
  
 
 

Citizens Advisory Committee 
and 

2000 Measure A Citizens Watchdog Committee 
 

Wednesday, April 8, 2009 
 

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting begins at 4:30 PM 
 along with the 2000 Measure A Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 

VTA Conference Room B-104 
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)  (Helm) 

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

 BUSINESS REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS/ 
GENERAL MANAGER 

 COMBINED CAC AND 2000 MEASURE A CITIZENS WATCHDOG 
COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDAS 

6. Approve the Regular Minutes of March 11, 2009. 

7. INFORMATION ITEM - Review the Monthly Legislative History Matrix. 

8. INFORMATION ITEM - Recommend the VTA Board of Directors adopt a support 
position for AB 798 (Nava), which creates the California Transportation Financing 
Authority to assist local and regional agencies in obtaining financing through the issuance 
of revenue bonds for the construction of improvements to the State’s transportation 
infrastructure.  This bill also allows the authority to permit local and regional agencies, as 
part of the financing plan for their projects, to impose tolls for the use of the facilities 
constructed. 
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9. INFORMATION ITEM - Recommend the VTA Board of Directors adopt a support 
position for AB 338 (Ma), which allows local officials to divert property tax increment 
revenues to pay for new bonds for infrastructure within transit village development 
districts. 

 10. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive the CAC Quarterly Attendance Report. 

 2000 MEASURE A CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE REGULAR 
AGENDA 

- NO AGENDA ITEMS 

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE REGULAR AGENDA 

11. ACTION ITEM - Adopt the 2009 VTA Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Strategic Plan. 

12. PRESENTATION - Receive information on the Light Rail System Analysis. 

13. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a Brief Update on the Status and Progress of the 
Advisory Committee Enhancement Process to Date. 

14. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a verbal update from the Committee's Advisory 
Committee Enhancement (ACE) Subcommittee. 

 COMBINED CAC AND CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE ITEMS 

15. INFORMATION ITEM - Review the Citizens Advisory Committee and Citizens 
Watchdog Committee Work Plans. (Helm) 

 OTHER 

16. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

17. ADJOURN 

NOTE COMMITTEE MEMBERS: In order to establish a quorum for this meeting, members 
are asked to call the Board Secretary’s Office at (408) 321-5680 or E-mail: 
board.secretary@vta.org before 5:00 p.m. on the day prior to the meeting.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
 

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, TDD (408) 321-2330.  
VTA’s Homepage is located on the Web at: http://www.vta.org. 
 

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



CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
and

2000 MEASURE A CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE
Wednesday, March 11, 2009

MINUTES

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

Call to Order

The Regular Meeting of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was called to order at 
4:38 p.m. by Chairperson Tebo in Conference Room B-104, VTA River Oaks Campus, 3331 
North First Street, San Jose, California.

1. ROLL CALL

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived

Stephen Blaylock CAC Member Present

Chris Elias CAC Member Present 4:46 PM

Ray Hashimoto CAC Member Absent

Roberta Hughan CAC Member Present

Robert Jacobvitz CAC Vice Chair Present

Gaye Morando CAC Member Present

Charlotte Powers CAC Member Present

Sally Probst CAC Member Present

Connie Rogers CAC Member Present

Martin Schulter CAC Member Absent

Peter Skinner CAC Member Absent

Noel Tebo CAC Chair Present

A quorum was not present and a Committee of the Whole was declared. 

2. ORDERS OF THE DAY

There were no Orders of the Day.
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3. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

There were no Public Presentations.

4. Committee Staff Report

Stephen Flynn, Senior Management Analyst, reported on VTA’s biennial budget for 2010 
and 2011.  Mr. Flynn stated:  1) VTA’s State Transit Assistance (STA) funds have been 
reduced by $6 Million in 2009 with a projected reduction of $12 Million in both 2010 and 
2011; 2) sales tax revenues are expected to decline; 3) deficits of $28 Million in Fiscal 
Year 2010 and $50 Million in Fiscal Year 2011 are anticipated; 4) a 15 percent operating 
reserve will bridge a portion of these deficits, but is not sufficient to completely cover the 
projected shortfall; 5) departmental budgets are under review; 6) only critical staff 
vacancies will be filled; 7) the goal is to achieve labor savings through attrition rather 
than layoffs; 8) capital projects are being reevaluated and delayed where feasible; 9) 
travel requests are under review; and 10) project work will be performed by in-house 
staff whenever possible.

The recommended budget will be: 1) reviewed at the April 16, 2009, Administration & 
Finance (A&F) Committee meeting; 2) presented to the Board at a Workshop on April 
24, 2009; 3) presented for review and comment at several community meetings; and 4) 
presented to the VTA Advisory Committees in early May.

Advisory Committee Members are encouraged to attend meetings and review the 
recommended budget prior to the May Advisory Committee meetings.  The Board is 
scheduled to consider the budget at its June 4, 2009, meeting.

VTA Board Chairperson Dolly Sandoval was recently named by the Silicon Valley 
Business Journal as a “Woman of Influence.”

5. Chairperson’s Report

Chairperson Tebo reported on:  1) the BART discussion held at the February 27, 2009, 
Board Workshop; 2) coordination of the proposed Airport People Mover has been taken 
over by the City of San José; and 3) the Carbon-Free Mobility Conference he attended in 
Oakland on March 6, 2009.

Member Elias took his seat at 4:46 p.m. and a quorum was declared.

Members Okuzumi and Kline tendered their resignations from the Citizens Advisory 
Committee in February.

Member Schulter requested an additional two-month extension to his attendance waiver.

BUSINESS REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY THE BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS/ GENERAL MANAGER

COMBINED CAC AND 2000 MEASURE A CITIZENS WATCHDOG 
COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDAS
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6. Minutes of February 11, 2009

M/S/C (Probst/Rogers) to approve the Minutes of February 11, 2009.

7. Monthly Legislative History Matrix

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Monthly Legislative History Matrix.

8. Transit Operations Performance Report: 2009 Second Quarter (July 1, 2008-
December 31, 2008)

Member Rogers questioned the reported decrease in Light Rail Shuttle ridership.  Joonie 
Tolosa, Manager, Operations Analysis, Reporting & Systems, stated the decreased figure 
reflects the IBM Shuttle as the only remaining VTA funded Light Rail Shuttle.

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Transit Operations Performance Report: 2009 Second Quarter (July 1, 2008-
December 31, 2008).

9. Proactive CMP Reviewed and Approved Projects Quarterly Status Report

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Proactive CMP Reviewed and Approved Projects Quarterly Status Report.

10. Bill Position:  AB 266 (Carter) 

Members Probst, Rogers and Powers noted their support for Bill Position AB 266 and 
recommended notifying the Board of the CAC’s support.  Stephen Flynn, Senior 
Management Analyst, suggested Chairperson Tebo include CAC’s support of this bill 
position in his report to the Board at their April 2, 2009, meeting.

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Bill Position: AB 266 (Carter).

2000 MEASURE A CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE REGULAR 
AGENDA

11. Update on Efforts to Publicize Measure A Progress

Bernice Alaniz, Deputy Director, Marketing & Public Affairs, reported on the methods 
staff uses to publicize and promote project status and milestones of Measure A Projects to 
the public, including:  1) hosting public meetings; 2) attending community events; 3) 
print ads in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese language newspapers; 4) distributing 
flyers; 5) mailing newsletters; and 6) issuing news releases.

Member Probst strongly encouraged staff to publicly tout VTA successes and community 
contributions.

NOTE: M/S/C MEANS MOTION SECONDED AND CARRIED AND, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, 
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

6



Citizens Advisory Committee Minutes Page 4 of 6 March 11, 2009

Member Blaylock questioned feedback measurement.  Ms. Alaniz stated comments 
during meetings are collected and compiled.  She noted staff is considering the 
establishment of a Web Log (BLOG).

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received an 
Update on Efforts to Publicize Measure A Progress.

12. Compliance Auditor Status Report on FY08 Audit

David Bullock, CPA, Engagement Partner, and Craig Boyer, CPA, Engagement 
Manager, from the independent certified public accounting firm of Macias, Gini and 
O’Connell, LLP (MGO) provided a draft handout of the independent auditor’s reports 
and budgetary comparison schedule for the FY08 Audit.

Messrs. Bullock and Boyer: 1) discussed the scope of the current audit; 2) provided an 
update on the timetable; 3) discussed the content and presentation of the audit report; and 
4) noted their focus is on the compliance aspect of the audit.

Member Elias questioned MGO’s familiarity with the California Bureau of State Audits 
(BSA) report on VTA issued on July 31, 2008.  Mr. Bullock stated MGO would review 
the report to determine if information included was pertinent to the 2000 Measure A 
Program and the scope of MGO’s audit.

Mr. Flynn understood the BSA report did not have recommendations with regard to the 
2000 Measure A Program.  He stated, although some of the BSA recommendations dealt 
with advisory committees, the CWC is not an advisory committee.  One result of the 
BSA report is the CAC Chairperson’s monthly report to the Board.

Mr. Bullock noted the sample format of MGO’s report provides more detail, a frame of 
reference, and a disclosure spelling out the acronyms will be included.  He discussed 
potential changes to the report format with the CAC.  The CAC members expressed their 
appreciation for the more detailed report.

Chairperson Tebo questioned the timeline for the report.  Mr. Bullock provided an 
anticipated completion date of March 20, 2009.

Chairperson Tebo reminded the auditors the Citizens Watchdog Committee’s sole interest 
is to ensure Measure A funds are used appropriately and requested the Auditors provide 
any recommended actions as part of their presentation.

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Compliance Auditor Status Report on FY08 Audit.

13. Background and Requirements for Citizens Watchdog Committee’s (CWC) Public 
Hearing

Stephen Flynn, Senior Management Analyst, discussed the annual CWC Public Hearing.  
Mr. Flynn noted at its April meeting the CWC will set the time and location for the 
hearing.

Mr. Flynn stated the purpose of this hearing is to: 1) provide the public with a forum for 
offering input to the CWC on the 2000 Measure A Program; and 2) allow the CWC to 
hear views, opinions, and any concerns from the community.
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Mr. Flynn reminded the CWC, per their past decision, notification for this hearing will be 
publicly posted and published in local multi-language newspapers at least 21-days prior 
to the hearing.  The public notice will also be posted on VTA’s website.

Members Powers and Probst recommended the use of public service announcements.

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE REGULAR AGENDA

14. Advisory Committee Enhancement (ACE) Update: March

Jennie Loft, Public Information Officer, reported on the second ACE Task Force meeting 
held February 25, 2009.  Excerpts from the Hay Group Report and the State Audit Report 
were reviewed to help define the scope of the Task Force.

A book entitled “Advisory Council” was distributed to the Task Force members.  The 
book provides both framework and best practices for advisory committees.

The next ACE Task Force meeting will be March 25, 2009.

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee received 
the Advisory Committee Enhancement (ACE) Update: March.

15. CAC Advisory Committee Enhancement (ACE) Subcommittee Report

Vice Chairperson Jacobvitz reported on the evolving process of the ACE task force.  He 
noted a facilitator, Carmen Clark, had recently been assigned to the task force.  The 
facilitator began with a socialization process allowing the task force members an 
opportunity to develop an element of trust with one another, define their goal, and how to 
improve communication within and between the committees.

Member Blaylock questioned how Member Kline’s departure from the CAC will effect 
the CAC’s task force participation.  Vice Chairperson Jacobvitz stated, as the ACE 
alternate for Members Kline and Powers, he had stepped into the task force role vacated 
by Member Kline.  He noted that although both members and alternates participate in the 
process, alternate members do not vote unless they are replacing a voting member.

Member Blaylock volunteered to be the CAC’s ACE Task Force Alternate Member.

Members Rogers and Powers commended Chairperson Sandoval’s decision to appoint a 
professional facilitator to lead the Task Force as they review identified problems and the 
scope envisioned for the ACE process.

COMBINED CAC AND CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE ITEMS

16. Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and the Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 
Work Plans

On order of Chairperson Tebo and there being no objection, the Committee reviewed 
the CAC and CWC Work Plans.
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These measures are combined for greater impact to attract choice riders that would 
normally not consider taking transit.  

2.3 Enhanced Amenities 

Enhanced passenger amenities, including stations and real-time passenger information, 
help to further separate BRT from local bus service. Key elements include:  

• Robust and More Substantial Stations - BRT lines often have more substantial 
stations that range from simple stylized shelters to more elaborate off-street 
stations. These facilities provide a feeling of permanence while offering amenities 
such as better lighting, landscaping, a sheltered waiting area, transit information 
and, in some cases, restrooms and food services. Some stations are equipped with 
off-vehicle fare collection (using ticket vending machines or TVMs), which 
decreases the dwell time at stations.  

