
                                                                                                                                                                    

Member Batra left the meeting at 3:06 p.m. 
 

14. 2009 Congestion Management Program 
 

Member Jenkins left the meeting at 3:07 p.m. 
 
 John Sighamony, Senior Transportation Planner, provided an overview of the staff report. 
 

M/S/C (Collen/Tripousis) to recommend the VTA Board of Directors adopt the 2009 
Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program (CMP). 

 
15. Memorandum of Understanding Between Council of San Benito County 

Governments and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority for SR 152 
Corridor 

 
John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer and Staff Liaison, provided an overview of the staff 
report. 

 
M/S/C (Collen/Dey) to recommend the VTA Board of Directors authorize the General 
Manager for Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority to execute a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Council of San Benito County Governments to formalize the 
Mobility Partnership committee to provide direction on the development of a SR 152 
Trade Corridor and a new alignment of SR 152 between SR 156 and US 101. 

 
Member Tripousis and Alternate Member Collen left the meeting at 3:10 p.m.,  

the quorum was lost, and a Committee of the Whole was declared. 
 

16. Proactive CMP Quarterly Report for July-September 2009 
 

Member Capurso left the meeting at 3:11 p.m. 
 

 Robert Swierk, Senior Transportation Planner, provided an overview of the staff report. 
 

On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 
Whole received a presentation on the Proactive CMP Quarterly Report for July through 
September 2009. 

 
17. Light Rail (LR) System Analysis – Cost Benefit Overview 
 

Chairperson Witthaus requested the Light Rail (LR) Systems Analysis – Cost Benefit 
Overview be deferred to the December 10, 2009 TAC meeting. 

 
On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 
Whole deferred the information on the Light Rail System Analysis. 
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18. Bike Share Program Update 
 
 Aiko Cuenco, Transportation Planner I, provided an overview of the staff report.  
 

On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 
Whole received an update on the Bicycle Sharing Pilot Program. 

 
OTHER 
 
19. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Activities and Initiatives 

 
John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer and Staff Liaison, reported the Federal Reauthorization 
is currently in debate.                                                                                                                                                                          
On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 
Whole received an update on MTC Activities and Initiatives.   

 
0.  Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Subcommittee Report2  

Chairperson Witthaus provided a report on the discussions held at the                  
, h s  t T  e l ti

 
On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 

 
 21. Committee Work Plan

 

November 12  2009 Tec nical Advi ory Commi tee ( AC) Subcommitte , high igh ng: 
1) Governance structure issue; 2) Senate Bill 375 to be reviewed; 3) VTA and Caltrans 
staff meetings to discuss Caltrans’ development review process and impact on local 
agencies; and 4) Draft Transportation System Monitoring Program (TSMP) report to be 
presented at December 10, 2009 TAC meeting.  

Whole received the TAC Subcommittee Report.   

 

Upon query of Member Dey, John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer and Staff Liaison, noted 

 
On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the Committee of the 

 
 22. Announcements

 
 

the staff support for the TAC and CIP and SOM Working Groups would remain the 
same. 

 
Whole reviewed the Committee Work Plan. 

  

Chairperson Witthaus announced the work being done in downtown City of Sunnyvale 

23. DJOURNMENT

 

and encouraged everyone to visit downtown Sunnyvale. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A  
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On order of Chairperson Witthaus and there being no objection, the meeting was 

 
   Respectfully submitted, 

Y. Crenshaw, Board Assistant 

adjourned at 3:23 p.m.  

    
 
 
 
 
      Tracene 
      Office of the Board Secretary 



Date: November 24, 2009
Current Meeting: December 10, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief Operating Officer, Donald A. Smith Jr.

SUBJECT: Fiscal Year to Date 2010 First Quarter Transit Operations Performance Report

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

The Fiscal Year to date 2010 First Quarter Performance Report presents key performance 
information regarding the operation of the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). This report is 
routinely produced after each quarter and at the end of the fiscal year.  A detailed summary of 
the First Quarter performance (July 2010 through September 2010) follows.

DISCUSSION:

Ridership (page 6 of the report)

Bus ridership through the first three months of FY 2010 totaled 8.33 million, a 7.1% decrease 
compared to the same period of the previous fiscal year.  Average weekday ridership was 
106,164, down 8.3%.

Light rail ridership recorded 2.64 million boardings through the first quarter of FY 2010, a 
decrease of 11.1% compared to the same period last year.  Average weekday ridership was down 
8.5%.

Overall, FY 2010 first quarter system ridership (bus and rail) decreased by 8.1%.  Average 
weekday ridership decreased by 8.4%, from 153,216 in the first quarter of last year to 140,395 in 
the first quarter of this year.

Key Performance Indicators (Page 5 of the report)

Service reliability performance during the first three months of FY 2010 was 99.76%, higher 
than last year’s 99.69%. Bus miles between major mechanical schedule losses recorded an 11.0% 
improvement compared to the same period in FY 2009, exceeding the established goal.  
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Light Rail miles between major mechanical schedule losses increased by 36.3% compared to the 
same period in FY 2009. For Absenteeism, all measures met established goals with the exception 
of Light Rail Maintenance.  

Through FY 2010 first quarter light rail on-time performance was 89.6%, lower than last year’s 
90.8%.  Bus on-time performance recorded 89.4%, up from last year’s 87.6% primarily due to 
decrease in ridership.

Paratransit (page 11 of the report)

First quarter FY 2010 paratransit ridership was 5.8% lower than that recorded for the first quarter 
of last year, decreasing by 15,853 total trips due to the economic downturn in the County.  
Requests to apply for paratransit eligibility have also declined by 4.4%. 

The net operating cost for paratransit during the FY 2010 first quarter was $6.4 million, 5.9% 
lower than the net operating cost recorded during the same period of FY 2009. The net cost 
decrease was influenced primarily by the decrease in ridership and cost reductions.

The net cost per paratransit passenger trip (including eligibility costs) for the first quarter of FY 
2010 was $25.09, meeting the established goal of less than or equal to $27.  

Contracted and Inter-Agency Services (page 6 of the report)

VTA’s Inter-agency partners and contracted services experienced ridership declines as the 
Valley’s unemployment rate remains high. Ridership through the first three months of FY 2010 
for contracted and inter-agency services are as follows:

• Dumbarton Express ridership was 66,659, down 4.3%. 
• Highway 17 Express ridership was 73,865, down 7.6 %. 
• Monterey-San Jose Express estimated ridership was 6,973, down 30.1%. 
• Caltrain ridership was 3.2 million, down 10.6%. 
• ACE ridership was 168,256, down 28.8%. 
• ACE shuttle ridership was 48,855, down 31.6%.
• IBM light rail shuttle ridership recorded 7,730 riders, down 22.2%.

