
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Thursday, September 8, 2011
1:30 PM

VTA Conference Room B-104
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA

AGENDA

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

CALL TO ORDER

1. ROLL CALL

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS:

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

3. ORDERS OF THE DAY

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

• Receive a Report from the General Manager.  (Verbal Report) (Burns)

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

6. Receive Reports from TAC Working Groups. (Verbal Report)

• Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

• Systems Operations & Management (SOM)

• Land Use/Transportation Integration (LUTI)

7. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive Verbal Report on High Speed Rail/Caltrain Project.
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BUSINESS REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY THE BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS/GENERAL MANAGER

CONSENT AGENDA

 8. Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of August 11, 2011.

REGULAR AGENDA

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

10. ACTION ITEM - Recommend that the VTA Board of Directors approve the 2012 State 
Transportation Improvement Program for Santa Clara County.

11. ACTION ITEM - Recommend that the VTA Board of Directors approve the 
programming of $900,000 in Local Program Reserve (LPR) funds for the County’s      
San Tomas Expressway Widening project.

12. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a report from VTA staff on the status of the Bicycle 
Expenditure Program Projects.

13. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive a verbal update on the Valley Transportation Plan, 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy activities.

OTHER

14. Receive an update on MTC Activities and Initiatives.  (Verbal Report)  (Committee)

15. Receive an update from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Subcommittee.  
(Verbal Report)  (Capurso)

16. Review the TAC Committee Work Plan.  (Ristow)

17. ANNOUNCEMENTS

18. ADJOURN

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

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



 
 

 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 

  

MINUTES 
 

3331 North First Street – San Jose, CA 95134-1927 – Administration 408.321.555 – Customer Service 408.321.2300 

 CALL TO ORDER  
 

The Regular Meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was called to order at  
1:30 p.m. by Vice Chairperson Armendariz in Conference Room B-104, Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA), 3331 North First Street, San Jose, California.   
 

1. ROLL CALL 
Attendee Name Representing Status 

Greg Armendariz, Vice Chairperson City of Milpitas Present 
Rajeev Batra  City of Santa Clara Present 
Karl Bjarke City of Morgan Hill Present 
Todd Capurso, Chairperson Town of Los Gatos Absent 
John Cherbone City of Saratoga Present 
Richard Chiu Town of Los Altos Hills Present 
Dan Collen, Alternate County of Santa Clara Present 
Don Dey City of Gilroy Present 
Linda Forsberg, Alternate City of Mountain View Present 
Larry Lind City of Los Altos Present 
Michelle Quinney City of Campbell Present 
Jaime Rodriguez City of Palo Alto Present 
Mo Sharma City of Monte Sereno Absent 
Glenn Goepfert City of Cupertino Absent 
Lee Taubeneck,  Ex-Officio Dept. of Transportation (Caltrans) Absent 
Ben Tripousis City of San Jose Present 
Jack Witthaus City of Sunnyvale Absent 
 
A quorum was present. 
 

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS 
 
 There were no Public Presentations.  
 
3. ORDERS OF THE DAY 
 
 There were no Orders of the Day. 
 
4. Committee Staff Report 
 
 Jim Lawson, Executive Policy Advisor, reported the reconfiguration of VTA Board of 

Directors’ small city groupings and establishment of a new small City Grouping 
consisting of the Cities of Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, and Milpitas will be effective     
January 2012. 
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John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer and Staff Liaison, provided a report highlighting:            
1) California Transportation Commission (CTC) approval of $200 million for three road 
projects in the South Bay and the BART to San Jose Extension Project; 2) Installation of 
solar panels at VTA’s bus yards; and 3) August 4, 2011 VTA Board of Directors 
approval of the SR 237/I-880 Express Connectors - Construction Contract.  
 
On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee Staff Report was received.  
 

  5. Chairperson’s Report 
  

Vice Chairperson Armendariz provided a report on the discussions held at today’s TAC 
Subcommittee meeting regarding: 1) Streamlining the Project Initiation Document (PID) 
process; and 2) Development of Complete Streets/Sustainable Streets for Santa Clara 
County. 