• Real-time Information - Adding real-time passenger information increases the 
information resources available to the riders, as it gives riders an idea of when the 
next bus will arrive. Real-time information can be added after the system is 
operational.  

 
  

Robust and More Substantial Stations Real Time Information 
 

2.4 VTA’s Definition of BRT 

VTA has developed a framework and guidelines to expand and refine transit services in the 
region. The Transit Sustainability Policy (TSP) provides a template for the efficient and 
effective expenditure of transit funds by providing information about options, cost, benefits, 
and trade-offs of various transit projects and service proposals. The Service Design 
Guidelines (SDG) were developed to carry out the intent of the TSP through the evaluation, 
design, implementation, and monitoring of transit services in the region. The two policies 
provide a link between local commitments to transit service, construction and operational 
feasibility, and overall operational efficiency.  

VTA’s SDG defined two tiers of BRT based on perceived capital costs and infrastructure 
investment, which are described below:  
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• BRT 1: A premium service with higher 
operating speeds, greater reliability, and 
fewer stops than local bus service. 
Vehicles and stations are branded; 
stations are more robust and include 
shelters, benches, and real-time 
passenger information. BRT 1 primarily 
operates in mixed flow traffic lanes with 
transit priority elements such as signal 
priority, queue jump lanes, or bulb-outs. 
VTA’s Rapid 522 is a modified version of 
BRT 1 and a precursor to future BRT 1 service.  

• BRT 2: An enhanced version of BRT with dedicated running ways (or transitways) 
either on- or off-street, and high-capacity, rail-like stations with enhanced amenities. 
Bypass lanes may be provided at stations to support different routes. Capital costs 
for BRT 2 are significantly higher than those for BRT 1.  

Examples of BRT 1 include the Vancouver B-Lines, the Los Angeles Metro Rapid, and the 
AC Transit San Pablo Rapid. 

 
Vancouver B-Line AC Transit  

San Pablo Rapid 
Los Angeles  
Metro Rapid 

 

Examples of systems with BRT 2 elements include the Los Angeles Metro Orange Line, the 
Las Vegas MAX, the Eugene EmX, the Ottawa Transitway, and the Bogota TransMilenio. 

  
Los Angeles  

Metro Orange Line 
Las Vegas MAX Bogota TransMilenio 

 
The table below compares the key elements of BRT 1 versus BRT 2 as defined in the 
Service Design Guidelines. 

VTA’s Rapid 522
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Table 2 – VTA SDG Definition of BRT 1 vs. BRT 2 
Type of Service Typical Attributes 

BRT 1 BRT 2 
All-day, Frequent Service X X 
Limited Stops X X 
Simplified Routing X X 
Specialized Vehicles X X 
More Robust Stops X   
Rail-Like Stations   X 

Service 
Elements 

Off-fare Vehicle Payment   X 
Operates in Mixed Flow Lanes X   
Operates in Peak Period Lanes X   
Operates in Dedicated Bus Lanes   X 

Runningway 

Operates in Dedicated Transitway   X 
Bus Signal Priority X X 
Queue Jump Lanes X X 

Transit 
Priority 

Elements Bulb-Outs X X 
Avg. Boardings per Revenue Hour 45 55 
Avg. Boardings per Station 150 350 
Avg. Boardings per Route Mile 200 350-475 

Service 
Design 

Guideline 
(SDG) 

Standards 
Residential Corridor Density 
(Minimum DU/A) 12-15 12-15 
Higher Investment Costs   X Other 

Attributes Brand Identity X X 
Source: VTA Service Design Guidelines, 2007. 
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3 Branding Strategy for the VTA BRT 
As described in the previous section, branding is an essential element of a successful BRT 
service, differentiating it from conventional transit services. This section outlines the naming 
and visual brand process that VTA was guided through for the envisioned BRT service. The 
role of these two processes in creating a strong brand for BRT is also detailed. 

3.1 The Importance of Branding 

The brand is, arguably, the single most valuable asset an organization can possess. 
Creating and nurturing the brand is like creating a person who will, in turn, create long-
lasting relationships with the target audiences. This “person/brand,” will be what transit 
users and the community at large connect with and remember, as well as the reason they 
continue to utilize VTA services. Branding is an investment and will provide a return, which 
over time decreases marketing costs while increasing awareness. When it comes to the 
importance of branding, public transit is no exception to the rules that apply to other 
consumer businesses.  

Consider these interesting facts about consumer brand awareness and value: 

• A three-year study of more than forty Fortune 500 companies found that companies 
that focused on consumer experience outperformed the S&P 500 by 10 to 1.1 

• 75% of buying decisions are based on emotion.2 

• Studies on the human brain shows that it reacts to emotion 3,000 times faster than 
rationale thought – and is willing to pay as much as 200% more for an emotional 
purchase over a rationale one.3 

• Intangible assets (like brands) are on the balance sheet and account for huge 
portions of an organizations market value:4 

o Disney – 70% 

o Nike – 85% 

o Microsoft – 98% 

While there are many elements that make up the overall brand, two of the most important 
are the name and the look of the visual brand. The process that VTA was guided through to 
create a name and visual brand for BRT is described below. 

3.2 Name Creation 

Creating a new name for an organization, product, or service is one of the most important 
first steps to establishing a strong brand identity. The name needs to resonate with target 
audiences and clearly align with, in this case, the service it represents while still feeling at 
home with the overall organization.  

There are numerous variables that should be considered when choosing a name. It needs 
to be visual, memorable, regional, and distinctive, have a positive connotation, be 
associative and in general, feel like the other brands within the organization. In order to 
make the subjective process of name creation as objective as possible, VTA was guided 

                                                           
1 Peer Insight, Research Firm, Study 2000 – 2005 -  
http://www.fastcompany.com/magazine/119/all-about-yves.html 
2 “Serving, Succeeding, and Standing Apart by Brandying Yourself” by Peter Montoya 
3 “Obsessive Branding Disorder” by Lucas Conley 
4 “Brands on the Balance Sheet” by Stuart Whitwell 
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through the strategic creative process by a specialized branding firm, Funk/Levis. The 
creative process was guided by the use of general criteria common to all effective names. In 
addition to general criteria, specific criteria unique to the VTA brand came about from 
several BIG TOP discussions. A document was then prepared that included a brief 
description of the rationale behind each suggested name.  

As touched upon earlier, a name’s potential will be closely correlated with how well it aligns 
with the general and specific criteria that have been established for this campaign. The 
following criteria were set and agreed upon to guide the creative brainstorming process: 

General Naming Criteria (criteria to be considered for all names):  

• Distinct: The name stands out from the crowd. 

• Relevant: The name makes sense and relates to the audiences. 

• Easy to Pronounce: Easy to say. 

• Non-Corruptible: No apparent negatives can be inferred from/to the name. 

• Positive Connotation: The words elicit positive feelings. 

• Associative: A connection or association between the name and the organization 
itself can be made. 

• Memorable: Easy to remember and recall.  

• Familiar: Corresponds with words, concepts and personalities that the audience 
already knows and can relate to. 

• Extendibility: How the name works and translates across media and cultural 
boundaries. 

Specific Naming Criteria (criteria developed specifically with this BRT project in 
mind):  

Political Criteria: 

• The new name should be an evolution of the current modified BRT 1 service called 
the “Rapid” (as in the Rapid 522). 

• The name should be mindful of the racial and ethnic diversity of VTA transit users. 

Compatibility Criteria: 

• Quality: Seen as high end in quality and service. 

• Reliable: People feel that they can rely on this service. 

• Distinguished from Other VTA Transit Services: Different and distinctive from 
current VTA offerings. 

• Fast/Speed: Seem to be fast and reflect/convey speed. 

• Premium: Portrays an image of high-end service.  

• Sleek: Sounds graceful and streamlined. 

• Interesting/Alluring: Seen as interesting and attractive to potential riders. 

• Environmentally Sound: Sustainable and environmentally aware. 
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Personality Criteria:  

• Speed: Connotes faster service than other VTA bus services. 

• Cosmopolitan: Seen as an edgy, big-city service. 

• Premium/ High-end: Perceived as a higher-end service, above other VTA bus 
services. 

• Innovative: Seen as an innovation in transit. 

• Alluring: Attractive, interesting and compelling to current and potential riders. 

• Bold: The name should be bold and memorable.  

Several first round names were presented. From these, the name Valley Rapid Transit was 
chosen to represent VTA’s BRT offering. This name was chosen because it best met both 
the general and specific criteria that were developed for the naming of the service. The 
literalness of this name makes it very familiar and memorable. The acronym helps to make it 
more succinct and interesting. It enjoys a certain element of onomatopoeia with the “vrrr” 
sound that is similar to the hum of a bus engine. The letter “V” also lends to interesting 
design opportunities. 

3.3 Visual Brand Development 

Once the name, Valley Rapid, was finalized, it was time to begin developing the visual 
brand to represent it. The visual brand is made up of all the graphical elements that will 
distinguish Valley Rapid from competitors and help it to resonate with and engage target 
audiences. The following graphical elements were developed to encompass the look and 
feel of Valley Rapid: 

• Logo 

• Color Palette 

• Iconography 

• Typography and Font 

Similar to the naming process, both general and specific criteria guided the design and 
development of a visual brand. As it is the most important in building brand recognition, the 
logo is always the first graphic element to be developed. The general criteria common to all 
effective design included: 

General Visual Brand Criteria (criteria important for all good design): 

• Content – Compatible with the nature and personality of the organization. 

• Suitable to Media – Lends itself to all media applications. 

• Distinctive – Stands out from competitors. 

• Contemporary – Will still be attractive in 10 years. 

• Memorable – Creates a strong and lasting impression with audiences. 

• Reliability – Suggests a sense of reliability and credibility. 

• Utility – Is easily used and not offensive. 

• Regional – Reflects the desired regionality or internationality. 

• Color Individuality – Color is distinctive from competitors.  
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Specific Visual Brand Criteria (criteria developed specifically with this BRT project in 
mind): 

• Consistent with Current VTA Identity - Needs to work in concert with the current 
VTA identity.  

• Consistent with VTA Colors - Recommended to stay consistent with current VTA 
color scheme. 

The first round logos were 
presented in black and 
white. After the VTA 
Marketing Team came to a 
consensus on which mark to 
proceed with, several color 
palette options that worked 
best with the logo and also 
aligned with the design 
criteria were presented. 
Following the development 
of a unique and vibrant color 
palette, complementary 
iconography, typography 
and fonts were chosen. The 
iconography and typography 
were chosen based on their 
ability to enhance the mark 
and the color palette and act 
as supporters of the overall Valley Rapid BRT brand. 

At the last stage of the 
project, two logos were 
brought forward for focus 
group evaluation. The final 
logo that was chosen was 
the wave logo (see below), 
with a predominantly blue 
color scheme for the new 
BRT vehicles. We believe 
that this logo and design 
align well within the VTA 
color and brand hierarchy 
and reflect well on the new 
service. 

 

 

Valley Rapid Logo Design 

 
Selected Colors for the Valley Rapid 
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4 The Six Potential VTA BRT Corridors 
The intent of the BRT Strategic Plan was to assess several corridors for potential BRT-type 
service as defined in the Service Design Guidelines. The six potential BRT corridors were 
identified by the recent Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA) and VTP 2035.They 
include: 

• Alum Rock: This corridor extends 
from the Eastridge Transit Center in 
San Jose to Downtown San Jose. 
This stretch of Santa Clara Street and 
Alum Rock Avenue represent VTA’s 
most productive transit corridor. The 
Rapid 522 (a modified BRT 1 service) 
operates in the corridor, supplying the 
line with 35% of its overall ridership. 
The corridor is also served by locals 
22 and 23. Together, the Local 22 and 
Rapid 522 carry nearly 20% of VTA’s daily riders. 

• El Camino: This corridor extends 
from the Eastridge Transit Center in 
San Jose to the Palo Alto Transit 
Center. The El Camino Corridor is 
served by the Local 22 and Rapid 
522, which collectively carry 20% of 
VTA’s daily riders. Again, the Rapid 
522 is a modified BRT 1 service with 
signal priority in some locations and 
limited stop service. The corridor links 
east side neighborhoods with 
downtown San Jose and established 
commercial centers in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, Los Altos and Palo 
Alto.     