Prepared By: Joonie Tolosa
Memo No. 2255
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
PARATRANSIT OPERATING STATISTICS
FYTD 2010 1st Quarter Transit Operations Performance Report

FYTD 2010 1st 
quarter

FYTD 2009 1st 
quarter Percent Change

RIDERSHIP
Clients 188,418 200,312 -5.9%
Attendants 63,438 67,238 -5.7%
Companions 3,871 4,030 -3.9%

Total Ridership 255,727 271,580 -5.8%
Average Weekday Trips 3,520 3,719 -5.4%
Average Weekday Client Trips 2,614 2,775 -5.8%
Active Clients 7291.00 7694.00 -5.2%
Average Trips per Client 25.84 26.03 -0.7%
PREMIUM SERVICES
Same Day Trips 1,374 2,048 -32.9%
Second Vehicles 428 209 104.8%
Open Returns 1,503 1,583 -5.1%
Service Area Surcharge Trips 1,101 1,139 -3.3%
Subscription Trips 37,142 53,202 -30.2%

Total Premium Services Ridership 41,548 58,181 -28.6%
LEVEL OF SERVICE
Revenue Miles 1,864,478 1,767,726 5.5%
Revenue Hours 104,515 114,049 -8.4%
Passenger Miles (NTD) 2,380,909 2,457,348 -3.1%
ELIGIBILITY
Total Data Cards Received 2,489 2,604 -4.4%
New Applicants Certified 737 889 -17.1%
New Applicants Denied 114 174 -34.5%
Clients Recertified 721 927 -22.2%Clients Recertified 721 927 22.2%
Clients Denied Recertification 212 201 5.5%

Total Eligibility Assessments 1,784 2,191 -18.6%
EXPENSES AND REVENUES

EXPENSES
Eligibility Certification Costs $142,586 $167,112 -14.7%
Broker Costs $1,140,457 $1,226,347 -7.0%
Vendor Costs $5,830,681 $6,157,556 -5.3%

Total Operating Costs $7,113,724 $7,551,015 -5.8%
REVENUES

Client Fare $627,618 $664,486 -5.5%
Other Fare $61,476 $62,268 -1.3%
Non-VTA Broker Revenue $7,593 $5,937 27.9%

Total Revenue $696,687 $732,691 -4.9%
Net Expenses $6,417,037 $6,818,324 -5.9%

Fare Recovery Rate 9.69% 9.62% 0.6%
Capital Expenses $52,275 $44,325 17.9%

Total Expenses $6,469,312 $6,862,649 -5.7%
COST PER PASSENGER TRIP (excludes capital expenses)
Total Reported Costs $27.82 $27.80 0.0%
Fare Revenue $2.69 $2.68 0.7%
Non-fare revenue $0.03 $0.02 50.0%

Net Cost $25.09 $25.11 -0.1%
PERFORMANCE
Passengers / Revenue Hour 2.447 2.381 2.8%
Passenger Miles / Passenger Trip 9.310 9.048 2.9%
Late Rate 3.06% 3.13% -2.2%
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GLOSSARY 
 
 

AVERAGE FARE PER BOARDING – This measure is calculated by dividing the total fare 
revenue (cash, passes, tokens, and Eco Pass) by total boarding riders.  It measures the rider 
contribution towards the farebox recovery ratio. 

 
AVERAGE WEEKDAY BOARDINGS – The average number of persons who board the transit 
system on a day that normal weekday revenue service is provided. 
 
BOARDINGS PER REVENUE HOUR – This is a productivity measure comparing the number of 
boardings to the number of total hours operated.  It is used to measure service utilization per unit of 
service operated.  Total hours are defined as the scheduled service hours operated from the time 
transit vehicles leave the operating division to the time they return.   
 
BRT (BUS RAPID TRANSIT) ROUTES – The BRT route is a multi-component transit 
improvement that includes preferential treatment at traffic signals to improve bus operating speed and 
on-time performance.  It operates in mixed traffic and relies on priority for buses at traffic signals to 
provide much of its time advantage over conventional buses.  Currently, VTA operates line 522, the 
only BRT route in the system.  
 
COMMUNITY BUS ROUTES – Community Bus service is characterized by weekday frequencies 
of 30 minutes or more in both the peak and midday periods. Service span is 14 hours or less, usually 
12 hours for weekdays. Community Bus services operate 7 days per week or less. These routes are 
defined as neighborhood-based circulator and feeder routes that travel within a limited area .They 
may be distinguished from Core and Local service by a unique, smaller vehicle that is branded to 
identify with the community it serves. 
 
CORE ROUTES – Core network routes are defined as bus routes or shared corridors that feature 
weekday frequencies of 15 minutes or less during the peak and midday periods and/or service spans 
of 18 hours or more. Core routes operate 7 days per week. They typically travel on long distance 
corridors, which connect major trip generators such as universities, regional shopping malls and high-
density housing and employment sites. Multiple core routes will sometimes operate on the same 
corridor where demand warrants, providing additional service frequency and transfer opportunities. 
Core network corridors are typically large arterial streets and intersect with freeways and 
expressways. 
 

 COST ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY – VTA’s Finance Department implemented a new 
accounting methodology in October 2004 to allocate General Administration staff to transit operating 
modes on the basis of a Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) distribution.  This change was made to more 
accurately reflect VTA’s true transit operating costs.  This change resulted in a decrease to transit 
operating costs and an increase to non-transit operating costs. 

 
COST PER TOTAL HOUR – Cost per total hour is a measure of cost efficiency.  The measure is 
formulated by dividing the total operating expenses required to operate the transit system by the 
number of total scheduled service hours provided.  This figure may vary due to expenditure 
fluctuations throughout the year and the timing of various disbursements (annually, quarterly, 
monthly, etc.). 
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EXPRESS SERVICE ROUTES – Express routes generally operate during peak periods and are 
primarily commuter oriented.  Midday, evening, and weekend service may be offered on regional 
express lines.  Express routes emphasize direct service, use freeways and expressways to reduce 
travel time, and make few stops.  
 
FAREBOX RECOVERY RATIO – Effectiveness measure capturing the percentage of system 
operating expenses recovered by fare revenues.  The farebox recovery ratio is calculated by dividing 
total directly-operated fare revenue (cash, passes, tokens, and ECO Pass) by total operating expenses. 
 
FEEDER ROUTES – Feeder routes are short-length lines, usually less than 10 miles in length, that 
provide feeder or distribution service to and from major stops, transit centers, activity centers or rail 
stations.  This classification of service includes neighborhood lines, which link residential areas to 
rail stations, activity centers, and/or transit centers; and shuttle lines, which serve industrial areas 
from nearby rail stations or transit centers. 
 