 

  6. Reports from TAC Working Groups 
 

• Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
 
Celeste Fiore, Transportation Planner III, reported on the discussions held at the       
July 26, 2011 CIP Working Group meeting as follows: 1) Sustainable Communities 
Strategies; 2) OneBay Area Grant Program; 3) BART Berryessa Extension Project 
update; 4) Community Design and Transportation (CDT) TE-funded Call for 
Projects; and 5) Next meeting on August 23, 2011. 

 
Member Rodriguez took his seat at 1:44 p.m. 

 

• Systems Operations and Management (SOM)  
 

Eugene Maeda, Senior Transportation Planner, reported on the discussions held at the 
July 27, 2011 SOM Working Group meeting as follows: 1) OneBay Area Grant 
Program; 2) Sustainable Communities Strategies; and 3) 2010 Highway Design 
Manual. 
 
Mr. Maeda reported on Caltrans’ PID Program Reimbursement policy and noted staff 
will forward to TAC the draft Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies’ PID 
reimbursement proposal to Caltrans.  Staff also distributed a document entitled,     
Non-State Highway Operations and Protection Plan (SHOPP) PID Proposed for      
FY 2011/12, for TAC’s review. 
 

• Land Use/Transportation Integration (LUTI) 
 
Robert Swierk, Senior Transportation Planner, reported on the discussions held at the 
August 10, 2011 LUTI Working Group meeting as follows: 1) New release of 
Highway Capacity Manual and Multi-Modal Levels of Service; 2) OneBay Area 
Grant Program; and 3) Next meeting in November 2011. 
 

On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the reports 
from the TAC Working Groups were received.  
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  7. High Speed Rail/Caltrain Project 
 

Mr. Ristow provided an update, highlighting: 1) In reference to the Peninsula section, the 
Caltrain Joint Powers Board is undertaking a capacity study; and 2) VTA will receive the 
results of the study on Monday, August 15, 2011. 
 
Members of the Committee provided a status report on High Speed Rail activities 
pertaining to their respective cities of San Jose and Gilroy.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the High 
Speed Rail/Caltrain Project Report was received. 

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

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

     8. Minutes of July 14, 2011  
 

M/S/C (Tripousis/Batra) to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of July 14, 2011.   
 
  9. Programmed Project Monitoring – Quarterly Report 
 

M/S/C (Tripousis/Batra) to receive the Programmed Projects Quarterly Monitoring 
Report for April-June 2011. 

 
10. Proactive CMP Quarterly Report for April – June 2011 
 

M/S/C (Tripousis/Batra) to receive the Proactive CMP Quarterly Report for April 
through June 2011. 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
11. OneBay Area Grant Proposal 
  

Amin Surani, Principal Transportation Planner, provided an overview of the staff report.  
  

Members of the Committee noted the following: 1) expressed concern regarding the 
requirement that a minimum of 70 percent of the funding in each county be programmed 
in Planned Development Areas (PDAs); and 2) there should be flexibility on funds for the 
Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and Transportation Oriented 
Development (TOD) and noted that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
should be encouraged to support housing near transit corridors.    
 
On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee discussed Metropolitan Transportation Commission's "One Bay Area" Grant 
proposal in the context of the VTA Board's adopted Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP/SCS) principles. 
 

 

NOTE: M/S/C MEANS MOTION SECONDED AND CARRIED AND, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, 
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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12. Supporting the Development of a Regional Network of Express Lanes 
 

Casey Emoto, Deputy Director, Project Development, provided an overview of the staff 
report.   

 
M/S/C (Batra/Tripousis) to recommend that the Board of Directors adopt a position to 
support the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's application to the California 
Transportation Commission to gain authority to implement express lanes in the Bay Area 
with the following conditions:  (1) The VTA Board of Directors' authority to develop, 
implement, own and operate express lanes and approve revenue expenditure plans within 
Santa Clara County is not superceded or diminished by the authority being sought by 
MTC under AB 1467; and (2) The Regional Transportation Plan, approved by MTC, 
includes all express lane corridors consistent with the Valley Transportation Plan 
approved by the VTA Board of Directors.  