• King Road: The King Road corridor is 
a north-south route serving transit 
dependent residential neighborhoods 
of east San Jose. The corridor 
extends from Capitol Expressway in 
the south to McKee Road in the north, 
intersecting with the Alum Rock 
Corridor. VTA operates five local bus 
routes in the corridor, including higher 
ridership routes such as the Local 22, 
70, and 77.   

 

Alum Rock Corridor 

El Camino Corridor 

King Road Corridor
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• Monterey Highway: The Monterey 
Highway Corridor extends from the 
Santa Teresa LRT Station in South 
San Jose to downtown San Jose. 
The Corridor links transit 
dependent, high-density residential 
neighborhoods in South San Jose 
with employment sites in downtown 
San Jose. The overlapping Locals 
66 and 68 serve 6,000 daily 
boardings per weekday. 

• Stevens Creek: The West San 
Carlos/Stevens Creek Corridor 
extends from downtown San Jose 
to the De Anza College Transit 
Center in Cupertino.  The corridor 
links downtown San Jose with 
growing retail and mixed-use 
developments at the intersection of 
Stevens Creek and Winchester 
Boulevards and important 
commercial and educational land 
uses in Santa Clara and Cupertino. 
The Local 23 has high ridership and is a primary east-west route in the urbanized 
portion of the valley. 

• Sunnyvale-Cupertino: The 
Sunnyvale/Cupertino Corridor 
extends from employment sites in 
northern Sunnyvale to the De Anza 
College Transit Center in 
Cupertino. The Corridor links trip 
generators at both ends with 
downtown Sunnyvale. The Local 
55 operates in this corridor. 

Figure 1 (below) shows the six potential 
BRT corridors in relation to other high capacity transit modes in the Santa Clara Valley. 
Table 3 (below) presents key transit performance effectiveness measures by corridor.  
Table 4 presents the BRT market indicators, which look at the potential effectiveness of 
implementing BRT improvements using the Transit Competitiveness Factor (TCF) scores, 
trip length (longer trips benefit more from speed improvements) and whether buses need 
assistance to increase speed. These data are from October 2007 and are taken from the 
Preliminary Screening of Corridor Options Memo (April 2, 2008).  

 
Monterey Highway Corridor

Stevens Creek Corridor

Sunnyvale-Cupertino Corridor
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Table 3 - Transit Performance Measures (as of 10/2007) 

 
Table 4 - BRT Market Indicators (as of 10/2007) 

 
 
 

 

Transit Effectiveness 
Measures (Weekday 
Daytime Hours) 

Santa 
Clara/Alum 

Rock 
El Camino King Road Monterey 

Highway 
Stevens 
Creek 

Sunnyvale-
Cupertino 

Weekday Boardings 6,940 9,787 3,017 4,542 4,222 970 
Route Length (miles) 6.0 18.0 4.5 10.5 8.5 7.5 
Weekday Boardings per 
Route Mile 1,157 544 319 433 435 129 

Revenue Hours 140 286 65 108 97 31 
Weekday Boardings per 
Revenue Hour 49 34 47 42 43 31 

On-Time Arrivals% 51% 45% 57% 59% 58% 65% 
Source: (i) Comprehensive Operations Analysis and VTA performance reports 
 
Notes:  
A Alignment length for the Sunnyvale-Cupertino Corridor assumes the Sunnyvale-Saratoga/De Anza Boulevard 
alignment south of El Camino Real. 
B An on-time arrival is any run being no earlier than 1.0 minute or no greater than 5.0 minutes late. A late arrival is any 
run being 5.0 or more minutes late. 

BRT Effectiveness 
Measures 

Santa 
Clara/Alum 

Rock 
El Camino King Road Monterey 

Highway 
Stevens 
Creek 

Sunnyvale-
Cupertino 

Transit Competiveness 
Factor (TCF) Origin 229 143 168 198 158 92 

Transit Competiveness 
Factor (TCF) Destination 255 74 54 132 114 76 

Average Trip Length/Mi. 3.3 5.8 3.1 3.7 4.0 4.7 
Population 104,995 173,045 78,958 115,705 76,172 64,224 
Employment 43,666 108,486 10,882 62,067 64,408 53,906 
Source: (i) Comprehensive Operations Analysis and VTA performance reports 
 
Notes:  
A Alignment length for the Sunnyvale-Cupertino Corridor assumes the Sunnyvale-Saratoga/De Anza Boulevard 
alignment south of El Camino Real. 
□ Indicates competitive conditions for transit (any TCF score over 100 is considered transit-competitive) 
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5 Methodology and Process to Select a Preferred 
Operating and Infrastructure Strategy 
This section presents the approach and methodology used to develop the VTA BRT 
corridors and their corresponding service and infrastructure strategies. This process was an 
iterative one, involving significant input and feedback from VTA and its Planning and 
Operations team.  

At the outset of the study, six potential BRT corridors were under consideration. The first 
step in this process was to identify those corridors most suitable for near-term BRT 
implementation. Next, various operating plans were developed, each seeking to achieve 
enhanced transit market share in the corridor, while making transit more efficient and 
effective at serving riders. Based on demand forecasts for these operating plans, as well as 
operating/capital costs and other qualitative factors, a preferred operating plan and 
infrastructure strategy were identified for each near-term BRT corridor. 

The selection process to identify a preferred operating plan and infrastructure strategy for 
select BRT corridors consists of four steps, as presented in Figure 2 below, with operating 
and infrastructure analyses occurring concurrently. These steps and the subsequent 
analyses are explained in the following sections. 

 

Figure 2 - Selection Process Flowchart 

Step 1: Identify Near-Term 
BRT Corridors 

Step 2a: Develop Initial 
Operating Strategies

Step 3: Develop Infrastructure
Strategy  

Step 2c:  Develop Final 
Operating Plans 

Step 2b: Conduct Service  
Planning Workshop

Step 4:
Select Preferred Operating Plan 
and Infrastructure Strategy 
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6 Identification of Near-term BRT Corridors (Step 1) 
As Step 1 of the VTA BRT corridor planning process, the most feasible corridors were 
identified for near-term BRT implementation, given existing corridor conditions. This section 
describes this process and the ensuing analysis. 

6.1 Corridor Selection Objectives 

Each corridor was assessed to identify if it was best suited for BRT 1, BRT 2, hybrid BRT 
1/BRT 2 enhancements, or local service enhancements. This analyses was based on 
whether the transit enhancement recommended for a given corridor would: 

o Generate substantial new demand and improve market share; 

o Match existing and planned land uses and development; and 

o Be physically feasible within a corridor, given existing street profiles, adjacent 
developments, and road configuration. 

As defined by the VTA Service Design Guidelines, BRT 1 would operate with transit priority 
in mixed-flow lanes; BRT 2 would operate in dedicated bus lanes with rail-like stations; and 
a hybrid BRT 1/BRT 2 system would include stretches of both BRT 1 and BRT 2 operations.  

6.2 Evaluation Process 

Based on the Evaluation Criteria and Process Memo – Final (February 22, 2008), the Step 1 
screening objectives and evaluation criteria are as follows: 

Table 5 - Objectives and Evaluation Criteria for Step 1 Selection 
Objective Evaluation Criteria Data Source(s) 

1. Increase 
corridor/system 
ridership and 
transit market 
share 

1i) Residents in corridor A 

1ii) Employees in corridor A 
1iii) Current boardings per revenue hour A,B  

Census and Existing 
Conditions Report 

2. Support existing 
and future land use 
patterns 

2i) Compatibility with existing land uses and 
development (including major activity 
centers served) (qualitative)  
2ii) Current residential density (du/a) A,B 

Existing Conditions 
Report, Transit 
Competitiveness 
Factor (TCF), Year 
2000 Census, and 
City Land Use Maps 

3. Minimize 
construction and 
operational impacts 

3i) Constructability / Implementability 
(qualitative) 

Physical survey, land 
use maps, and 
aerials 

Note: 
A Within the 1/3 mile band of alignment 
B Compared against SDG Local Bus and BRT minimums 

 

While much of the required demand and demographic data for the assessment were 
included in Table 3 and Table 4, the analysis also took into account physical conditions, 
land use, residential/employment densities, and development potential along the corridors. 

6.3 Preferred Near-Term BRT Corridors 

Of the six initial BRT corridors, Alum Rock, El Camino, and Stevens Creek exhibited the 
best potential for near-term BRT implementation, in terms of operational and physical 
feasibility. Collectively, by implementing hybrid BRT 1/BRT 2 or BRT 2 enhancements on 
these corridors, travel speeds and efficiency should improve, transit market share should 
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increase, and a network of high-speed and high-capacity BRT lines would be created. 
Transit supportive land uses and future development along with transit competitive origins 
and destinations exist along these corridors, which bodes well for future sustained BRT 
demand. Table 6 summarizes the three corridors best suited for near-term BRT 
implementation. Key findings from this analysis are documented in the Preliminary 
Screening of Corridor Options – Final Memo (April 2, 2008). 

Table 6 - Corridors Best Suited for Near-Term BRT Implementation 
Corridor Description Recommended Strategy 

Alum Rock 

The Rapid 522 (modified BRT 1 
service) and Local 22/23 currently 
operate on this corridor between HP 
Pavilion and Eastridge Transit Center. 
The corridor has the highest boardings 
per revenue hour, just at the threshold 
of BRT 1 productivity. It serves as the 
primary spine between Downtown and 
East San Jose, bisecting major transit 
facilities at Diridon, 1st/2nd Street, and 
the Alum Rock and Eastridge Transit 
Centers. Extremely transit-supportive 
and competitive conditions exist near 
Downtown San Jose and along the 
corridor towards Capitol.  

BRT 2 enhancements could 
generate higher transit market 
share and reduce transit travel 
times on this corridor. Dedicated 
bus lanes are feasible east of King 
Road where the cross-section 
widens. However, road constraints 
west of King Road make dedicated 
lanes unlikely.  

El Camino 

The Rapid 522 (modified BRT 1) and 
Local 22 operate on this corridor 
between Palo Alto and the HP Pavilion, 
combined serving the highest volumes 
in the county. The corridor has some 
high density residential uses, serves 
all-day demand to large malls, 
universities, and transit centers, and is 
the primary link between Downtown 
San Jose and West County. 

BRT 2 enhancements could 
generate higher transit market 
share and reduce transit travel 
time on this busy corridor. El 
Camino Real’s relatively wide cross-
section could support dedicated bus 
lanes.  

Stevens 
Creek 

Local 23 operates on this corridor 
between De Anza College and 
Downtown San Jose. This corridor is 
lined with major regional shopping and 
employment destinations such as De 
Anza College, Cupertino Civic Center, 
Vallco Fashion Park, as well as Valley 
Fair and Santana Row. Transit-
dependent areas exist east of Valley 
Fair to Downtown San Jose, with 
relatively strong demand during off-
peak hours from students and 
shoppers.  

Transit productivity, although 
relatively low, could be improved 
with hybrid BRT 1/BRT 2 service 
that would reduce transit travel 
times. Given expected land use 
intensification and growth in the 
corridor, great potential exists to 
create a high-speed, east-west BRT 
service from Cupertino to 
Downtown. BRT would directly link: 
(i) De Anza College and San Jose 
State University; and (ii) Valley Fair/ 
Santana Row to Downtown San 
Jose. The corridor west of Valley 
Fair is relatively wide and could 
accommodate dedicated lanes.  
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6.4 Corridors to Receive Local Bus Enhancements 

The remaining three corridors were recommended for longer-term BRT implementation and 
for local bus enhancements, which could include service frequency and bus stop facility 
upgrades, without major physical enhancements such as dedicated bus lanes.  

Traits shared by these corridors making them less supportive of near-term BRT 
implementation than the Alum Rock, El Camino, and Stevens Creek corridors include: 

• Less supportive land use conditions; 

• Limited potential to increase transit market share; 

• Lack of transit-competitive origins/destinations;  

• Primarily peak hour/commute travel pattern; and 

• High on-time performance. 

A summary and strategy for these corridors follows: 

Table 7 - Corridors Best Suited for Local Bus and Facility Enhancements 
Corridor Description Recommended Strategy 

King Road 

The King Road Corridor, from 
Eastridge Transit Center to McKee 
Road, is primarily residential in nature, 
with few large employers; there is a 
large imbalance in jobs versus 
residents. This area is relatively transit-
supportive with significant low-income 
and zero-car households. However, it 
lacks major destinations or 
connections with large transit facilities. 
The relatively narrow width of the 
corridor precludes large-scale BRT 2 
enhancements such as dedicated bus 
lanes. The relatively high proportion of 
boardings in the peak does not 
suggest all-day BRT service.  