LIMITED STOP ROUTES – Limited-stop service generally operates during peak periods and is 
primarily commuter oriented.  Midday, evening, and weekend service may be offered on limited-stop 
lines.  Limited-stop routes use major arterials, freeways, and/or expressways; and make fewer stops 
than grid routes, but more stops than express routes. 
 
LOCAL ROUTES – Local network routes are defined as bus routes or corridors that feature 
weekday frequencies of 30 minutes or more during the peak and midday periods and/or service spans 
less than 18 hours. Local Network routes operate 7 days per week or less. They typically travel on 
medium distance corridors, serving minor trip generators such as schools, hospitals and medium-
density housing and employment. They also provide feeder service to the core network or to rail 
stations and transit centers. 
 
MILES BETWEEN MECHANICAL SERVICE LOSS – Service quality measure capturing the 
number of total scheduled miles traveled between each mechanical breakdown that result in a loss of 
service to the public. 
 
SPECIAL SERVICE ROUTES – Special services routes only operate on certain days of the week 
or on a seasonal basis to address a specific service need. 
 
NATIONAL TRANSIT DATABASE (NTD) – The Federal Transit Administration's (FTA's) 
primary national database for statistics on the transit industry. Recipients of FTA’s Urbanized Area 
Formula Program (Section 5307) grants are required by statute to submit data to the NTD. Each year, 
NTD performance data are used to apportion over $4 billion of FTA funds to transit agencies in 
urbanized areas (UZAs). Annual NTD reports are submitted to Congress summarizing transit service 
and safety data. The NTD is the system through which FTA collects uniform data needed by the 
Secretary of Transportation to administer department programs. The data consist of selected financial 
and operating data that describe public transportation characteristics. The legislative requirement for 
the NTD is found in Title 49 U.S.C. 5335(a). 
 
NON-OPERATING REVENUES: 
 

• SALES TAX – The 1976 tax measure providing one-half-cent sales tax to be used for transit 
operations. 
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• TDA – TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT – The state one-quarter-cent sales 
tax allocated for transportation in the local area. 

 
• STA – STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE – Promotion of gasoline tax appropriated by the 

state Legislature to the State Transportation Planning and Development account for certain 
transit-related purposes.  STA funds are allocated throughout the state on the basis of 
population. 

 
OPERATING COST RECOVERY RATIO – Effectiveness measure capturing the percentage of 
system operating expenses recovered by total operating revenues.  The operating cost recovery ratio 
is calculated by dividing total operating revenue (fare revenues, advertising revenues, and other 
locally generated revenues) by total operating costs. 

 
 

OPERATING EXPENSES – This is defined as the costs necessary to operate VTA’s transit service.  
It is composed of wages, benefits, supplies, services and reimbursements.  The reimbursement line is 
primarily used for two purposes.  One is to reimburse the Planning and Development and Rail Design 
and Construction Divisions for labor and operating costs associated with capital projects.  The second 
purpose is to capitalize Maintenance Department labor and materials costs used to rebuild parts for 
bus and light rail inventory. 

 
PERCENT SCHEDULED SERVICE LOSS – This service quality measure indicates the percent of 
scheduled service that was not provided to our customers.  This is the percent of service hours lost 
due to equipment failure, missed or late pull-outs caused by operator absenteeism, pullouts, 
accidents/incidents, or natural causes. 
  
PERSONAL TIME OFF (PTO) – This is defined as time off for non-scheduled absences such as: 
sick, industrial injury, FMLA (Family Medical Leave Act.), excused/unexcused leave, union 
business, and suspensions. 
 
TOTAL BOARDINGS – The total number of boarding riders using VTA directly operated bus 
service and light rail service.  Riders are counted each time they board a bus or light rail vehicle. 
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Date: November 23, 2009
Current Meeting: December 10, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: TAC Nomination Committee Report

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

Enter Background here 

DISCUSSION:

Enter Discussion here

Prepared By: John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer
Memo No. 2117
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Date: November 23, 2009
Current Meeting:December 10, 2009
Board Meeting: N/A

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: Conduct TAC Elections for 2010

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

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

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

Conduct voting to determine the Committee’s chairperson and vice chairperson for calendar year 
2010 to complete the election process

BACKGROUND:

VTA has five advisory committees providing input to the Board of Directors: Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC); Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), Committee for 
Transit Accessibility (CTA); Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), and Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC).

The bylaws for these committees specify that each committee shall elect from its membership a 
chairperson and a vice chairperson.  The duties of the chairperson are to preside at all meetings 
of the committee and represent the committee before the Board of Directors. The duty of the vice 
chairperson is to perform the duties of the chairperson when the chairperson is absent.  The 
chairperson and vice chairperson positions serve for a one-year term and are eligible for election 
to successive terms.  For the PAC and TAC, only members, not alternates, are eligible to serve in 
these positions.

The advisory committees bylaws specify that the chairperson and vice chairperson elections for 
four committees (BPAC, CAC, CTA and TAC) are held the last meeting of the calendar year 
(usually December), and those for PAC are held the first meeting of the calendar year (typically 
January).

DISCUSSION:
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The election process for chairperson and vice chairperson is comprised of three distinct steps.  
The first step is the appointing of the nomination subcommittee.  The second is presentation of 
the nomination subcommittee’s report.  The final step is conducting elections to select the 
chairperson and vice chairperson.  Each of these components is conducted during the committee 
meeting.

Appointing the Nomination Subcommittee
The chairperson requests volunteers to serve on the nomination subcommittee, which is typically 
comprised of two to four members.  If there are no volunteers or an insufficient number, it is the 
chairperson’s prerogative to appoint committee members to serve on it.  It is required that each 
committee votes to approve the appointment of members to the nomination subcommittee.  This 
step normally takes place two meetings prior to conducting the elections.

The nomination subcommittee identifies members interested in serving as the chairperson or vice 
chairperson.  This is done by soliciting nominations from members, either for themselves or 
other members, and is done at a time other than during the committee meeting.  Additionally, it 
is the nomination subcommittee’s responsibility to determine that members who have been 
nominated are willing to serve.  

At its October 2009 meeting, the Committee completed this step by approving the appointment 
of Joan Jenkins and Chairperson Jack Witthaus to the TAC Nomination Subcommittee.

Report from the Nominating Subcommittee
At the meeting immediately preceding the elections, the nomination subcommittee provides a 
verbal report to the advisory committee identifying committee members who have confirmed 
their willingness to serve.  This establishes the initial list of candidates for the elections to be 
held at the next meeting.  The nomination subcommittee is automatically discharged when its 
report is formally presented to the committee.  No action is required of the committee other than 
to receive the report.

Due to scheduling issues, the second step in the election process will be completed at the 
December meeting when the Nomination Subcommittee will provide its report to the Committee.  