 
13. Project Readiness Initiative 
 

Mr. Surani provided an overview of the staff report. 
 

M/S/C (Collen/Batra) to recommend that the Board of Directors approve the extension 
of the term of the Project Readiness Initiative Program until all of the approved funding 
is depleted or June 30, 2013, whichever occurs first. 

 
14. VTP Highway Program Semi-Annual Report 
 

On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee received the VTP Highway Program Semi-Annual Report. 

 
15. I-680 Express Lanes Update 
 

Murali Ramanujam, Senior Transportation Engineer, provided an overview of the staff 
report.  

 
On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee received an update on I-680 Express Lane project. 

 

16. Local Program Reserve – Program Overview 
 

Mr. Surani provided an overview of the staff report, highlighting that the Policy Advisory 
Committee (PAC) requested an overview of the Local Program Reserve (LPR) program 
policy and procedures. 

  
On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee received a report on Local Program Reserve. 

 

17. Update on SCS/RTP/VTP Related Activities 
 
 John Sighamony, Senior Transportation Planner, provided the staff report. 
  

On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee received an update on the Valley Transportation Plan, Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy activities.  
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OTHER 
 
18. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Activities and Initiatives 
  

There was no report on Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Activities and 
Initiatives. 

  
19.  Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Subcommittee Report 

 
Vice Chairperson Armendariz noted that the TAC Subcommittee report was provided 
under the Chairperson’s Report.  

 
On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 
Committee received the TAC Subcommittee Report.   

 

 20. Committee Work Plan  
 

Members of the Committee referenced the SB 83 - Vehicle Registration Fee and 
requested an update on the fees collected for the County of Santa Clara.  

 
 On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the 

Committee reviewed the Work Plan. 
 

 21. Announcements  
 

 There were no Announcements. 
 
22. ADJOURNMENT 
 

On order of Vice Chairperson Armendariz and there being no objection, the meeting 
was adjourned at 3:05 p.m. 

 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Tracene Y. Crenshaw, Board Assistant 
      VTA Office of the Board Secretary 
 
 



Date: August 29, 2011

Current Meeting: September 8, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: 2011 Transportation System Monitoring Program Report

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

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

ACTION ITEM

RECOMMENDATION:

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

BACKGROUND:

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives

• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions

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

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

2010 Conditions

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

Pavement Conditions

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

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

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

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

Roadway Litter and Vegetation Management (New TSMP Measure)

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

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

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

Bridge Conditions

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

Freeway and Intersection Traffic Conditions 

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

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

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

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

Bike Mobility

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

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

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

FISCAL IMPACT:

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

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

Asset  Percent in Useful 
Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 
Existing 
Resources 

Percent in Useful 
Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 
Existing 
Resources 

  2009  2010  2009 2010 2009 2010 2009  2010 

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

70  67  1.9 2.0 60 60 2 3 

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

Average  72.7  74.3  2.0 2.0 65.0 62.5 2.3  2.3 

Difference  +1.6  No change ‐2.5 No change 

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

Caltrans, FY 2010 Maintenance Level of Service District 4 Report, June 2011. 
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Figure 2 Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely 
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Source:  VTA, 2010 Annual Monitoring & Conformance Report, May 2011. 