Despite high productivity, potential 
to grow market share is limited due 
to a high transit mode share and 
the largely transit-dependent nature 
of the area. Physical, land use, and 
demand conditions suggest that 
local bus service and facility 
upgrades would be most 
appropriate. Potential exists for 
limited BRT enhancements such as 
bus signal priority, although good 
on-time performance suggests this 
may be unnecessary.  

It was suggested to extend the 
corridor to the Great Mall Transit 
Center, which would be a natural 
turnaround point and connection 
point to LRT and to express/local 
bus services to Milpitas and north. 

A potential BRT routing on King 
could serve a future BART station 
at Berryessa. This routing was not 
evaluated as part of this study. 
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Corridor Description Recommended Strategy 

Monterey 
Highway 

The Monterey Highway Corridor, from 
Downtown San Jose to Santa Teresa 
LR Station, is marked by long stretches 
without significant transit origins or 
destinations. Transit-competitive areas 
are concentrated at the Tully/Senter 
intersections and the Santa Teresa LR 
Station, with low-density housing and 
employment in between. Principal local 
routes have relatively high on-time 
performance, suggesting BRT 
enhancements may be unnecessary.  

Existing on-time performance, land 
use, congestion, and demand 
conditions suggest that lower cost 
improvements to local bus service 
and related facilities would be most 
appropriate. Recent 10-15% growth 
in riders on the Local 66/68 over 
the past year suggests a need to 
increase service (slated for early 
2009) and to focus enhancements 
on improving stop facilities and 
transfer infrastructure. 

Sunnyvale-
Cupertino 

The Sunnyvale-Cupertino Corridor, 
from De Anza College to Lockheed 
Transit Center, is an extremely auto-
oriented and affluent area with low-
density housing/employment. Current 
transit demand is low, with few 
boardings in the middle of the corridor. 
Productivity is low. Few transit-
dependent areas or regional 
destinations exist along the corridor 
(outside of De Anza College, and the 
Apple and Lockheed campuses).   

Very high on-time performance 
suggests BRT 1/BRT 2 
enhancements to improve travel 
speeds are unnecessary.  Land 
use, congestion, and demand 
conditions warrant lower cost 
improvements to local service and 
bus stops, with enhancements to 
the latter facilities being the most 
appropriate at this time. 
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7 Develop Operating Strategies (Step 2) 
This section describes Step 2 of the BRT corridor planning process - the development of 
operating strategies for the three near-term BRT corridors: Alum Rock, El Camino, and 
Stevens Creek. These three corridors are principally served by three existing bus routes: 

Table 8 - Principal Routes on Focus BRT Corridors 

Route Corridors 
Served 

Weekday 
Headway Description of Existing Bus Service 

Local 22 El Camino & 
Alum Rock 12 minutes Local service from Palo Alto Transit Center to 

Eastridge Transit Center via King 

Local 23 Stevens Creek 
& Alum Rock 12 minutes 

Local service from De Anza College to Alum 
Rock Transit Center via Downtown and the 
1st/2nd Street Transit Mall 

Rapid 
522 

El Camino & 
Alum Rock 15 minutes 

Modified BRT 1 service from Palo Alto Transit 
Center to Eastridge Transit Center via 
Capitol, with branded vehicles; enjoys bus 
signal priority at most intersections and 
utilizes two queue jump lanes along El 
Camino Real 

 

Development of near-term BRT service strategies and operating plans for the three 
corridors focused on modifications and enhancements to these three routes. 

7.1 Develop Initial BRT Operating Strategies (Step 2a) 

Focusing on modifying and enhancing these three core routes, the following concepts or 
ideas were initially devised as a starting point for BRT operating plans (based on the 
Service Planning Update Memo of June 2, 2008): 

• Introducing BRT 522 service to replace the Rapid 522 along El Camino and Alum 
Rock (the BRT 522) and BRT 523 service to complement or replace the Local 23 
along Stevens Creek and Alum Rock; 

• Reducing or eliminating local overlay service where BRT would operate; 

• Providing direct BRT service to Diridon Station, San Jose State University, and De 
Anza College; 

• Truncating BRT service at San Jose State University or Downtown San Jose to 
reduce oversupply of capacity on the Alum Rock Corridor, to shorten long route 
lengths, and to improve operational reliability; and 

• Providing direct BRT service to Valley Fair and Santana Row along Stevens Creek.  

These initial strategies were presented to VTA and refined into five 22/522 and eight 23/523 
operating scenarios.  

7.2 Conduct BRT Service Planning Workshop (Step 2b) 

The BRT Service Planning Workshop was held in July 2008 and included VTA Planning and 
Operations staff. The workshop served as a forum for consensus building and operating/ 
service plan refinement. Major goals underpinning the operating plans were described, and 
five scenarios for 22/522 and eight scenarios for 23/523 were presented. 
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As described in the BRT Service Planning/Routing Options Meeting Minutes (July 7, 2008), 
the following themes emerged in the discussions: 

• Maintain today’s Local 22 / BRT 522 routing; 

• Modify Local 23 to serve San Jose State University instead of the BRT 523; 

• Explore BRT-only service on Stevens Creek; 

• Operate BRT 523 out to Eastridge; 

• Phase BRT 523 implementation to De Anza College; 

• Directly serve Downtown San Jose; 

• Give Downtown users multiple options to reach the same destination; and 

• Provide appropriate levels of service on Alum Rock and be considerate of potential 
over-supply of capacity. 

In terms of service frequencies, it was agreed that: 

• BRT would operate as a premium service with 10-minute headways (the Rapid 522 
currently provides 15-minute headways); 

• Local 22 service would be fixed at 15 minutes, a slight reduction in service from the 
existing 12-minute service; and 

• Local 23 service would have a variable headway (between 15-30 minutes) to be 
tested in various service scenarios to gauge its impact on demand. 

7.3 Develop Final BRT Corridor Operating Plans (Step 2c) 

Based on the themes that emerged from the Service Planning Workshop, ten operating 
plans were developed that met the stated goals and objectives. To identify a preferred 
operating plan for each corridor, each of the operating plans was developed to the extent 
that it was possible to: 

• Identify BRT station locations; 

• Forecast 2030 demand at every station using the VTA Model; 

• Identify necessary BRT infrastructure and street enhancements (including dedicated 
lanes, new BRT stations, and facility improvements/modifications); 

• Estimate operating costs (including costs to operate/maintain vehicles and related 
facilities, as well as salary costs for new fare inspectors and revenue collection 
staff); and 

• Estimate capital costs (including those for new vehicles, requisite BRT 
infrastructure, as well as maintenance and other facility upgrades). 
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8 Infrastructure Strategy Development (Step 3) 
In parallel with the formulation of the operating plans in Step 2, the infrastructure strategy 
was developed based on discussions in several BIG TOP meetings. Key elements and 
assumptions underlying the proposed infrastructure strategy on the three near-term BRT 
corridors are as follows: 

• Running Way – In line 
with the findings from 
the Santa Clara-Alum 
Rock (SCAR) EIR, a 
median busway with 
right-side platforms 
was the preferred 
configuration for BRT 2 
(as curbside lanes 
would be subject to 
disruption from loading/unloading and right-turning vehicles). Bus lanes would 
facilitate improved travel times and reliability. Bus lanes would normally be for 
exclusive BRT use – unless decided otherwise by VTA. Where conditions do not 
warrant bus lanes, BRT would operate in mixed flow lanes (with appropriate street 
and signal enhancements) alongside the locals. Median bus lane segments would 
have dual 12’ lanes, separated from mixed flow lanes by 6” concrete curbs. On 
these streets, the original number of traffic lanes would be maintained to the extent 
possible, with additional width gained by removing existing curbside parking or 
cutting into the existing median or dedicated left-turn lane. Right-of-way acquisition 
would be assumed where center median BRT stations are needed.5 

• Valley Fair/Santana Row Segment – The 
Stevens Creek segment through Valley Fair 
and Santana Row is congested and 
problematic. VTA service currently avoids this 
segment by operating along the northern edge 
of Valley Fair Mall, which results in a lack of 
direct transit service to the Mall and Santana 
Row along Stevens Creek. Two infrastructure 
solutions have been proposed: (i) a single 
reversible transit-only lane between Winchester 
and MacArthur; and (ii) a dual-lane, transit-only 
overhead viaduct between Henry and 
MacArthur. The former option would include a 
center passing lane through the station loading 
areas, while the latter would include an aerial 
station.  

                                                           
5 The recommended BRT street operation (whether in mixed flow or dedicated bus lanes) throughout a given segment 
was consistent among the various options - the only exception being the segment of Stevens Creek through Valley 
Fair and Santana Row, which entailed either a reversible at-grade lane or a two-lane aerial viaduct solution. Additional 
analysis of the Valley Fair proposals is planned, but not a part of this study. 

 
Dedicated Transit Runningway 

Santana Row 
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• Stations – To accommodate 
the enhanced amenities, 
median BRT stations would 
have 90’ platforms for exclusive 
BRT use (local buses would 
use conventional curbside bus 
stops). In mixed flow BRT 
segments, BRT stations would 
be located along the curb and 
have 160’ platforms to allow 
simultaneous docking of a 90’ 
BRT vehicle and a 60’ local 
bus. BRT stations would allow for right-side boarding only, have a platform for each 
direction of travel, be located at the far side of intersections, and be staggered or 
offset with split platforms. The conceptual graphic below shows how a split platform 
configuration would work for a median busway with side-loading platforms for 
exclusive BRT use, as is proposed for the VTA BRT corridors (local services would 
continue to use conventional curbside bus stops). 

 
Split Platform Configuration for Median Busway with Side Platforms 

 

• Traffic Signals – Bus 
Signal Priority (BSP) 
exists on much of the El 
Camino and Alum Rock 
corridors, although 
several intersections in 
the Santa Clara portion 
(near the Santa Clara 
Transit Center) and all 
of Stevens Creek lack 
BSP. To the extent 

Enhanced BRT Stations 

 
BSP Enabled Intersection at Bowers and El Camino 
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possible on the BRT corridors, intersections would be outfitted with BSP. Potential 
enhancements could entail software coordination to complete signal replacement. 

• Queue Jump Lanes – Queue jump lanes are currently installed at two locations 
along the El Camino Corridor at Page Mill and Arastradero. Additional queue jump 
lanes along the BRT corridors could be considered at poorly performing 
intersections (such as LOS D or worse) within mixed flow BRT segments and be 
implemented in concert with related street and paving work. 

• Maintenance and Other Facilities – The new dedicated fleet of BRT vehicles 
would require modifications to existing service facilities and yards, particularly at 
Chaboya (as well as more minor works at North Yard and Cerone). The eventual 
adoption of off-board fare payment and ticket vending machines (TVMs) would also 
spur modifications to the TVM Maintenance Facility and the construction of a new 
money room. 

Among the elements identified above, the placement and type of dedicated bus lanes was 
considered to be the most important infrastructure element, as this has the greatest 
influence on travel time and transit operating reliability, as well as capital costs. Based on 
physical inspection of the corridor (including land uses, road widths, and median 
type/existence), and identification of key physical constraints (overpasses, bridges, and 
immovable structures such as columns), a series of preliminary infrastructure strategies was 
presented at a September BIG TOP meeting. Comments received became the basis for 
refining these strategies in order to arrive at the preferred infrastructure strategy described 
in Step 4 below.  
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9 Selection of Preferred BRT Operating Plan and 
Infrastructure Strategy (Step 4) 
This section describes Step 4 of the VTA BRT corridor planning process, the selection of the 
preferred operating plan and infrastructure strategy on the three near-term BRT corridors. 

9.1 Objectives and Criteria to Select Preferred Operating Plan 

The ten operating plans defined in Step 2c were subsequently evaluated based on four 
major objectives and various criteria, as shown below. These criteria were initially proposed 
and then later refined in the Evaluation Criteria and Process Memo (February 22, 2008). 
The selection process consisted of a high-level evaluation, based on quantitative (e.g., 
demand forecasts and cost estimates) and qualitative (e.g., land use, mobility, and 
coverage) analyses. 