Election of Chairperson and Vice Chairperson
These elections, which are held at the bylaw-specified meeting whenever possible, are conducted 
for the chairperson and vice chairperson positions individually and in sequence.  Immediately
preceding the vote, the Committee is reminded of the Nomination Subcommittee’s report of 
committee members willing to serve.  Following this, the chairperson will ask whether there are 
any nominations from the floor, then closes the nominating process to establish the final list of 
candidates for each position.

For all advisory committees except CTA and PAC, the affirmative vote of a majority of the total 
authorized membership is required to elect the chairperson and vice chairperson.  CTA requires 
the affirmative vote of nine members or a majority of the members present, whichever is greater, 
and PAC requires the affirmative vote of the majority of the quorum present.
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For PAC, the term for the newly elected chairperson and vice-chairperson commences at the 
same meeting as the scheduled elections and immediately following completion of the voting for 
each office.  For the other four committees, the term of office begins January 1 of the calendar 
year following the scheduled vote.

ALTERNATIVES:

There are no alternatives since the Committee’s bylaws require that the Committee conduct 
elections to determine its chairperson and vice chairperson for the upcoming year.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Prepared by: John Ristow
Memo No. 2286
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Date: November 25, 2009
Current Meeting:December 10, 2009
Board Meeting:January 7, 2010

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: Senate Bill 83 - Implementation Actions

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

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

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommend that the VTA Board of Directors approve the following tasks relating to SB 83:

1. Authorize up to $30,000 to contract with a polling firm to determine the feasibility of 
placing a $10 vehicle registration fee on the ballot for residents of Santa Clara County.

2. Direct staff to develop an expenditure plan to detail the programs and projects that would 
be developed through the potential vehicle registration fee.

3. Return to the Board in mid 2010 with the draft expenditure plan and the polling results to 
determine whether or not to place the vehicle registration fee on the November 2010 
ballot. 

BACKGROUND:

Earlier this year, SB 83 (Hancock) was signed into law. This legislation authorizes a countywide 
transportation agency to propose placing an annual fee of up to $10 on motor vehicles registered 
within the county for transportation programs and projects. The bill requires a simple majority 
voter approval of the measure. If approved by the electorate, the Department of Motor Vehicles 
will collect the additional fee and distribute the net revenues to the agency, after deduction of 
specified costs. The agency’s administrative costs are limited to not more than 5% of the 
distributed fees.  

The bill requires that the fees collected be used only to pay for programs and projects bearing a 
relationship or benefit to the owners of motor vehicles paying the fee. The programs and projects 
must be consistent with the regional transportation plan and requires the agency’s board to make 
a specified finding of fact in that regard.  Finally, the governing board of the agency must adopt 
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an expenditure plan that details the programs and projects that would result from the vehicle 
registration fee. 

DISCUSSION:

To best evaluate this new funding opportunity, staff is recommending a three-step process. First, 
staff recommends that the Board approve up to $30,000 to hire a polling consultant to determine 
the likelihood of the measure being approved by the electorate. VTA plans to partner with the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency in hiring the consultant to streamline the 
polling process and save costs. This investment will provide the VTA Board of Directors with 
the analysis needed to determine whether or not VTA should place the vehicle registration fee on 
the ballot.

Secondly, VTA will work with our partners to develop an expenditure plan per the requirements 
of SB 83. The expenditure plan will be developed through a collaborative process to identify the 
highest impact projects that can be constructed with the new revenue.  A $10 annual fee per 
vehicle would generate an estimated $14 million per year in Santa Clara County. 

Thirdly, VTA will return to the Board of Directors in mid 2010 with the polling results and the 
draft expenditure plan. The Board will have the opportunity to review the results of the poll and 
determine whether or not it is likely that a ballot measure would be approved by the electorate. If 
the Board should decide to move forward with the vehicle registration fee, the Board will also be 
asked to consider adopting the expenditure plan. The fee would then be placed on the November 
2010 ballot. 

Below is the preliminary schedule that details the work plan for 2010:

January - Refine scope of work and schedule including coordination with polling Request for 
Proposal.

February - Forecast estimated revenue including multiple fee level scenarios.

February - Develop evaluation criteria and methodology identifying expenditure plan. 

March - Develop recommended list of expenditure plan programs and projects.

April - Develop draft expenditure plan within estimated revenues.

May - Conduct nexus analysis
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June - Develop recommended expenditure plan based on nexus analysis.

Ongoing - Conduct public outreach

August - Return to the Board for decision on ballot measure and expenditure plan.

August - If approved by the Board of Directors, develop and submit ballot measure.

ALTERNATIVES:

The Board could elect not to pursue this funding opportunity or elect to move forward without 
conducting the background analysis. However, the measure may not be placed on the ballot 
without developing an expenditure plan.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The cost for the polling is estaimted to be up to $30,000.  Costs of the polling and expendirue 
plan development would be borne by the VTA CMP Budget.

Prepared by: Scott Haywood
Memo No. 2372
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Date: November 23, 2009
Current Meeting: December 10, 2009
Board Meeting: February 4, 2010

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: Transportation System Monitoring Program Progress Report -  December 2009

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

This memorandum presents a recommendation of performance measures for inclusion in the 
initial transportation system monitoring program. Attached is a preview copy of the draft report 
(Attachment A).  The completed final draft report will be circulated for review to the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), and Congestion Management 
Program & Planning Committee (CMPP) in January 2010.  
The concept of developing a countywide transportation system monitoring program stemmed 
from an earlier effort by Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA’s) Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) to study the issue of litter control and landscape maintenance along 
the freeways in Santa Clara County.  This initial effort was followed by a pilot program to 
monitor and assess in detail the resources needed to address litter control and vegetation 
management.  

After the completion of the Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Study in December 2005 
and review of preliminary results from the Litter Control Pilot Program started in July 2007, the 
TAC Subcommittee discussed the potential benefits of developing a comprehensive countywide 
transportation system monitoring program (TSMP) for Santa Clara County. The conclusion was 
that VTA, in its capacity as the Congestion Management Agency for Santa Clara County, would 
be the appropriate agency to lead this effort. 

VTA staff then proceeded with developing a work plan and budget to begin work on the 
development of a TSMP which was approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), 
Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), Congestion Management Program & Planning (CMPP) 
Committee and the VTA Board of Directors in late 2008.  VTA retained Cambridge Systematics 
Inc. to assist with this effort based on their experience in developing similar monitoring 
programs for other public transportation agencies. 

13



Page 2 of 4

Program Objectives

The purpose of developing and implementing a transportation system monitoring program would 
be the ability to provide to local jurisdictions, VTA committees, and the VTA Board with current 
information on the condition and performance of transportation systems in Santa Clara County in 
a single, public friendly report format.  The specific objectives for developing the TSMP were:

• Develop a comprehensive TMSP that provides current information and over time, 
historical trend data, on the condition and performance of transportation systems in Santa 
Clara County.