 

Table 2 Cross County Bike On/Off Street Projects 

  2008 2010 

Cross County Bike Network‐On‐Street Projects

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

Cross County Bike Network‐Off‐Street Projects

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

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

information from VTA Planning Department staff. 
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2011 Transportation System 
Monitoring Report

draft report
July 2011

9.b



 
 

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

  i 
 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary ................................................................................................. ES‐1 

1.0  Introduction .................................................................................................... 1‐1 

1.1  Background .................................................................................................... 1‐1 

1.2  Performance Management Framework ........................................................ 1‐1 

1.3  TSMP Purpose ................................................................................................ 1‐3 

1.4  Report Organization ...................................................................................... 1‐3 

2.0  Transportation System Measures ..................................................................... 2‐1 

3.0  2010 System Conditions ................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.1  Pavement ....................................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.2  Roadside Assets ............................................................................................. 3‐4 

3.3  Freeway Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance .................................... 3‐7 

3.4  Bridges ......................................................................................................... 3‐21 

3.5  Freeways and Intersections ......................................................................... 3‐24 

3.6  Bike Mobility ................................................................................................ 3‐28 

3.7  Transit .......................................................................................................... 3‐31 

3.8  Sustainability ............................................................................................... 3‐33 

4.0  Potential Future Measures ............................................................................... 4‐1 

4.1  Potential Future Enhancements .................................................................... 4‐1 

Appendix A – Performance Measures Details ........................................................... A‐1 

Appendix B – Roadside Asset Self Assessment Survey .............................................. B‐1 

Appendix C – Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Visual Assessment 
Scales for Freeways .......................................................................................... C‐1 

Appendix D – Bikeway Projects ................................................................................ D‐1 

Acknowledgments ....................................................................................................... 1 
 
 

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

ii    

List of Tables 

Table ES.1  Roadside Asset Condition and Resource Availability ................................. ES‐3 

Table ES.2  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Scoring .................................. ES‐4 

Table ES.3  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment ........................... ES‐4 

Table ES.4  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment ........................... ES‐5 

Table ES.5  Cross County Bike Network On/Off Street Projects ................................... ES‐7 

Table ES.6  Across Barrier Connection Project ............................................................. ES‐8 

Table ES.7  Condition of Transit Vehicles ..................................................................... ES‐8 

Table ES.8  Air Quality Infractions .............................................................................. ES‐10 

Table 2.1  TSMP System Components and Measures ................................................... 2‐1 

Table 3.1  Pavement Condition Index (PCI) .................................................................. 3‐2 

Table 3.2  Local Pavement Condition by County in the Bay Area – 2010 ..................... 3‐3 

Table 3.3  Freeway Travelway (Pavement) Conditions on  Santa Clara County 
Roadways ..................................................................................................... 3‐4 

Table 3.4   Roadside Assets Condition and Resource Availability .................................. 3‐5 

Table 3.5  Roadside Asset Conditions ‐ Changes from 2009 ......................................... 3‐6 

Table 3.6  Freeways in Santa Clara County ................................................................... 3‐7 

Table 3.7  Litter Scale .................................................................................................. 3‐11 

Table 3.8  Landscape Scale .......................................................................................... 3‐11 

Table 3.9  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Scoring .................................. 3‐12 

Table 3.10  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment ........................... 3‐12 

Table 3.11  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment ........................... 3‐13 

Table 3.12  Bridge Inventory by Jurisdiction ................................................................. 3‐21 

Table 3.13  Bridge Condition by County ‐ 2008 ............................................................ 3‐24 

Table 3.14  Freeway and Intersections Inventory ......................................................... 3‐25 

Table 3.15  CMP Intersection Level of Service Thresholds ........................................... 3‐27 

Table 3.16  Bike Lanes/Shoulders on Roadway Crossings (over/under barriers) 
Projects ....................................................................................................... 3‐29 

Table 3.17  Freeway Interchange Ramp Bike Modification Projects ............................ 3‐30 

Table 3.18  Transit Inventory ........................................................................................ 3‐31 

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

  iii 

Table 3.19  Comparison of Transit Agencies ................................................................. 3‐33 

Table 3.20  Air Quality Infractions ................................................................................ 3‐34 

Table 4.1  Potential Future Measures ........................................................................... 4‐1 

Table 4.2  Population by County ................................................................................... 4‐3 

Table 4.3  HOV Lanes by County in the Bay Area – 2008 .............................................. 4‐4 

 
 

List of Figures 

Figure ES.1  Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways ........................... ES‐2 