Table 9 - Objectives and Evaluation Criteria for Step 4 Selection 
Objective Evaluation Criterion Data Source 

# of Boardings 
% of New vs. No Project Boardings 

Increase Corridor/ 
System Use and 

Market Penetration # of Boardings/Revenue Hour 

VTA Model Results, 
Proposed BRT Operating 
Plan 

O&M Costs  

O&M Cost per Revenue Hour 

Incremental O&M Cost per New Rider 

Operating Cost Memo 
(11/24/2008) 

Cost-Effectiveness 

Capital Costs 
Capital Cost Memo 
(11/17/2008) 

Support Existing & 
Future Land Use  

Best Supports Existing and Future 
Land Uses and Development Potential 
(particularly on Stevens Creek) 

Land Use, BRT Operating 
Plan, Transit 
Competitiveness Maps 

Best Balance of Local/BRT Service & 
Coverage 

BRT Operating Plan Mobility and 
Coverage Best Provision of One-Seat, Direct 

Ride 
BRT Operating Plan 

 

9.2 Increased Corridor/System Use and Market Penetration 

The travel demand on the four core proposed routes (Local 22, Local 23, BRT 522, and 
BRT 523) was forecast for 2030 for all operating plans through the VTA Model. Final results 
were presented at a November 2008 BIG TOP meeting, as shown below. 
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Figure 3 - 2030 Forecasted Weekday Boardings by BRT Operating Plan 

 
Table 10 - 2030 Weekday Demand and Productivity 

Operating Plan 
Weekday 
Demand 

(Passengers) 

% New Riders 
over 2030 No 

Project Scenario 

Weekday 
Boardings/ 

Revenue Hour 

No Project 59,584 - 72 
1 76,050 28% 83 
2 72,641 22% 79 

3A 70,712 19% 82 
3B 76,146 28% 81 

4 (BRT 10-0) 79,497 33% 87 
5 77,851 31% 82 

7 (BRT 10-20) 82,431 38% 80 
7A (BRT 10-15) 83,578 40% 79 
7B (BRT 10-30) 79,957 34% 81 

Source: VTA Model, 2008. 
 

Key demand and market findings were as follows: 

• Weekday demand for the ten operating plans ranged from 70,000-84,000 
passengers. Full build-out options, where the BRT 522 operates from Palo Alto to 
Eastridge and the BRT 523 operates from De Anza College to Eastridge showed 
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the highest daily demand (e.g., Options 4 (BRT 10-0), 7 (BRT 10-20), 7A (BRT 10-
15), and 7B (BRT 10-30)).6  

• The full build-out options to De Anza College showed the most promise to increase 
market share and attract new riders, generating 35-40% more riders than the No 
Project Scenario. Options where the BRT 522 is truncated at San Jose State or 
where the BRT 523 bypasses Downtown performed poorly in this respect. 

• Operating productivity in terms of boardings per revenue hour was fairly consistent 
among options, ranging from 79 to 87 boardings per revenue hour on each corridor. 
This represents the productivity of all four routes for a given operating plan. 

In summary, full build-out options with BRT 522 operating from Palo Alto to Eastridge and 
BRT 523 operating from De Anza College to San Jose State showed the most potential to 
increase market share and increase overall transit demand. These options include BRT 10-
0, BRT 10-15, BRT 10-20, and BRT 10-30. 

9.3 Cost-Effectiveness 

Operating and capital costs were established for each operating plan as per the Operating 
Cost Memo (November 24, 2008) and the Capital Cost Memo (February 17, 2008). Table 11 
shows the annual operating and maintenance (O&M) costs, operating cost productivity 
(annual O&M costs per revenue vehicle hour), and the incremental O&M cost per new rider.  

9.3.1 Operating Cost Analysis 
Key operating cost findings were as follows: 

• Operating costs ranged from $59-$73 million per plan (assuming new 60’ BRT 
specific vehicles, which cost $190/hour to operate). More extensive options, where 
the BRT 523 operates to De Anza College, would provide more service, but would 
be more costly. 

• More telling were the annual O&M costs per revenue hour and the incremental 
O&M cost per new rider. These two metrics eliminate bias related to absolute O&M 
costs and instead focus on the overall productivity of each option in providing 
local/BRT service. Annual O&M cost per revenue hour was similar across the 
board, ranging between $200-$210/RVH. This suggests that even though full build-
out options such as the BRT 10-0, 10-15, 10-20, and 10-30 options incurred 
significantly higher costs to operate and maintain, there was no significant loss in 
service productivity. Thus, the marginal cost to provide additional service was 
insignificant.  

• The O&M cost per new rider was about $3.00 for most options. BRT 10-0 had the 
lowest incremental cost per new rider ($2.50), as it had a relatively large increase in 
new riders from the No Project Scenario, yet operated without a Local 23 service on 
Stevens Creek, significantly reducing O&M costs. Option 2 had the highest 
incremental cost per new rider at ($3.50) as it generated the lowest demand, since 
the BRT 523 bypasses Downtown. Despite having the highest annual O&M costs, 

                                                           
6 In the analysis of demand, Options 4, 7, 7A, and 7B were identified as promising since they generate the largest 
increase in daily demand compared to the No Project scenario. All four of these options have identical Local 22 and 
BRT 522 route alignments/headways and identical BRT 523 route alignments; the only difference is the Local 23 
headway along Stevens Creek Blvd. To differentiate between these options, these four options are given names that 
correspond to the relative headway of the BRT 523 versus that of the Local 23. For instance, Option 4 is also known 
as the “BRT 10-0” (i.e., BRT 523 operates at 10-minute headways, while the Local 23 has no service). Option 7 is the 
“BRT 10-20” (BRT 523 at 10-minute headways and Local 23 at 20-minute headways). Option 7A is known as the 
“BRT 10-15”, while Option 7B is known as the “BRT 10-30”.  
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full build-out options typically had lower incremental O&M costs per new rider, 
implying that full-build-out options could also serve new riders cost-effectively. 

In summary, operating costs were lowest for options providing the least amount of service 
and coverage (e.g., Options 1, 2, and 3A). While the full build-out options generated the 
highest operating costs, they provided service and carried new riders as cost effectively as 
the other options. 

Table 11 - 2030 Operating Cost and Productivity by Operating Plan 

Operating Plan Annual O&M 
Cost 

Average O&M 
Cost/RVH 

Incremental 
O&M Cost per 

New Rider 
1 $62,700,000 $203 $2.75  
2 $62,600,000 $203 $3.45  

3A $58,900,000 $202 $3.07  
3B $64,600,000 $204 $3.08  

4 (BRT 10-0) $64,400,000 $209 $2.53  
5 $64,700,000 $201 $2.81  

7 (BRT 10-20) $70,400,000 $203 $2.98  
7A (BRT 10-15) $72,300,000 $202 $3.07  
7B (BRT 10-30) $68,400,000 $205 $3.05  

Note: Annual O&M costs are approximate to nearest hundred-thousand. 

9.3.2 Capital Cost Analysis 
Table 12 shows the total capital costs for each option, inclusive of the cost for a reversible 
lane or a viaduct at Valley Fair. Key capital cost findings were as follows: 

• Capital costs ranged from $412-$582 million per operating plan.  

• The major cost differential related to whether a viaduct was built at Valley Fair 
(costing between $85-$90 million) and whether Stevens Creek service was 
extended to De Anza College from Valley Fair (costing between $75-$80 million, 
and consisting of over 3.0 miles of dedicated median busway and 15 new BRT 
stations). 

In summary, the options with the most extensive BRT coverage (e.g., those options with 
BRT 523 service to De Anza College) and with an aerial structure at Valley Fair incurred the 
highest capital costs. 

Table 12 - 2030 Capital Costs by Operating Plan 

Operating Plan 
Capital Costs  

(Reversible Lane at 
Valley Fair) 

Capital Costs  
(Viaduct at Valley Fair) 

1 $412,200,000 $501,300,000 
2 $420,900,000 $510,000,000 

3A $417,900,000 $507,000,000 
3B $495,700,000 $582,200,000 

4 (BRT 10-0) $490,000,000 $576,500,000 
5 $412,200,000 $501,300,000 

7 (BRT 10-20) $490,000,000 $576,500,000 
7A (BRT 10-15) $490,000,000 $576,500,000 
7B (BRT 10-30) $490,000,000 $576,500,000 

Note: Capital costs are approximate to nearest hundred-thousand. 
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9.4 Support Existing and Future Land Uses 

Existing land uses along the Alum Rock Corridor, and to a slightly lesser degree, the El 
Camino Corridor, are supportive of high-frequency and high-capacity transit based on the 
experience of the Local 22 and the Rapid 522. Combined, the Alum Rock and El Camino 
corridors form VTA’s most productive transit corridor. Alum Rock passes through Downtown 
San Jose, with its large offices and businesses and higher density commercial uses, while 
serving transit-supportive areas to the east of City Hall. El Camino is dotted with higher 
density residential uses, providing links to large malls, universities, and transit centers. 
Existing and future land uses and development are ripe for higher-capacity transit that can 
provide a better level of service.  

Stevens Creek has major regional shopping and employment destinations, but transit 
productivity and overall ridership are not as productive as would be expected of a potential 
BRT corridor. Current land uses, particularly in the middle of the corridor, are not ideal for 
BRT. However, future land use, growth, and development plans call for more concentrated 
and high-density growth throughout the Stevens Creek Corridor that would be more 
conducive to BRT. There is good potential to increase market share in this area and capture 
more choice riders by implementing BRT.  

In summary: 

• Operating plans that best met existing and expected land use and growth for the El 
Camino and Alum Rock corridors were those that provided BRT 522 service along 
the entire length of both corridors (with added densification and development 
expected on El Camino, north of Santa Clara), while also providing BRT 523 service 
along the Alum Rock Corridor (to the Eastridge Transit Center) to maintain the high 
frequency service that current residents and workers along the Alum Rock Corridor 
expect. 

• Operating plans that best met existing and expected land use and growth on the 
Stevens Creek Corridor are those that provided for eventual BRT 523 service out to 
De Anza College, as the majority of concentrated and potentially transit-supportive 
growth and redevelopment would occur to the west of Valley Fair. 

• Operating plans that best met these criteria included: 

o Option 4 (BRT 10-0) 

o Option 7 (BRT 10-20) 

o Option 7A (BRT 10-15) 

o Option 7B (BRT 10-30) 

9.5 Mobility and Coverage 

In all likelihood, local bus service would see some reduction in frequency or operating hours 
to allow the more frequent BRT service to accommodate the bulk of riders. While provision 
of more frequent BRT service could reduce travel times and make transit more convenient 
for some riders, the corresponding reduction in local bus service must be measured and 
balanced. For instance, eliminating local service in favor of BRT-only service along a 
corridor could lengthen access time to bus stops and to final destinations and also make 
transit inconvenient for the elderly or disabled. Also, if local frequency were significantly 
reduced (e.g., from 15- to 60-minute headways), remaining local bus users would have 
much longer waiting periods and would be inconvenienced.  
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Another key mobility issue is transfers and route directness. A one-seat ride is convenient, 
easy, and appealing. Imposing one or more transfers, while potentially beneficial for 
operating purposes, could inconvenience riders and disorient new users.  

As such, options with the best balance between local/BRT service and coverage and the 
provision of a direct one-seat ride are the most appealing. This would mean that: 

• Eliminating the Local 23 on Stevens Creek, while generating relatively high 
productivity, would not be recommended (Option 4, BRT 10-0); 

• Truncating the BRT 522 at San Jose State, which would force BRT users along El 
Camino to transfer to reach Eastridge Mall, would not be recommended, as current 
Local 22 and Rapid 522 riders make this journey non-stop (Options 3A and 3B); 

• Truncating the BRT 523 at Valley Fair, which would force BRT users to transfer to 
reach De Anza College from Downtown and East San Jose, would not be 
recommended (Options 1, 2, 3A, and 5); and 

• Diverting the BRT 523 south of Downtown (along San Fernando), which could force 
Stevens Creek BRT users to either walk some distance or transfer to another 
service to reach Downtown, would not be recommended (Option 2). 

In summary, Options 7 (BRT 10-20), 7A (BRT 10-15), and 7B (BRT 10-30) provided the 
best balance of local/BRT service and coverage, while also providing direct, one-seat rides 
without imposing transfers. 

9.6 Preferred Operating Plan 

This section describes the preferred operating plan. Specific details including demand, 
operating costs, and capital costs are presented. 