• Implement the TSMP in phases with the initial program relying solely on available data 
and input from VTA’s TAC.

• Design a modular program so that additional transportation system elements can be added 
in subsequent phases.
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Key Program Benefits

Although there are monitoring programs in place that provide performance assessments such as 
VTA’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) Monitoring and Conformance Report that 
monitors the performance of the CMP facilities and VTA’s quarterly Transit Operations Report 
that monitors the performance of VTA’s transit system, a countywide transportation monitoring 
mechanism that provides a comprehensive assessment of the county’s transportation system in a 
single report does not exist.  The key benefits of developing and implementing a transportation 
monitoring program would be the following:

• Provide a comprehensive reporting mechanism that measures the conditions and 
performance of Santa Clara County’s transportation system in a single report format.

• Serve as an asset management tool that could be used to identify specific areas in the 
County’s transportation system that are deficient or need maintenance or improvements.

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives.

• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions.

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

• Provide a mechanism for benchmarking performance between Santa Clara County and 
other Bay Area counties.

• ΤSMP findings could be used as a basis for developing grant applications to enhance, 
maintain, and/or remedy deficient areas of the county’s transportation system 
infrastructure.

DISCUSSION:

Study Process

A main task of the initial TSMP effort was to identify systems for monitoring and to identify a 
set of initial measures that could be calculated today using data from existing reports to assess 
how systems are performing.  This task proceeded in two steps.  

The first step was to research the availability of transportation data that could be consistently 
used as performance measures for annual monitoring.  This step included reviewing existing 
local and regional transportation reports, conducting interviews with VTA and local agency 
department staff that collect data,  and obtaining data from VTA’s Member Agencies and 
Caltrans using surveys that inquired about the inventory, conditions, and management of 
roadside assets such as roadway pavement, traffic signal equipment, and light poles maintained 
within each jurisdictions. 

The second step was to develop a list of proposed transportation systems and performance 
measures that could be consistently monitored on an annual basis. This task included input from 
TAC members to ascertain and identify transportation system components that were important to 
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the individual jurisdictions as well as the local communities and could feasibly be monitored on 
an annual basis.

Recommended System Components and Measures

Table 1 from Attachment B presents a list of recommended system components and performance 
measures for the initial TSMP.  These recommended measures are based on existing data 
sources, and previous discussions with TAC members and VTA staff on key policy issues 
regarding the performance of the county’s transportation systems. 

The table identifies a series of recommended performance measures for each component.  An 
indication of timing for implementation of each measure is also provided.  This distinction 
between the Initial Measure and Potential Future Measures is based on the current availability of 
data to support each measure.

Project Schedule

The schedule for completing the TSMP report and beginning the initial monitoring program is as 
follows:

• TAC, PAC and CMPP discussion and review of proposed transportation system 
components to include in the initial TSMP - December 2009 (Information Item)

• TAC, PAC and CMPP review of final draft TSMP report - January 2010 (Action)

• Board Consideration - February 2010 (Action)

• First Mid-Year Monitoring Progress Report - July 2010

• First Year Annual Monitoring Report Results - March 2011

Prepared By: Eugene Maeda
Memo No. 2077
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
The concept of the developing a countywide transportation system monitoring 
program stemmed from an earlier effort by Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority’s (VTA’s) Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to study the issue of 
litter control and landscape maintenance along the freeways in Santa Clara 
County.  This initial effort was followed by a pilot program to monitor and 
assess in detail the resources needed to address litter control and vegetation 
management.   

After the completion of the Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Study in 
December 2005 and preliminary results from the Litter Control Pilot Program 
started in July 2007, the TAC Subcommittee discussed the potential benefits of 
developing an expanded monitoring program to cover all of the transportation 
systems in Santa Clara County.  The TAC then directed VTA Congestion 
Management Agency (CMA) staff to explore the feasibility of implementing a 
comprehensive transportation system monitoring program for Santa Clara 
County, which was later approved by VTA’s Congestion Management Program 
& Planning Committee and Board. 

This report presents the findings and recommendations from this effort and 
recommends performance measures to include in the initial transportation 
system monitoring program.      

1.2 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK   
Public agencies throughout the U.S. are facing increasing pressure to 
demonstrate accountability for their investment decisions.  In response to these 
pressures, many transportation agencies are employing performance 
management programs.  The overall goal of these programs is to improve 
transparency, make the best use of limited resources in terms of achieving 
agency objectives, and help make the case for additional funding.    

Figure 1.1 represents a typical performance management framework.  The 
framework includes the following steps:   

Selecting Measures.  The first step is to select measures that can be used 
throughout the process.  Measures should reflect agency priorities and goals, 
providing the data needed to answer the question, “how are we doing?”  The 
also should be out-come oriented, reflecting the impact of decisions made, rather 
than simply the amount of resources being devoted to a particular practice.    

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 1-1 
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Setting Targets.  Performance targets are specific values for the measure that an 
agency would like to achieve.  They are useful in communicating agency goals 
and provide a basis for tracking progress towards them.       

Using Measures in Decision-Making.  A fundamental part of a successful 
performance management program is the use of measures to inform decisions.  
For example, performance results can be used to improve decisions about where 
an agency needs to focus its resources.  They can also be used to help decision 
makers understand the implications of funding decisions.  For example if the 
budget goes down, this is what will happen to the performance of the network.  
If the budget goes up, this is how performance can improve.    

Evaluating the System.  This step involves communicating performance results 
on a regularly basis.  Although measures should be updated periodically to 
ensure consistency with agency priorities and strategic plans, there are 
significant benefits associated with maintaining and reporting on a stable 
collection of measures.  Internally, consistently reporting the same measure for 
several years enables the in-depth analysis of long term trends.  Externally, 
consistent reporting can make it easier for elected officials and the public to fully 
appreciate progress that is being made or new challenges that arise.       

Figure 1.1 Performance Management Framework 
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Use Measure in 
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Making
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Figure 1.1 also illustrates how the VTA’s initial Transportation Performance 
Monitoring Program (TSMP) effort fits into the overall performance framework.  
The scope of this initial effort included recommended measures to use in TSMP 
and conducting an initial analysis of the transportation system in terms of those 
measures.      
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1.3 TSMP PURPOSE 
The residents of Santa Clara County have made significant investments in its 
transportation infrastructure.  One of the major concerns raised by local agencies 
was the growing deferred maintenance backlog and ongoing maintenance needs 
resulting from the recent decline in funding resources.   

The purpose of developing and implementing a transportation system 
monitoring program would be the ability to provide to local jurisdictions, VTA 
Advisory Committees, and the VTA Board with current information on the 
health condition and performance of transportation systems in Santa Clara 
County in a single, public friendly report format.  The specific objectives for 
developing the TSMP were: 

• Develop a comprehensive TMSP that provides current information and over 
time, historical trend data, on the condition and performance of 
transportation systems in Santa Clara County. 