Figure ES.2  Percent of Bridges in Good Condition (SR>80) .......................................... ES‐5 

Figure ES.3  Bridge Inventory by County ........................................................................ ES‐6 

Figure ES.4  Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely ........... ES‐7 

Figure ES.5  On Time Performance ................................................................................ ES‐9 

Figure ES.6  Sustainability Measures ........................................................................... ES‐10 

Figure 1.1  Performance Management Framework ....................................................... 1‐2 

Figure 3.1  Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways ............................. 3‐2 

Figure 3.2  Santa Clara County North County Area Freeways ........................................ 3‐8 

Figure 3.3  Santa Clara County South County Area Roadways ...................................... 3‐9 

Figure 3.4  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Monitored 
Locations/Vicinities .................................................................................... 3‐10 

Figure 3.5  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐14 

Figure 3.6  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐15 

Figure 3.7  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐16 

Figure 3.8  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐17 

Figure 3.9  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐18 

Figure 3.10 Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐19 

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

iv    

Figure 3.11 Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and Nearby 
Vicinities (placeholder) ............................................................................... 3‐20 

Figure 3.12 2009‐2010 Bridge Condition Comparison .................................................. 3‐22 

Figure 3.13 Bridge Inventory by County ........................................................................ 3‐23 

Figure 3.14 Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely ........... 3‐26 

Figure 3.15 On Time Performance ................................................................................ 3‐32 

Figure 3.16 Annual Transit Trips per Person ................................................................. 3‐32 

Figure 3.17  Sustainability Measures ............................................................................. 3‐34 

 
 

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

  ES‐1 

Executive Summary 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pavement Conditions 

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

Figure ES.1  Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways 

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

Roadside Assets 

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

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

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

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

Table ES.1  Roadside Asset Condition and Resource Availability 

  Local Assets1  State (Caltrans) Assets 

Asset 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 

Existing 
Resources 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Traffic signals  73  83  2.4  2.4  75  75  3  3 

Pavement 
markings 

70  67  1.9  2.0  60  60  2  3 

Signs  70  71  2.1  2.1  80  80  2  2 

Light poles  59  75  1.8  1.8  65  65  2  2 

Curb and gutter  84  83  2.3  1.4  85  75  na  2 

Roadside litter  80  67  1.6  2.1  25  20  na  2 

Average  72.7  74.3  2.0  2.0  65.0  62.5  2.3  2.3 

Difference  +1.6  No change  ‐2.5  No change 

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

Roadway Litter and Vegetation Management (New TSMP Measure) 

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

Table ES.2  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Scoring 

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

Extremely Littered  4 

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

Table ES.3  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment 

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

Average Score  2.3  2.4 

Peer County Comparison 

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

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

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

Average Score  65 
Rank  3rd (Tie) 

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

Bridge Conditions 

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

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

 

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

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

Figure ES.3  Bridge Inventory by County 

Freeway and Intersection Traffic Conditions 

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

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

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

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

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

  ES‐7 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

General Purpose Lanes HOV Lanes CMP Intersections

Figure ES.4  Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving Freely 

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

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

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

Bike Mobility 

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

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

Cross County Bike Network‐On‐street  2008  2010 

Total length  514   584 

Completed miles  263  325 

Planned miles  251  259 

Percent complete  51%  56% 
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Cross County Bike Network‐Off‐street  2008  2010 

Total length  682  813 

Completed miles  242  361 

Planned miles  440  452 

Percent complete  35%  44% 

Source:   VTA, 2008 Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008 with supplemental  information  from VTA 
Planning Department staff. 

Nearly 56% of the 259 miles Cross County Bicycle Network on‐street planned miles and 44% of the 452 
off‐street  planned miles  in  Santa  Clara  County  have  been  completed  to  date  since  tracking  of  this 
information in 2009.  This represents an additional 5% and nearly 10% of completed on‐ and off‐street 
planned bicycle network miles from 2008 to 2010. 

