the  corresponding  scores  of  the  visual  scales  used  in  the  litter  control  and  landscaping 
assessment presented in Tables ES.3.  
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Overall,  the  cleanliness  and  neatness  of  landscaping  of  the  selected monitoring  locations  along  the 
freeways  rated  between  Slightly  Littered  –  Littered  for  litter  control  and  Decent  ‐  Neglected  for 
landscape maintenance, an average score of 2.3 for litter and 2.4 for landscaping.  The most littered and 
neglected locations were at US 101/Trimble Road‐De La Cruz Boulevard, SR 87/Capitol Expressway, and 
I‐680/Montague Expressway  in San  Jose.   The  least  littered  locations with decent  landscaping was US 
101/SR 152 in Gilroy, I‐280/Page Mill Road in Palo Alto, and SR 85/Saratoga Avenue in San Jose.  Photos 
of  the  typical  conditions observed at each of  the  selected monitored  locations and nearby areas are 
provided in Chapter 3 of this report. 

Table ES.2  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Scoring 

Litter Control   Score  Landscape Maintenance   Score 
No Litter  1  Attractive  1 
Slightly Littered   2  Decent  2 
Littered  3  Neglected  3 

Extremely Littered  4 

Sources:   VTA, 2010 Transportation System Monitoring Program Self Assessment Survey, May 2011; Caltrans, FY 
2010 Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report, June 2011. 

Table ES.3  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment 

No.  Route  Monitored Locations  Jurisdiction  Litter  Landscaping 
1  US 101  SR 152 Interchange  Gilroy  2  2 
2  US 101  Story Rd  San Jose  3  3 
3  US 101  Trimble Ave / De La Cruz  San Jose  3  3 
4  US 101  N. Mathilda Ave/SR 237  Sunnyvale  2  2 
5  US 101  Oregon Expwy / Page Mill Rd  Palo Alto  2  2 
6  I‐680  Montague Expwy  San Jose  3  3 
7  I‐880  Montague Expwy  San Jose  2  2 
8  I‐880  US 101 Interchange  San Jose  2  2 
9  I‐280  Page Mill Rd  Palo Alto  1  3 
10  SR 237  N. Mathilda Ave  Sunnyvale  2  2 
11  SR 87  SR 87/Capitol Expwy  San Jose  3  3 
23  SR 85  Saratoga Ave  San Jose  2  2 

Average Score  2.3  2.4 

Peer County Comparison 

In comparison with  the  rest of  the counties  in  the Bay Area, Santa Clara County scored  slightly  lower 
than the average score from the combined counties.   Santa Clara County scored 63 out of 100 points, 
compared with the Bay Area average score of 65 points.  These results are shown in Table ES.4. 
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Table ES.4  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment 

County  Roadside (Litter, Landscaping, Graffiti)
Alameda  61 
Contra Costa  69 
Marin  62 
Napa  82 

San Francisco  56 
San Mateo  60 
Santa Clara  63 
Solano  65 
Sonoma  63 

Average Score  65 
Rank  3rd (Tie) 

Source:  Caltrans, FY 2010 Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report Executive Summary (Draft), 2011. 

Bridge Conditions 

There are nearly 500 bridges maintained by  local agencies  in Santa Clara County.   The average age of 
these  bridges  is  46  years  old.    Sixty‐two  percent  of  these  bridges  were  rated  as  being  in  “Good 
condition” based on the standard bridge sufficiency rating of 80 points or greater in 2010.  From 2009 to 
2010,  the  percentage  of  bridges  in  “Good”  decreased  slightly  by  2%  from  64%  to  62%.    Figure  ES.2 
summarizes the condition of the bridges in Santa Clara County from 2009 to 2010.  