• Implement the TSMP in phases with the initial program relying solely on 
available data and input from VTA’s TAC. 

• Design a modular program so that additional transportation system elements 
can be added in subsequent phases. 

1.4 TSMP BENEFITS 
When fully implemented, the TSMP will: 

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

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and 
objectives. 

• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions. 

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

• Provide a mechanism for benchmarking performance between Santa Clara 
and other Bay Area counties. 

1.5 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
The remainder of this report is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 2 summarizes the performance measures recommended for the 
TSMP; 
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• Chapter 3 presents a snap shot of the transportation systems in the county 
using these measures;   

• Chapter 4 describes the data compilation process required to conduct the 
initial assessment; and  

• Chapter 5 provides recommendations for implementing the TSMP. 
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2.0 System Components Included 
in the Program  
Table 2.1 presents a list of recommended components and performance measures 
for the TSMP.  These recommendations are based on discussions with TAC 
members and VTA staff on key policy issues regarding the performance of the 
county’s transportation systems.   

The table identifies a series of recommended performance measures for each 
component.  An indication of timing for each measure is also provided.  This 
distinction is based solely on the data that is currently available to support each 
measure.  If the data required to calculate the measure is available, it is marked 
in the Initial Program column.  If not, it is marked in the Future Program column.    

Table 2.1 Recommended System Components and Measures 
System Component Initial Measures Potential Future Measures 

Pavement condition 1. Average pavement condition   
(based on pavement inspections) 

 

Freeway mobility 
 

2. Percent of freeways with traffic 
moving freely (based level of 
service)  

• Travel time reliability  

Bridge condition 3. % of bridges in good condition          
(based on bridge Sufficiency 
Rating) 

 

Signals 4. Percent of signals in useful 
condition (based on self 
assessment survey) 

• Frequency of traffic signal maintenance 
• Average age of equipment compared to 

expected life cycle 
• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Pavement markings 5. Percent of markings in useful 
condition (based on self 
assessment survey) 

• Condition based on visual inspections 

Roadway signs 6. Percent of signs in useful condition 
(based on self assessment survey) 

• Condition based on visual inspections 
• Average age of signs compared to 

estimated service life 
• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Light poles 7. Percent of light poles in useful 
condition (based on self 
assessment survey) 

• Average age of equipment compared to 
estimated service life 

• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Curb and gutter 8. Percent of curb and gutter in 
useful condition (based on self 
assessment survey) 

• Condition based on visual inspections        
• Response time to complaints  

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-1 
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System Component Initial Measures Potential Future Measures 

Roadside litter management 9. Percent of roadside with virtually 
no or some litter (based on self 
assessment survey) 

• Condition based on visual inspection          
(as recommended in Litter study) 

• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Bicycle and pedestrian 
mobility 

10. % of cross county bike network 
completed 

11. % of planned across barrier 
connections completed  

• Access to bike network (using GIS 
mapping) 

Bus and light rail 12. On-time transit performance 
13. Percent of planned transit service 

provided 
14. Transit trips per person  
15. Remaining service life of transit 

vehicles   

• Access to transit service   

Sustainability 16. Vehicle miles traveled per person 
17. Average fuel economy 
18. Number of recorded air quality 

infractions 

• Mode split (percent of trips that occur on 
transit vs. automobiles vs. bike/ped) 

• Total carbon footprint (vehicles and 
transit) 
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3.0 Current Systems 
This section presents a snap shot of the VTA transportation system.  It provides 
inventory and performance information for all of the system components listed 
in Table 2.1.  Details of how each performance was calculated, included a 
complete list of data sources is provided in Appendix A.        

3.1 PAVEMENT 
Figure 3.1 presents a breakdown of city and county pavements in Santa Clara 
County by jurisdiction.  San Jose and Santa Clara County are responsible for the 
vast majority of the pavement.   

Figure 3.1 Pavement Inventory by Jurisdiction 
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Source: MTC  

Table 3.1 presents the average pavement condition in Clara County.    These 
results are based on annual pavement inspection data submitted by local 
jurisdictions to the MTC.  The results in each year represent a 3-year moving 
average.  Pavement conditions are reported as either poor, at risk, fair, good or 
very good.     
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Table 3.1 Average Pavement Condition  
 2004 2005 2006 2007  

Average pavement condition  Good Good Good Good 

Source: MTC   

3.2 BRIDGE 
Figure 3.2 presents a breakdown of city and county bridges in Santa Clara 
County by jurisdiction.  San Jose and Santa Clara County are responsible for the 
vast majority of bridges.   

Figure 3.2 Bridge Inventory by Jurisdiction 
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Source: MTC  

A common measure of bridge performance in the U.S. is sufficiency rating.  The 
Federal Highway Administration uses this rating to determine the degree to 
which bridges in the U.S. are sufficient to remain in service.  The rating is based 
on bridge inspections that are performed every two years.  Bridges that have a 
sufficiency rating less than or equal to 80 qualify for federal bridge rehabilitation 
funds.  For the purposes of the TSMP it is recommended that “good bridge 
condition” be defined as bridges with sufficiency rating greater then 80.  In 2008, 
64 percent of local bridges in Santa Clara County were in good condition.      
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3.3 FREEWAYS AND URBAN HIGHWAYS 
Table 3.2 shows a breakdown of the freeways in Santa Clara County by use – 
either general use lanes of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. 

[insert language describing how data is collected]      

Table 3.2 Freeway Inventory 
Category Lane Miles 

Freeway – general purpose 
lanes 

850 
 

Freeway – high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes 

171 

Source: VTA  

Figure 3.2 illustrates the portion of the freeway system in which traffic moves 
freely throughout the entire day.  It shows that traffic movement has worsened 
on both HOV lanes and general purpose lanes, it is better on HOV lanes.  The 
figure also shows that traffic movement at intersections has improved slightly 
above 1997 levels.      

Figure 3.3 Percent of Freeways with Traffic Moving Freely 
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  Source: VTA  

3.4 ROADSIDE ASSETS 
Roadside assets consist of a variety of features such as traffic signals, signs, and 
lighting.  The condition of these assets in Santa Clara county were estimated 
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through the use of a self assessment survey.  This survey is included as 
Appendix B.  Table 3.3 presents the results of the survey for the local 
jurisdictions in the county.  For each asset type, the table lists the percent in 
useful condition.  The definition of “useful condition” varies by asset.  For 
example,  for traffic signals it is defined as “signal equipment that is within the 
useful lifespan and meets current visibility and safety standards”.  In the 
roadside litter category, “useful condition” means “roadside with virtually no or 
some litter (any litter could be quickly collected by one or two individuals)”.  
Definitions for the other asset categories are provided on the survey form in 
Appendix B.    