9.6.1 Description 
Based on the analyses above, three operating plans stood out among the others and were 
identified as preferred operating plans – this despite their relatively high overall capital and 
operating costs. This was due to the potential benefits from high forecasted demand, new 
market penetration and growth, as well as relative O&M cost and new rider productivity. 
These three operating plans also best matched existing and future land use and growth, had 
the best balance of local/BRT coverage and service, and offered direct, one-seat rides that 
the public would find appealing and expect of BRT service in the Santa Clara Valley. These 
three operating plans were: 

• Option 7 (BRT 10-20) 

• Option 7A (BRT 10-15) 

• Option 7B (BRT 10-30) 

The most aggressive plan, the BRT 10-15, would generate the highest demand and the 
largest number of new riders, but the highest operating costs. The most conservative plan, 
the BRT 10-30, would generate the lowest demand, but the lowest operating costs. The 
BRT 10-20 operating plan would fall somewhere in between for demand and cost.  

These three strategies were presented at a November 2008 BIG TOP meeting for internal 
discussion. Consensus emerged to take a phased approach to implementing BRT, 
with the BRT 10-15 emerging as the preferred operating plan. The BRT 10-15 best 
represented the ideal for BRT service on these three near-term corridors, providing 
ample overlay local service on all corridors to meet demand of local users as well.  
The BRT 10-15 would be gradually phased in after the initiation of BRT services and 
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represents the ultimate full build-out goal of BRT service. While BRT service on the El 
Camino and Alum Rock corridors would be initiated as a BRT 10-15 service, BRT 
service on Stevens Creek would likely be less frequent (perhaps a BRT 10-30 
configuration). As more key BRT infrastructure facilities were completed, transit-
supportive land uses and densification were achieved, and sustainable ridership 
levels were attained, BRT service would be expanded to eventually achieve BRT 10-
15 on both El Camino and Stevens Creek (with combined service being more frequent 
on Alum Rock). The recommended operating phasing strategy is described in the Phasing 
and Implementation Memo (February 19, 2009). 

Figure 4 below shows the routing plan for the BRT 10-15, the preferred operating plan. In 
summary, the BRT 10-15 plan would consist of the following principal service features: 

• Local 22 service along the El Camino and Alum Rock corridors (from Palo Alto 
Transit Center to Eastridge), operating at 15-minute headways; 

• Truncated Local 23 service along the Stevens Creek Corridor (from De Anza 
College to San Jose State), operating at 15-minute headways; 

• New BRT 522 service to replace the Rapid 522 on the El Camino and Alum Rock 
corridors (from Palo Alto Transit Center to Eastridge), operating at 10-minute 
headways; and 

• New BRT 523 service to complement Local 23 service west of Downtown and to 
replace it east of Downtown (from Downtown to Eastridge), operating at 10-minute 
headways. 

 

Figure 4 - Preferred BRT Operating Plan - Option 7A (BRT 10-15) 
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Specific demand and cost details for the preferred operating plan are discussed below. 

9.6.2 Project Demand 
The preferred operating plan, the BRT 10-15, generated the highest overall ridership of all 
operating plans – nearly 84,000 daily riders combined on the four routes for all corridors as 
found in Section 9.2. As shown in Table 13, the Alum Rock Corridor was forecast to carry 
the highest number of passengers at nearly 35,000 daily riders, equating to over 40% of the 
total demand on the three corridors. The El Camino Corridor was close behind at just under 
40% of the total demand, while the Stevens Creek Corridor was to carry nearly 16,000 daily 
riders or 19% of the total.  

Figure 5 
graphically 
compares the 
2030 demand for 
the BRT 10-15 
operating plan 
versus that in 
July 2008 and 
that forecast for 
the 2030 No 
Project Scenario. 
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Source: VTA Model, 2009. 

Figure 5 - Total Daily Demand by Corridor  
(Existing vs. 2030 NP vs. 2030 BRT 10-15 Scenarios) 

Of note: 

 All corridors were forecast to experience substantial growth in daily demand versus 
the existing July 2008 case, with overall demand on the corridors growing by nearly 
170% or 52,500 daily users.  

 The growth in demand by corridor versus the existing case ranged from 140%-
210%, with demand on the Stevens Creek Corridor growing the fastest, and 
demand on the Alum Rock Corridor increasing the most, nearly 22,500 daily riders. 

Table 13 – Total Demand by Corridor  
(Existing vs. 2030 NP vs. 2030 BRT 10-15 Scenarios) 

Corridor 2008 (July) 2030  
No Project 

2030 Preferred 
Option  

(BRT 10-15) 
El Camino 13,830 26,820 32,938 
Alum Rock 12,018 21,767 34,764 

Stevens Creek 5,111 10,837 15,840 
Total 30,959 59,424 83,542 

Source: VTA Model, 2009. 
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 Growth was modest compared to the 2030 No Project forecasts, but still significant 
– total demand on all corridors grew by 24,000 daily riders or 40%.  

 Versus the 2030 No Project forecasts, individual corridor growth ranged from 20%-
60%, with demand on the Alum Rock Corridor growing the quickest and increasing 
the most. 

9.6.3 Operating Costs 
Analysis in Section 9.3.1 found that the BRT 10-15 generated the highest annual operating 
and maintenance (O&M) costs of all plans, amounting to $72.3 million for all routes. As 
shown in Table 14, the BRT 522 and the Local 22 generated the highest operating costs 
due to their relative longer route lengths and larger amounts of service provided. Combined, 
the Local 22 and BRT 522 comprise some 65% of the total annual O&M cost.  

Overall, the 
incremental annual 
increase in O&M 
costs from the 2008 
base case was on 
the order of $24.9 
million. O&M costs 
for the two locals 
would decrease in 
2030 by between 
$1.9-$3.0 million 
per year, while that for the envisioned 2030 BRT services would increase by between $12.2-
$17.5 million per year.  Figure 6 compares O&M costs for the 2008 and the 2030 scenarios.     
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Note: BRT 522 costs in 2008 represent those for the Rapid 522 

Figure 6 – Annual O&M Costs Comparison for Preferred Operating 
Plan: BRT 10-15 

Despite the high operating costs, analysis in Section 9.3.1 found that the BRT 10-15 and 
other full build-out options (such as the BRT 10-20 and BRT 10-30) could carry these new 
riders just as cost effectively as less extensive options – typically generating incremental 
O&M costs per new rider figures that were lower or on par with these less extensive options 

Table 14 – O&M Costs for Preferred Operating Plan: BRT 10-15 

Route 

2008 Existing 
O&M Cost 

2030 O&M 
Cost 

Incremental 
Increase in 
O&M Costs 

Local 22 $23,300,000 $21,400,000 -$1,900,000 
Local 23 $11,000,000 $8,000,000 -$3,000,000 
BRT 522 $13,100,000 $25,300,000 $12,200,000 
BRT 523 $0 $17,500,000 $17,500,000 

Total $47,400,000 $72,300,000 $24,900,000 
Note: BRT 522 costs in 2008 represent those for the Rapid 522 
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that generated lower ridership. The cost performance of the BRT 10-15 is roughly in line and 
comparable to that for other North American BRT lines such as the Las Vegas Max and the 
Los Angeles Ventura Metro Rapid as shown in Figure 7. 
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Note: Incremental O&M cost per new rider figures for non-VTA lines from various FTA studies 

Figure 7 – Incremental O&M Cost Comparison 

9.6.4 Capital Costs 
Analysis in Section 9.3.2 found that the BRT 10-15 operating plan generated capital costs 
ranging from $490-$577 million, among the higher figures for the potential operating plans 
assessed. Capital costs for the BRT 10-15 are largely based on the infrastructure strategy 
recommended in the following Section 9.7, which defines the extent of the dedicated bus 
lanes and the number of new BRT stations planned. Table 15 and Figure 8 present the 
capital cost breakdown by corridor. 

For the base 
case where a 
reversible 
lane is 
assumed for 
the Valley Fair 
segment of 
Stevens 
Creek, total 
cost is $490.0 million for all corridors. Under this scenario, the El Camino Corridor had the 
highest costs at $216.3 million (44% of the total BRT 10-15 cost), followed by the Stevens 
Creek Corridor at $145.2 million, and the Alum Rock Corridor at $128.5 million (representing 
30% and 26% of the total BRT 10-15 capital cost, respectively). The proportion of total costs 
borne by a given corridor is shown in Figure 9.  

Table 15 – Capital Costs for Preferred Operating Plan: BRT 10-15 

Corridor 
Base Cost with 

Valley Fair 
Reversible 

Lane 

Additional Cost 
for Valley Fair 

Aerial Structure 

Total Cost with 
Valley Fair 

Aerial Structure 

El Camino $216,300,000 $0 $216,300,000 
Alum Rock $128,500,000 $0 $128,500,000 

Stevens Creek $145,200,000 $86,500,000 $231,700,000 
Total $490,000,000 $86,500,000 $576,500,000 
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If an elevated viaduct option is assumed at Valley Fair, the Stevens Creek Corridor capital 
cost increases by $86.5 million to $231.7 million – bringing the total package cost of all three 
corridors to $576.5 million.   
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Figure 8 – Capital Costs for Preferred Operating Plan: BRT 10-15 
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Figure 9 – Proportion of Capital Costs by Corridor for  
Preferred Operating Plan: BRT 10-15  

(assuming Reversible Lane at Valley Fair) 

Details underpinning the capital cost analysis are described below. 

9.7 Preferred Infrastructure Strategy 

Initial infrastructure strategies were presented at a September 2008 BIG TOP meeting. The 
primary suggestion was to identify BRT corridor segments that needed dedicated bus lanes 
versus those where BRT could operate in mixed traffic flows. The extent of dedicated bus 
lanes impacts capital costs, overall construction time (and community disruption), as well as 
annual operating and maintenance costs. To develop the final infrastructure strategy: 
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• Corridor segments and intersections were assessed from a transit operations and 
traffic performance perspective. Intersection level of service (LOS) information from 
VTA was assessed, while discussions were held with VTA CMA Engineering Staff, 
as well as Traffic Engineering staff from San Jose, Santa Clara, and Cupertino. 
These activities identified the most congested and potentially problematic 
segments and intersections, highlighting those intersections for potential BSP 
adoption. 

• Appropriate starting/ending points for dedicated bus lane segments were identified. 
Transitioning from a median bus lane to a curbside lane in mixed traffic flows must 
be gradual and safe, with a sufficient weaving distance provided between the end 
of the bus lane and the location of the next downstream curbside BRT station.  

• Infrastructure strategies included both the reversible lane and viaduct options to 
span the problematic segment of Stevens Creek past Valley Fair (analysis of these 
two infrastructure options is planned, although it is not a part of this study). 

The final infrastructure strategy was presented during a November 2008 BIG TOP meeting 
and included the elements described below: 

• Alum Rock – One segment of median busway (totaling 1.4 miles between King 
Road and Capitol Expressway), enhancements to mixed flow BRT sections, and 11 
new BRT stations.  

• El Camino – Three segments of median busway (totaling 9.9 miles between 
Embarcadero-Jordan, Sylvan-Lawrence, and Calabazas–Benton), enhancements 
to mixed flow BRT sections, and 17 new BRT stations. 

• Stevens Creek – Two segments of median busway (totaling over 3.0 miles 
between De Anza College-Finch, and Woodhams-MacArthur, with the latter section 
including the Valley Fair reversible lane or viaduct), enhancements to mixed flow 
BRT sections, and 15 new BRT stations. 

Preferred infrastructure strategies per corridor are depicted in the figures below. Conceptual 
intersections under various median bus lane scenarios are illustrated for the El Camino 
Corridor in Figures 12-14 – these include the staggered or split platform configuration. 
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Figure 10 - Infrastructure Strategy on Alum Rock Corridor 

 

Figure 11 - Infrastructure Strategy on El Camino Corridor 
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EXISTING CONDITION  

 
PROPOSED CONCEPT 

Figure 12 – Conceptual Street and Intersection Modifications for  
Median Bus Lane and Stations along the El Camino Corridor 

EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONCEPT 
Figure 13 – Conceptual Street and Intersection Modifications for  

Median Bus Lane at Intersection with Dedicated Left-Turn Lanes along the El Camino Corridor 
LEFT = EXISTING; RIGHT = PROPOSED 

 
EXISTING CONDITION 

 
PROPOSED CONCEPT 

Figure 14 – Conceptual Street and Intersection Modifications for  
Median Bus Lane at Intersection with Shared Left-Turn Lanes along the El Camino Corridor 
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Figure 15 - Infrastructure Strategy on Stevens Creek Corridor 

 

Figure 16 - Infrastructure Options for the Valley Fair Segment of Stevens Creek 
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10 Project Funding Strategy 
The section described the project funding strategy for the preferred operating plan, including 
strategies for the three near-term BRT corridors and an assessment of federal Small Starts 
funding potential. 