Table ES.6  Across Barrier Connection Project 

Across Barrier Connections  2008  2010 

Planned/Potential ABC’s (CBP 2008)  115  115 

Under Construction      3  1 

Completed ABCs  0  3 

Remaining to be completed      111  113 

Percent complete  0%  2.6% 

Across  barrier  connections  are  connections  that  enable  bicyclists  to  conveniently  and  safely  cross 
freeways,  waterways  and  railroad  tracks  rather  than  make  circuitous  detours  to  existing  roadway 
crossings.  From 2008 to 2010, 3 of the 115 planned ABC projects have been completed and one project 
was under construction.  This represents 3% of the total planned ABC project. 

Transit 

VTA provides transit service covering 326 square miles and uses an active fleet of 450 bus vehicles on 69 
bus  routes and 100  light  rail vehicles on  three  trunk  lines.   The TSMP  covers  three aspects of  transit 
performance:   1) physical condition of  the vehicles; 2) quality of  service provided; 3) annual  trips per 
person.  A summary of the first two measures are provided here.   

The physical  condition of  the vehicles  is measured by monitoring  the average age and  the  remaining 
useful service life of the transit fleet.  Table ES.7 presents the current vehicle conditions of VTA’s transit 
fleet. 

Table ES.7  Condition of Transit Vehicles 

Transit Vehicles  Vehicles  Average Age  Percent of Useful Life Remaining 
Bus  450  8.4 years  30% 
Light Rail  100  6.9 years  72% 

Figure ES.5 shows the on time performance record between 2005 and 2010.   There are many external 
factors  that  can  affect  transit  service,  such  as  incidents  related  to  auto  traffic,  roadway  repairs  or 
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rehabilitation projects, and maintenance related to trackways along the light rail routes.  From 2005 to 
2010,  the average on  time performance  for both bus and  light  rail  services was 90%.    From 2009  to 
2010, the on time performance for bus service increased slightly by 0.5% to 89.1% and light rail service 
declined by 1.9% to 88.2% against a goal of 90%.   

Figure ES.5  On Time Performance 

 

Source:  VTA, FY 2010 Transit Operations Performance Report, September 2010. 

Sustainability 

There  is  a  growing  public  desire  to  monitor  progress  towards  sustainability.    Although  there  are 
currently no  standard measures  for monitoring  sustainability  related  to  transportation established by 
regional public agencies, there is some data that could be used for this purpose. 

Motor vehicles are the major source of air pollution for the Bay Area.  The TSMP include two measures 
related to air quality for monitoring in Santa Clara County:  1) Vehicle Miles Traveled per Person; and 2) 
Air Quality Infractions.   

Figure ES.6  shows  the vehicle miles  traveled per person  from 2005  to 2008.   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.    The  vehicle miles  traveled  can  be  calculated  by 
dividing  the  number  of  vehicle  miles  traveled  by  the  population  of  the  county;  the  average  fuel 
efficiency can be calculated by dividing the vehicle miles traveled by the amount of fuel consumed.  

From 2005 to 2007, there was a steady increase in the miles traveled per person and improved average 
fuel efficiency.  However, from 2007 to 2008, the vehicle miles traveled per person decreased slightly by 
approximately 2%. 
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Figure ES.6  Sustainability Measures 

Sources:  Caltrans, 2008 California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, June 2009; Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, 2009 Annual Bay Area Pollution Summary Report, October 2010. 

 

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  (PM  10).    Automobiles  and  trucks  are  a  key 
source of  all of  these pollutants.    Table  ES.8  summarizes  annual  air quality  infractions  from 2005  to 
2010. 

Table ES.8  Air Quality Infractions 

Air Quality Measures  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 
Ozone 

1‐hr max  4  10  1  3  5  6 
8‐hr max  5  16  4  12  10  9 

Carbon monoxide  0  0  0  0  0  0 
Nitrogen dioxide  0  0  0  0  0  0 
PM10  6  2  3  1  0  na 
Number of recorded air quality 
infractions in Santa Clara County  15  28  8  16  15  15 

Sources:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2010 Bay Area Pollution Summary, June 2011. 
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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 adequately 
control litter and vegetation to acceptable levels.   