Describe how it’s a weighted average.   

Table 3.3 Roadside Asset Condition and Resource Availability 

Asset 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

Traffic signals 73 2.4 

Pavement markings 70 1.9 

Signs 70 2.3 

Light poles 59 1.6 

Curb and gutter 84 1.4 

Roadside litter 80 2.1 

Source: Self assessment survey  

Table 3.3 also provides an estimate of “ability to maintain with existing 
categories.”  This items reflects an agency’s ability from a staffing resource 
viewpoint, to properly maintain the assets in its jurisdiction to an acceptable 
level.  The values listed in the table reflect a good/fair/poor scale as described 
below:     

• 1 = poor:  the roadside assets are maintained on an as needed basis. 

• 2 = fair:  there is only enough resources to provide minimum maintenance on 
the roadside assets. Some maintenance work is being deferred.  

• 3 = good:  there are enough resources to routinely maintain the roadside 
assets. 

3.5 BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN 
The VTA’s vision for bike and pedestrian facilities includes establishing, 
protecting, and enhancing “bicycling as a viable transportation mode and to 
assure that bicycling is a practical and safe mode of travel, by itself and in 
combination with other modes.”  In an effort to help achieve this vision, the VTA 
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has developed a bicycle plan that defines a county bike network and identifies 
needed cross barrier connections.  Cross barrier connections enable bicyclists to 
safety cross freeways, waterways and rail road tracks.  Table 3.4 summarize the 
progress that’s been made towards implementing the cross county bike network 
and addressing the cross barrier connection needs.        

Table 3.4 Cross County Bike Network 
Cross County Bike Network 

Completed miles 572 

Planned miles 710 

Percent complete 45% 

Across Barrier Connections 
Existing adequate connections 424 

Planned across barrier connections 112 

Percent complete 79% 

Source: VTA  

3.6 TRANSIT 
Transit service in Santa Clara County consists of bus service and a light rail 
system.  In 2008, there were over 43.5 million boarding riders.  Table 3.5 
summarizes the inventory uses to provide this service. 

Table 3.5 Transit Inventory 
Bus  

Vehicles 450 

Routes  69 

Coverage area (square miles) 326 

Light Rail  

 Routes 3 

 Rail miles 42 

 Stations 62 

 Vehicles 100 

Source: VTA  

The TSMP covers two aspects of transit performance – quality of service 
provided and condition of the vehicles.  Figures 3.4 and 3.5 present two 
measures of quality of service: 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 3-5 
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• On time performance – defined as the percent of time in which transit 
vehicles arrive at a destination within 5 minutes of the scheduled time. 

• Annual travel trips per person – this measure is calculated by dividing the 
total number of annual boardings by the population in the county.    

Figure 3.4 On Time Performance 
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Figure 3.5 Annual Transit Trips per Person 
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A third measure of quality of service is “percent of planned transit service that is 
provided.”  In 2008, VTA achieved a perfect score of 100 percent on this measure. 

A common measure of transit vehicle condition is “average remaining service 
life”.  This measure is found by comparing a vehicle’s age to the age at which it is 
eligible for replacement.  A value of 0 percent means a vehicle is brand new, a 
value of 100 percent means that federal funds can be used to replace it.  On 
average, the buses in the county have 29 percent of their remaining service life.  
The light rail vehicles have 76 percent of theirs.           

3.7 SUSTAINABILITY 
Since automobiles and trucks are a major source of air pollution and fuel 
consumption, calculating the average amount of travel in the county and the fuel 
efficiency of vehicles provides an indication of movement towards the goal of 
environmental sustainability.  These measures are summarized in Table 3.6.  
Potential causes for  a decrease in vehicle miles traveled per person include an 
increase in transit usage, shifting land use patterns that shorten trips, and an 
economic cycle that decrease the need for overall travel.  Potential causes for an 
increase in fuel efficiency include improved vehicle performance and technology 
and changes in average traveling speeds - cars slowed by traffic are less fuel 
efficient then cars traveling at the speed limit.          

Table 3.6 Sustainability Measures 
  2005 2006 2007 
Vehicle miles traveled (millions)        14,910        15,396        15,650  

Population   1,755,453   1,776,586      1,805,314  

Vehicle miles traveled per person  8,493          8,666             8,669  

Fuel consumption (millions of gallons) 779 792 799 

Average fuel efficiency (miles per gallon)           19.1             19.4               19.6  

Source:  Santa Clara County Planning Department and Caltrans  

Another measure of environmental sustainability is the number of times an air 
quality monitoring station in the county records contaminant levels that exceed 
California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and 
particulate matter 10.  Automobiles and trucks are a key source of all of these 
pollutants.  Table 3.7 summarizes annual air quality infractions. 

Table 3.7 Air Quality Infractions 
  2005 2006 2007 2008 

Air quality infractions 21 64 8 27 

Source:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
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4.0 Data Compilation and 
Measure Calculation 
One of the main objectives of the initial TSMP effort was to identify a set of initial 
measures that could be calculated today using existing data.  The VTA has made 
significant investments in data and information technology.  Taken collectively 
these tools represent a rich resource from which to draw upon in developing the 
TSMP.  In developing the set of measures presented in Section 3, the project team 
reviewed existing VTA databases and planning documents, and interviewed 
VTA staff responsible for compiling and maintaining the data.  VTA data was 
augmented with data from other agencies such as the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and the California Department of Transportation.  A 
detailed list of data items used to calculate the initial measures and their sources 
are provided in Appendix A. 

The main data gap was in the area of roadside assets (e.g., signs, signals, lighting, 
etc.).  This finding is consistent with the state of practice throughout the U.S.  
Typically, agencies maintain much more data on their major assets, such as 
highways, bridges and transit systems, then on their roadside assets.  This 
practice reflects the relative amount of money invested in each type of asset.  
Public agencies invest significantly more money on roadways, bridges and 
transit equipment then on signals, signs and other roadside assets.         

To compile performance data on the roadside assets in Santa Clara County, two 
surveys were distributed to the jurisdictions in the county.  The first focused on 
inventory information (e.g., number of signs) and funding information (e.g., 
amount of money spent annually to maintain signs).  The second survey was 
organized as a self-assessment that focused on the average condition of these 
assets and on the degree to which the agency had the resources to maintain them 
at a reasonable level.  Based on the number of jurisdictions able to respond to the 
surveys, the second survey is recommended for inclusion in the initial TSMP.  
This self-assessment survey is provided in Appendix B.        

All of the data required for the initial measures has been compiled into a 
spreadsheet that was delivered to the VTA along with this report.  All 
calculations used to convert the raw data into the measures have been 
incorporated into this spreadsheet and are provided in Appendix A.  The 
spreadsheet will enable the VTA to maintain a record of previous performance 
results and to complete futures updates efficiently.        