10.1 Corridor Funding Strategy 

Capital cost estimates for the BRT 10-15 preferred operating plan ranged from between 
$490-$577 million (with Alum Rock costing up to $129 million, El Camino up to $216 million, 
and Stevens Creek ranging from $145-$232 million, depending on whether a viaduct at 
Valley Fair is built). Various funding sources potentially exist for these three BRT corridors, 
including  

• Local - Measure A; 

• Regional - Transportation for Livable Communities/Housing Incentive Program and 
Smart Growth Planning; 

• State - Prop 1B – Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security, 
State Infrastructure Bank, California Air Resources Board (ARB), and Caltrans 
Community-Based Transportation Planning (CBTP) Grant Program; and  

• Federal - Small Starts/New Starts, Bus and Bus Facilities, Urbanized Formula 
Funds (Section 5307), Highway Funds/Flexible Funds (STP/CMAQ), and 2009 
Economic Stimulus Package. 

Based on an analysis of these potential sources, discussions with key VTA staff, and 
regional/federal entities, as well as a review of the scope of proposed corridor 
enhancements, funding strategies and opportunities were identified for each corridor based 
on the final conceptual capital costs. 

Key funding findings include the following: 

• VTA should utilize Measure A to its full extent to fund the three BRT corridors. 
Measure A would facilitate faster implementation with less bureaucratic 
issues than using federal funds and would likely serve as the principal 
funding source at this time. 

• State funding, up to $45.0 million, is also available through Prop 1B, which 
should be utilized as soon as possible given the competition for these funds. 
VTA has already made plans to use these funds to purchase 40 new 60’ BRT 
vehicles for the three BRT corridors.  

• Prop 1B Lifeline funds are also a potential option for Alum Rock (up to $30 million), 
which traverses lower income areas. 

• Small Starts funding eligibility requires new corridor-based bus projects (BRT) to 
incorporate the majority of the following elements in the future project: (i) bus signal 
priority; (ii) substantial stations; (iii) low-floor vehicles or level boarding; and (iv) 
branding. Because the El Camino and Alum Rock corridors already have three of 
the four elements on the existing Rapid 522 route, these corridors are likely to be 
ineligible for Small Starts federal funding. 

• Although federal funds are a potential option to finance some components of each 
corridor, competition is high, funds must be funneled through the MTC, local 
matches are required, additional analysis or regulations may need to be met, and 
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projects that utilize federal funds typically take longer to implement. Federal funds 
should thus be used as a last resort.  

• The proposed 2009 Economic Stimulus Package could be another proposed federal 
funding source, although at this stage of project design, it seems that Alum Rock 
would be the only plausible corridor for funding through this source. 

The most relevant and applicable funding source(s) for each corridor are described below. 

• Alum Rock Corridor - The Alum Rock Corridor (HP Pavilion to Eastridge Transit 
Center) has estimated capital costs of $129 million and is proposed to be 
operational by 2012. BRT service on Alum Rock calls for 15 new 60’ BRT vehicles 
($17.2 million). It is recommended that the full costs be provided through 
Measure A, with vehicles funded through Prop 1B.  Additional options for 
funding beyond Measure A and Prop 1B could include: 

Federal Sources State Sources Regional Sources 

• $17.2 million Bus and 
Bus Facilities  

• Undetermined funds 
from proposed 2009 
Economic Stimulus 
Package 

• Up to $30 million Prop 
1B for expansion of the 
Lifeline commitment 

• Permit flexing of federal 
funds 

• No direct funding for 
capital costs 

 
• El Camino Corridor - The El Camino Corridor (Palo Alto Transit Center to HP 

Pavilion) has estimated capital costs of $216 million and is projected to be 
operational by 2015. BRT service on El Camino calls for 14 new 60’ BRT vehicles 
($15.4 million). It is recommended that the full costs be provided through 
Measure A, including using a portion of the funds designated for the Palo Alto 
Intermodal Center, with vehicles funded through Prop 1B. Additional options for 
funding beyond Measure A and Prop 1B could include: 

Federal Funding Sources Regional Funding Sources 

• $15.4 million Bus and Bus Facilities  • Permit flexing of federal funds 

• No direct funding for capital costs 

 
• Stevens Creek Corridor - The Stevens Creek Corridor (De Anza College to 

Downtown San Jose) has estimated capital costs up to $145 million, with a single 
reversible lane at Valley Fair, or $232 million with a viaduct at Valley Fair. It is 
projected to be operational by 2017. BRT service on Stevens Creek out to De Anza 
College calls for 17 new 60’ BRT vehicles ($18.7 million). It is recommended that 
the full project costs be provided through Measure A, with vehicles funded by 
Prop 1B. Additional options for funding beyond Measure A and Prop 1B could 
include: 

Federal Funding Sources Regional Funding Sources 

• $20-30 million Small Starts 

• $18.7 million Bus and Bus Facilities  

• Permit flexing of federal funds 

• No direct funding for capital costs 
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10.2 Stevens Creek Small Starts Funding Analysis 

Small Starts funding was considered an option to be investigated for Stevens Creek 
Corridor.  For this reason, additional research and a survey of five recipients of Small Starts 
and Very Small Starts funding were conducted to understand the application process, key 
reasons for applying for federal funding, and any tips for future applicants. Major findings 
from the two surveyed Small Starts recipients, Fort Collins and Portland, were as follows:  

• The Small Starts application is a long process and is quite similar to the New Starts 
process. It also requires annual updating as the project progresses in the 
development cycle. Both Fort Collins and Portland indicated that additional 
information was needed for the Small Starts application that would not have been 
requested if the projects were funded locally.  

• Both Fort Collins and Portland indicated that if local funds had been available, it 
would have been an easier, faster, and more flexible implementation. However, 
neither city had local funding options.  

• The Small Starts application for Fort Collins and Portland took between 2-4 months. 
Both transit systems hired external consultants to supplement their internal agency 
personnel. 

• All recipients worked with their local FTA representative during the application 
process, provided draft applications to avoid rework and had meetings to assure 
that expectations were clear. 

Overall, given the transit-supportive policies in the Bay Area, the Stevens Creek 
Corridor likely has the potential to obtain Small Starts funding. However, as Small 
Starts ratings are primarily based on findings and information from the Preliminary 
Engineering and Final Design stages, a definitive go or no-go recommendation for 
Small Starts funding cannot be made at this time. Given the increasing 
competitiveness of Small Starts funding and the previous recipient amounts, it 
appears plausible that VTA, if successful, would be unable to receive the full $75 
million allowed by Small Starts, but instead could receive between $20-30 million. 
Since Measure A already would provide sufficient funding for the entire Stevens 
Creek BRT Corridor, VTA needs to weigh the positives of obtaining limited federal 
funding with the potential negatives (time, cost, process) in undertaking the federal 
funding process for the corridor. The experiences of the two surveyed agencies that 
received Small Starts funding could be very instructive to VTA. Both agencies noted 
that using local funds would have been easier and faster, allowing for a more flexible 
implementation, than going through the federal funding process. 
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11 Construction and Implementation Phasing 
Phasing recommendations for physical BRT corridor implementation and construction, BRT 
service operations, and BRT fare collection were formulated for the BRT 10-15 operating 
plan, including for the three near-term BRT corridors. Three potential options were 
considered for phasing: 

• Option 1: Opening the Full BRT Route after Bus Lane Completion - This most 
dramatically introduces the new service to the public and emphasizes features not 
available in conventional bus service in the same corridor.  It has a better chance of 
catching the attention of non-riders and inducing them to try the service.   

• Option 2: Opening the Full BRT Route prior to Bus Lane Completion - This 
approach allows for product differentiation as shown in the first option, but 
recognizes that bus operations have inherent flexibilities over rail operations.  BRT 
vehicles need not wait until the entire physical route is constructed, but can start 
operating earlier using any exclusive lanes that have been completed and operating 
in mixed traffic elsewhere along the route. 

• Option 3: Introducing BRT Amenities Gradually - This allows for early 
implementation before all route segments are completed. It gradually introduces 
BRT amenities, such as off-board fare collection, once the budget permits. Some of 
its impact on potential new riders is lost due to the gradual introduction, but utilizing 
branded vehicles and stations may help to minimize the impacts.  

Based on direction received from VTA staff, the implementation of the three BRT corridors 
would be introduced gradually (Option 3).  

11.1 Construction and Design Timeline 

The Alum Rock Corridor is in a more advanced stage of development than the other two, 
with its EIR certified by the VTA Board in early December 2008. It would be the first of the 
three corridors to be constructed. The El Camino Corridor would be the second corridor to 
be implemented, as it is already served by the Rapid 522 service, serves high transit 
demand along the corridor on the 22/522 routes, and would provide a continuous BRT 522 
service from East San Jose to Palo Alto. The Stevens Creek Corridor would be the last 
corridor of the three to be finished, providing an important east-west high-speed transit link 
between Cupertino and Downtown/East San Jose. 

Assuming that the three BRT corridors undergo similar project development phases 
(including conceptual engineering (CE), preliminary engineering (PE), and final design 
engineering, environmental review, right-of-way acquisition, procurement, and construction), 
some overlap is assumed among design and engineering phases for the three corridors, the 
corridors are built one after the other, and accounting for progress already made on the 
Alum Rock Corridor, estimates for corridor development phasing are shown below: 
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Table 16 - Summary of Corridor Development Phasing (Duration in Months) 

Corridor CE 
Environ-
mental 

Analysis 
PE ROW 

Acquisition 
Final  

Design 
Con-

struction 
Com-

pressed 
Duration 

Alum Rock Com-
pleted 

Completed 
(13 months) 12 14 6 16 40 

El Camino 16  24  12  18  18  30  66 
Stevens Creek – 
Reversible Lane 12 24 12 12 12 20 66 

Stevens Creek – 
Viaduct 12 24 12 12 12 28 74 

Note: Compressed duration assumes overlap of some engineering tasks. 
 

Overall, key phasing findings were as follows: 

• Alum Rock would start preliminary engineering during the second quarter of 2009 
and be operational by late 2012. 

• El Camino would begin its conceptual engineering in late 2009, while Alum Rock 
was midway through its preliminary engineering. Construction on the El Camino 
Corridor would begin soon after the Alum Rock Corridor was finished in late 2012. 
El Camino would be operational by mid-2015. 

• Stevens Creek would start its conceptual engineering in mid-2011, as preliminary 
engineering for El Camino commenced. Construction on Stevens Creek would 
begin soon after the El Camino Corridor was finished. Stevens Creek would be 
operational by late 2016 if a reversible lane was selected for the Valley Fair stretch, 
otherwise by mid-2017 if a viaduct was selected. 

The proposed project development schedule is shown on the next page. 
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INSERT GANTT CHART 
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11.2 Operations Implementation 

In terms of service levels and frequency, the ultimate goal for the envisioned BRT 10-15 
operating plan would include BRT service at 10-minute headways and local service at 15-
minute headways (thus resulting in a combined BRT 5-15 configuration on the Alum Rock 
Corridor). However to reach the BRT 10-15 service goal, a gradual transition from existing 
levels of service must be implemented. At present, existing levels of service on the three 
BRT corridors are geared towards providing more local service (as the local routes operate 
at 12-minute headways versus 15-minute headways for the Rapid 522).  

Operational phasing would coincide with the completion of particular corridor segments or 
infrastructure facilities (as determined in the capital infrastructure phasing in Section 3) and 
on achievement of sustainable levels of transit demand. In summary: 

• BRT on the Alum Rock and El Camino corridors would start off as a BRT 10-15 
service (inclusive of the Local 22 and BRT 522) from the outset once the Alum Rock 
Corridor was completed (in late 2012); 

• BRT on the Stevens Creek Corridor would begin with a less aggressive operating 
plan, perhaps a BRT 10-30 (with BRT 523 at 10-minute headways and the Local 23 
at 30-minute headways), initiated immediately after the Stevens Creek Corridor was 
completed (in late 2016 or mid 2017, depending on the Valley Fair solution 
selected); and 

• Local 23 headways on the Stevens Creek Corridor could be decreased to every 15 
minutes after certain sustainable transit demand levels were achieved in the future 
(date unknown). 

11.3 Recommended Fare Collection Strategy 

Off-board fare collection has typically been a key component of BRT services, as it can 
reduce cash transactions between driver and passenger which, in turn, speeds boarding 
times, reduces dwell times, and shortens overall vehicle travel times. Off-board fare 
collection, however, typically requires procurement of ticket vending machines (TVMs) to 
facilitate prepayment, as well as deployment of fare inspectors to minimize fare evasion. 