Figure ES.2  Percent of Bridges in Good Condition (SR>80) 

 

Source:  Caltrans, Structure Maintenance & Investigations Report, January 2011. 
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Peer County Comparison 

There are approximately 1,096 bridges maintained by  local agencies  in the San Francisco Bay Area.    In 
comparison with the other counties in the Bay Area, Santa Clara County has the most number of bridges 
within  its  jurisdiction with 483 bridges.   Sonoma County has the second most number of  local bridges 
with 418 bridges.  Figure ES.4 illustrates the number of local bridges within each county. 

Figure ES.3  Bridge Inventory by County 

Freeway and Intersection Traffic Conditions 

Santa Clara County has been and continues  to make  investments  to  its  freeway and highway systems 
such  extending  carpool  or  high  occupancy  vehicle  (HOV)  lanes,  rebuilding  outdated  interchanges, 
building express lanes, and installing ramp metering to improve mobility within the county.  One way to 
measure  the  effects  of  these  improvements  is  to monitor  the  traffic  conditions  on  these  roadway 
facilities on a periodic basis. 

There are approximately 860 mixed‐flow or general purpose lane miles of freeways, 170 High Occupancy 
Vehicle  (HOV)  lane miles,  and 252 CMP  intersections  in  Santa Clara County.    For  the purpose of  the 
TSMP, Level of Service C or better is used as a baseline to measure the traffic conditions on the freeways 
and at the intersections.   

Figure  ES.4  illustrates  traffic  conditions  of  the  freeway  general  purpose  and  HOV  lanes  and  CMP 
intersection network  in which traffic moves freely throughout the entire day for both the AM and PM 
peak periods at LOS C or better from years 2000 to 2010. 

From 2000 to 2010, there has been a downward trend in the percentage of vehicle traffic in the general 
purpose lanes and HOV lanes moving at LOS C or better.  The percent of vehicles in the general purpose 
lanes moving at LOS C or better declined from 39% to 17%, and 81% to 51% for the HOV  lanes.   There 
are many  factor  that  could  influence  these  results.    This  trend  could be  the  result of  an  increase of 
vehicles on the freeway system moving at LOS D or slower, changes in driver behavior where there are 
more single occupant drivers, construction improvements on freeway, or a combination of scenarios. 
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Figure ES.4  Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely 

Source:  VTA, 2010 Annual Monitoring & Conformance Report, May 2011. 

As  for  changes  from  2009  to  2010,  there was  a  slight  decrease  of  1%  from  18%  to  17%  of  vehicles 
moving at LOS C or better.   However, for the HOV lanes, there was a decrease of 19% from 70% to 51%.  
This type of result can be expected due to the operations of the HOV lanes (weaving) where drivers are 
free to enter and exit from these lanes at any time.   

The CMP intersections are monitored every two years.  From 2000 to 2010, there was a steady increase 
of 6% of intersections operating at LOS C or better from 43% in 2000 to 46% in 2010, or an average of 
45% for the 10 year period.  LOS C is defined as motorists experiencing delays of 20 to 35 seconds.  This 
means that drivers typically experienced delays of 35 seconds or less 45% of the time at any one of the 
252 CMP  intersections.   From 2008 to 2010, there was a slight  increase of 5% from 44% to 49% of the 
CMP intersections operating at LOC or better throughout the day. 

Bike Mobility 

VTA has a countywide bicycle plan that defines a county bike network composed of both on‐street and 
off‐street bikeways and across barrier  connections.   For  the purpose of  the TSMP,  the monitoring of 
planned bicycle projects compared with the number of miles and projects completed is used to measure 
the county’s progress towards achieving its vision for bike mobility in Santa Clara County.  Table ES.5 and 
ES.6  present  the  areas  measured  and  the  progress  made  through  2010  on  the  planned  bike 
improvement identified in the 2008 Countywide Bicycle Plan.  There are additional measures included in 
this report.  These measures are further discussed in Chapter 3. 

Table ES.5  Cross County Bike Network On/Off Street Projects 

Cross County Bike Network‐On‐street  2008  2010 

Total length  514   584 

Completed miles  263  325 

Planned miles  251  259 

Percent complete  51%  56% 
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