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4-1 
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5.0 Implementation 

5.1 NEAR TERM 
In the near term, it is recommended that the VTA focus its TSMP efforts on 
consistently reporting performance results on an annual basis.  The intent should 
be to institutionalize a stable set of measures so that elected officials and the 
public become accustomed to them.  Annual reporting will also enable VTA and 
local agency staff to identify and track trends and begin to making decisions that 
respond to them.   

Meeting this initial objective can be achieved by implementing the following 
activities: 

• Finalize the set of measures to be reported.  Use the materials presented in 
Chapter 3 as the basis for this discussion. 

• Finalize a template for reporting the results.  In addition to the presentation 
of system performance in Chapter 3, a draft summary brochure was also 
developed as part of the initial TSMP effort.  Reporting the measures in a 
consistent manner is just as important as reporting on the same measures.   

• Convert the roadside asset self-assessment survey to a web-based format.  
This will improve the efficiency of collection this information.  (All other data 
required to calculate the initial measures are maintained in a reasonable 
format through other on-going initiatives.  Therefore, other then the 
automating the roadside asset survey, no further data collection efforts are 
required.)       

5.2 FUTURE ENHANCEMENTS 
Over time the VTA can expand and improve upon the TSMP.  This section 
describes opportunities for program enhancement. 

Additional Measures   
Table 5.1 identifies measures that should be considered for inclusion in the 
TSMP.  In some cases these measures reflect movement towards more of the 
state-of-the-art in performance monitoring.  In others, they reflect an aspect of 
performance that more explicitly addresses the VTA’s core objectives then 
measures used in the initial assessment.  In either case, it was not possible to 
include these measures in the initial assessment because of gaps in data or 
analytical capabilities required to calculate them.   
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Table 5.1 Potential Future Measures 
System Component Potential Future Measures 

Pavement condition NA 
Freeway mobility 
 

• Travel time reliability (this measure reflects the amount 
of time travelers have to build into trip to ensure that 
they arrive at their destination on time) 

Bridge condition NA 

Signals • Frequency of traffic signal maintenance 
• Average age of equipment compared to expected life 

cycle 
• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Pavement markings • Condition based on visual inspections 

Signs • Condition based on visual inspections 
• Average age of signs compared to estimated service life 
• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Light Poles • Average age of equipment compared to estimated 
service life 

• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Curb and gutter • Condition based on visual inspections              
• Response time to complaints  

Roadside litter management • Condition based on visual inspection (as recommended 
in pilot Litter study) 

• Response time to complaints/incidents 

Bicycle and pedestrian mobility • Access to bike network (e.g., percent of population and 
jobs within a specified distance from a cross county bike 
facility) 

Bus and light rail • Access to transit service (e.g., percent of population and 
jobs within a specified distance from transit service) 

Sustainability • Mode split (percent of trips that occur on transit vs. 
automobiles vs. bike/ped) 

• Total carbon footprint (vehicles and transit) 

VTA Capital Program NA 
 

Improve Condition Assessment of Roadside Assets 
Table 5.2 illustrates that there is significant opportunity to improve the condition 
assessment of roadside assets.  It recommends “condition based on visual 
inspection” for a number of assets.  The state-of-the-art in this area was originally 
developed through the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
(NCHRP).  NCHRP project 14-12 introduced the concept of maintenance quality 
assurance as “planned and systematic actions needed to provide adequate 
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confidence that highway facilities meet specified requirements.  Such 
requirements are usually defined by the highway agency but are intended to 
reflect the needs and expectations of the user.”1  The performance assessment 
approach developed in this research effort was based on the concept of 
maintenance “levels of service,” or LOS.  This approach could help in: 

• Determining the LOS expectations the traveling public supports and is 
willing to pay for; 

• Communicating to the public how agencies are meeting these expectations; 

• Determining the additional funding needed to achieve the desired LOS; 

• Developing a “priority strategy” to focus on key maintenance activities when 
funding is less than requested; and 

• Achieve a more uniform LOS by identifying locations of excessively high or 
low maintenance. 

Implementing an LOS approach would required the following activities:   

• Establish a set of maintenance standards for roadside assets that define an 
acceptable level of service for each assets.    

• Develop a condition survey to use for inspecting roadside assets. 

• Conduct annual inspections of roadside assets at a randomly-selected set of 
locations. 

• Improve the tracking of expenditure levels for roadside assets. 

The survey approach recommended in the VTA’s Litter Control and Landscape 
Maintenance Study is consistent with the LOS approach described above.  Given 
that litter control and landscaping is a high priority for the county and that an 
LOS-based approach has already been designed for it, it is recommended that the 
VTA begin there, and over time expand the program to address additional high 
priority roadside assets.     

                                                      
1 M.L. Stivers, K.L. Smith, T.E. Hoerner, and A.R. Romine, Maintenance QA Program 

Implementation Manual, NCHRP Report 422, National Academy Press, Washington, 
D.C., 1999. 
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Tracking response… 

Expand to other Areas of the Performance Management 
Framework 
Figure 5.1 repeats the performance management framework described in Section 
1.  Over time it is recommended that the VTA work to expand the scope of its 
TSMP to the boxes shaded in green.   

Figure 5.1 Performance Management Framework 
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Understanding that this will be a long term, evolutional process, the first step is 
to establish the relationship between performance and funding level in key 
performance areas.  Throughout the U.S., this capability is most advanced in the 
areas of pavement and bridge condition and highway mobility.  Several agencies 
have also developed this relationship for roadside assets using an LOS approach 
described above.   

Once this capability is developed, it would enable the VTA to establish 
meaningful performance targets and provide additional information to decision 
makers considering the implications of different investment options.  For 
example, it would enable the following types of question to be answered:  what 
would be impact on the condition of roadside assets if the budget were increased 
by 10 percent?  What would be the cost of maintaining an average pavement 
condition of “good” over the next 10 years? 
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Conduct Peer County Review 
One of the overall goals of the TSMP is provide a mechanism for benchmarking 
performance between Santa Clara and other Bay Area counties.  In some cases, 
this type of comparison is possible now.  For example, Figure 5.2 shows the 
number of bridges by county in the Bay Area, and Table 5.2 shows a comparison 
of bridge condition by county.   

Figure 5.2 Local Bridge Inventory by County in the Bay Area - 2008 
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Table 5.2 Local Bridge Condition by County in the Bay Area - 2008 

County Average Age 
Average 

Sufficiency Rating 

Alameda 42 82.6 

Contra Costa 37 83.6 

Marin 52 76.2 

Napa 53 73.5 

San Francisco 50 74.6 

San Mateo 46 75.9 

Santa Clara 36 82.3 

Solano 34 87.8 

Sonoma 42 78.3 

Average 41 80.7 

Source: MTC  
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