At present, VTA bus passengers either flash their pass to the driver or pay direct cash fares 
to the drivers; only LRT uses off-board fare collection with TVMs. While the ultimate goal for 
VTA’s BRT services is an off-board fare collection system, the transition to such a system is 
unlikely to occur overnight due to associated operating and procurement costs and 
operating impacts. A gradual fare collection phasing strategy is described below. 

Components for VTA’s eventual full off-board fare collection for BRT would include: 

• Ticket Vending Machines (TVMs) – These 
devices allow passengers to pre-pay before 
boarding the bus, resulting in reduced dwell 
time. Ideally, each station platform would be 
equipped with at least one TVM. If funding is 
limited, TVMs could be installed first at more 
heavily used stations, which would permit rear-
door boarding for pre-paying passengers at 
those stations. 

• Fare Inspection – Fare inspectors, an 

 

Ticket Vending Machines (TVMs) 
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extension of the enforcement staff currently patrolling VTA’s LRT system, would be 
deployed once rear-door boarding is allowed. 

• Front-Door Boarding – All passengers would be able to enter through the front 
door at all times.  

• Rear-Door Boarding – Rear-door boarding could result in faster boarding and 
possibly faster overall trips. Decisions about permitting riders to board through rear 
doors hinge on when fare inspectors would be available and where the TVMs were 
deployed.  

Full off-board fare collection would be implemented incrementally, contingent on: (i) 
availability of funds to purchase TVMs and hire additional fare inspectors; (ii) VTA’s 
tolerance for less than optimal operating speeds before full implementation of off-board fare 
collection (though speeds will still exceed what are experienced on those corridors today); 
and (iii) ridership levels. Table 17 shows the proposed phasing of the off-board fare 
collection system. 

Table 17 - Proposed Phasing for BRT Off-Board Fare Collection 

 

Stage 1: 
BRT Operations 
Begin (Limited 

Funds for 
TVMs/Inspectors) 

Stage 2: 
Full Deployment of 

Fare Inspectors 

Stage 3: 
Demand Increases; 

Funding 
Increasingly 

Available for TVMs 

Stage 4: 
Full Off-Board Fare 

Collection 

TVMs None at this time None at this time TVMs at  
heavily used stations TVMs at all stations 

Fare 
Inspectors None at this time Weekday/daytime 

enforcement only 
Full-time 

enforcement 
Full-time 

enforcement 
Front-Door 
Boarding Allowed for all passengers at all times 

Rear-Door 
Boarding 

Not allowed at this 
time 

Allowed for 
passholders only on 

weekdays and 
daytime hours  

Allowed for 
passholders and pre-

paid fares only at 
stations where there 

are TVMs 

Allowed for all 
passengers at all 

times 
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Date: March 25, 2009
Current Meeting: April 8, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee

THROUGH: N/A

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: Light Rail Systems Analysis Project Update

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

The Light Rail System Analysis will provide a comprehensive evaluation of the infrastructure 
and operational flexibility of the existing light rail system and an evaluation of operational 
impacts and user benefits of the planned light rail (LRT) and BART extensions.  The project is 
focused on making the LRT system as effective and as efficient as possible in order to attract 
additional riders and to ensure the ability of the LRT system to handle projected passenger 
growth to the year 2035.  The project will consist of three inter-related components: market 
analysis, operations analysis and capital needs.
The first task, currently in progress, will identify the existing capital and operational constraints 
of the LRT system and perform a market analysis to identify unmet market potential of both the 
existing and extended networks.  At the conclusion of Task 1, the project team will identify 
preliminary future scenarios for the LRT system, consisting of packages of operational changes, 
capital investments, response to markets, and responses to external projects or occurrences.  
These scenarios will be further analyzed through staff-consultant meetings followed by scenario 
testing and a cost benefit analysis in June and July.  

At key project milestones staff will provide updates to the Transit Planning and Operations 
(TP&O) and appropriate Advisory Committees. In addition to these updates, VTA staff has 
scheduled an on-going monthly project group meeting with Planning and Operations staff and 
the project consultants.  The table below shows the key milestones and a tentative schedule for 
periodic updates to the committees.  The study is expected to be completed by December 2009.  

Project Schedule
Task Date
Identify Future Scenarios for Further Analysis March - April 2009
Initial Findings - Presentation to Committees May 2009
Development of Alternatives June 2009

12
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Operational Assessment and Refinement of Scenarios July - August 2009
Alternatives Analysis - Presentation to Committees October 2009
Recommendations - Presentation to Committees November 2009
Final Adoption - VTA Board December 2009

DISCUSSION:

Operational and Capital Constraints
This discussion focuses on the preliminary findings from the capital and operations analysis.  
The market analysis is currently being conducted and the results and initial findings will be 
presented to the TP&O, TAC and CAC committees in May.  

One of the primary purposes of the project is to identify constraints on the current LRT system
from operations and the physical infrastructure of the system.  These constraints may limit 
VTA’s ability to operate the current system as efficiently as possible and to offer competitive 
service and increase market share in key markets where the LRT system can be a major factor in 
providing transportation options in the county.  

Preliminary findings from this task show that the primary constraint to the current service is the 
slow operating speeds at various segments in the network.  The initial report identified potential 
solutions to address the constraints of travel speed, including:

• Implementation of different service options such as Santa Teresa express trains and skip-
stop operation on North First Street

• Providing faster service in downtown San Jose by double tracking portions of North First 
Street to increase operating speeds from 10 mph to 25 mph

• Grade-separate LRT at North First  Street and Montague Expressway
• Implementation of predictive priority systems at the key traffic signals along the light rail 

corridor 

Other constraints identified in the report relate to the system’s efficiency and flexibility.  
Potential solutions include the following:

• Provide infrastructure to support terminating trains in downtown San Jose
• Lengthen all platforms on the Vasona Line to accommodate three car trains
• Add terminal space in downtown San Jose and on the Vasona Line
• Determine needed modifications to install additional crossovers 
• Identify alternatives for the Almaden spur 

Other alternatives to address system constraints will be considered as part of the project. 

These potential solutions will be further evaluated in future tasks and during upcoming project 
meetings.  Each scenario will then be tested to assess ridership potential and operating 
performance in the base year and in year 2035. 
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Growth Forecast

The project will look forward to the range of possible effects of future events on the existing 
system, and the possible physical and/or operational steps that might be desirable to meet 
potential operational challenges.  The project will analyze the capabilities of the existing system 
relative to:

• Its ability to handle basic system ridership growth induced by population and 
development, and other background projects, 

• Increases in ridership produced by the BART extension, 

• Ridership generated by the LRT extension projects (Capitol and Vasona )
The preliminary data from the growth forecast task shows that the largest contributor to ridership 
growth in year 2035 is anticipated population and employment increases, primarily resulting 
from large scale development along North First Street.  The second largest component is 
ridership related to the introduction of BART service to Santa Clara County.  

VTA Light Rail Demand Forecast

The initial data results show that by year 2035, some segments of the LRT system may have 
capacity constraints during peak periods.  In order to meet the estimated demand forecast for 
LRT, VTA may need to consider more frequent service or operating four-car trains during the 
peak period.  A more detailed summary of results will be provided at the May committee 
meetings.  

Prepared By: Andrew Ittigson
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Date: April 1, 2009
Current Meeting: April 8, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief External Affairs Officer, Greta Helm

SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Enhancement Update: April

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

VTA's Board and management value the counsel and perspective they receive from the five 
advisory committees to help inform policy development, planning, and decision making.  

VTA’s five advisory committees are: Bicycle & Pedestrian (BPAC); Committee for Transit 
Accessibility (CTA); Citizens Advisory (CAC); Policy Advisory (PAC); and Technical Advisory 
(TAC).

The Advisory Committee Enhancement (ACE) process was initiated by VTA General Manager 
Michael Burns in August 2008 to engage advisory committee members in the development of 
recommendations for improving the advisory committee process of providing input and advice to 
management and the Board of Directors.

The ACE process is being led by VTA’s Public Information Officer, Jennie Loft, assisted by 
project manager Stephen Flynn.  Among the goals of the process are each advisory committee:
• Reviewing its role, responsibilities, and limitations as defined by the Board adopted bylaws, 

and how it can provide input as an advisory body to help VTA achieve the outcomes 
described in the VTA Vision and Mission statements.  

• Examining its primary focus and area of expertise in relation to the other advisory 
committees to identify overlap and duplication and potentially underserved areas.

• Exploring ways of providing effective input to the Board while minimizing the associated 
resources required.

DISCUSSION:
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As one of the initial steps in the ACE process, each advisory committee established an ACE 
subcommittee, comprised of three committee members except CTA, which has five.  The 
purpose of the subcommittee was to perform the tasks the committee determines to be necessary 
for successful completion of the process but at a time other than the committee meeting.  This 
included drafting a provisional mission statement and reviewing the duties and responsibilities 
section of their respective bylaws.

All five subcommittees previously developed a draft mission statement, which was adopted by 
the respective advisory committee.  These mission statements are “provisional”, meaning it is a 
working draft subject to modification until reviewed and adopted by the Board of Directors as 
part of the committee’s bylaws.  However, CTA recently requested modifications to its 
provisional mission statement, which will be considered by that committee at its April 8, 2009 
meeting.

The ACE process is currently in the Task Force phase.  The Task Force is a joint meeting of the 
subcommittee members and VTA staff to review the roles and responsibilities of all the advisory 
committees, individually and collectively, in a comprehensive manner.  The purpose is to 
develop recommendations to more clearly define individual committee responsibilities, identify 
overlap and duplication, consider underserved areas, and discuss options to maximize the 
contribution each committee can make to the VTA Board process.

At the first Task Force meeting, Task Force participants asked that VTA Board Chairperson 
Dolly Sandoval appoint a member of the board to chair the task force committee.  Chairperson 
Sandoval considered this request, and decided her preference was instead to appoint a 
professional facilitator to guide the group for the next two meetings.  Based on this, professional 
facilitator Carmen Clark was retained to facilitate the February and March meetings.

The second ACE Task Force meeting was held on February 25, 2009.  Ms Clark led the Task 
Force in reviewing and discussing:

• The scope of the ACE process including reviewing excerpts from the VTA 
Organizational & Financial Assessment (HayGroup report) and the California Bureau of 
State Audit (BSA) report.

• Best practices used by effective and successful committees and participants experiences 
with effective advisory committees.

The group was given assignments to complete by the next meeting:
• Read the booklet Advisory Councils that was provided to all Task Force members.
• Keeping the principals stated in Advisory Councils in mind, each member was to review 

the list of ideas on the Items for Discussion handout, prioritize their top 6, and identify 
any items to be removed from future consideration.

The next (third) Task force meeting is being held on Wednesday, March 25 at 11:30 a.m.  The 
main items on the agenda are:

• Identify and discuss key points from Advisory Councils
• Discuss each member’s 6 most important items and those to be removed from the Items 
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for Discussion list

In response to a request from the CTA, all Task Force materials, including agendas and meeting 
summaries, are now available on VTA’s website for review by advisory committee members.  
The only exception to this is the publication Advisory Councils, which is copyright protected.  
The Task Force materials can be viewed at:  http://www.vta.org/inside/boards/ace_index.html  .

Periodic updates on the Task Force progress will be provided to the Administration and Finance 
(A&F) standing committee for their information and consideration.  If any changes to Advisory 
committee bylaws are recommended by the Task Force or A&F, a vote of the Board of Directors 
is needed for their approval.

All advisory committees will continue to receive regular updates by their subcommittee 
members, as well as by the ACE process facilitators, on the discussion, decisions, and progress 
made during Task Force meetings.

Prepared By: Stephen Flynn, Sr. Management Analyst
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Date: March 27, 2009
Current Meeting: April 8, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief External Affairs Officer, Greta Helm

SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Enhancement (ACE) Subcommittee Report

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

Included on every advisory committee agenda for the duration of the Advisory Committee 
Enhancement (ACE) process is a verbal report from the respective committee's ACE 
Subcommittee.  This item ensures the opportunity for Subcommittee members to apprise their 
fellow members on the committee on the discussion, decisions, and progress made during Task 
Force meetings.  It also provides the opportunity for the Subcommittee members to express their 
observations, achievements and concerns to the full committee and to receive feedback and 
direction from it.

Prepared By: Stephen Flynn, Sr. Management Analyst
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