After reviewing the findings from the Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Study 
and  Litter Control Pilot Program,  the  TAC  initiated  an  effort  to develop  an  expanded 
program that would provide a comprehensive snap shot of the health and performance 
of Santa Clara County’s transportation systems in a single report format.  This program, 
the Transportation System Monitoring Program  (TSMP), would essentially  serve as an 
asset  management  tool  and  reporting  mechanism  for  Santa  Clara  County’s 
transportation system infrastructure.   

The first report presented the framework, a list of transportation components to include 
in  the  initial program,  findings  from 2009,  and  recommendations  for  implementing  a 
transportation system monitoring program for Santa Clara County.  This report presents 
findings for 2010.  

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  build  the  case  for  allocating 
resources to support transportation investments.    

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

Selecting Measures  

The  first  step  involves  selecting measures  that  can  be  used  throughout  the  process.  
These  measures  should  reflect  the  agency’s  priorities  and  goals,  and  answer 
performance  related questions  such as  “how are we doing?”   The  selected measures 
should also focus on the results that reflect the  impact of decisions made, rather than 
simply measuring the amount of resources being devoted to a particular activity.    

Setting Targets   
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Performance targets are specific values used as benchmarks that an agency would  like 
to achieve.   These benchmarks are useful  in communicating agency goals and tracking 
progress towards them.       

Using Measures in Decision‐Making   

A  fundamental  part  of  a  successful  performance management  program  is  the  use  of 
measures  that  can  be  evaluated  by  decision  makers  to  make  informed  decisions.  
Measure presentation will  further  facilitate the evaluation and decision process, much 
of the data presented will be based on component, location, date, and condition of the 
asset.  For example, performance results can be used to improve decisions about where 
an agency needs to focus its resources and whether reallocation of funding would be a 
better option.  If the budget is decreased, the expected result can be a decrease in the 
network  performance.  Likewise,  if  the  budget  is  increased,  improvements  to  the 
network  performance  can  be  expected.    Non‐funding  related  performance 
enhancement will be  realized  through efficiencies  in  the asset  tracking aspects of  the 
program. 

Evaluating the System   

This  step  involves  communicating  performance  results  on  a  regular  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 using a stable set of measures.  Internally, this allows for in‐depth analysis of 
near  and  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 
understand new challenges that arise.       

Figure 1.1  Performance Management Framework 
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Figure  1.1  illustrates  how  the  initial  development  of  the  TMSP  fits  into  the  overall 
performance framework.  The scope of this initial effort includes identifying measures to 
use in the TSMP and conducting an initial analysis of Santa Clara County’s transportation 
systems. 

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 is the 
growing maintenance needs and backlog of deferred maintenance tasks resulting from 
declining funding resources.   

The  purpose  of  developing  and  implementing  a  transportation  system  monitoring 
program  is to provide  local  jurisdictions, VTA Advisory Committees, and the VTA Board 
of  Directors  with  current  information  on  the  condition  and  performance  of 
transportation  systems  in  Santa  Clara  County  in  a  single,  publicly  accessible  report 
format with the following objectives:  

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

• Communicate progress towards stated transportation system goals and objectives; 

• Provide additional context for funding and policy decisions; 

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

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

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

• Chapter 2 summarizes the performance measures included in the 2011 TSMP; 

• Chapter 3 presents a  snap  shot of  the  transportation  systems  in  the county using 
these measures;   

• Chapter 4 describes how the data was compiled, processed, and calculated for use 
in the report; and 

• Appendices include performance measure details. 
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2.0 Transportation System Measures 

Table 2.1 presents the list of components and performance measures that are included 
in  the 2011 TSMP  report.   This  list was developed with  input  from TAC members and 
VTA staff during the development of the  initial program on key policy  issues regarding 
the performance of  the county’s  transportation  systems.   One new measure  that was 
added  to  the  2011  TSMP  report  was  an  evaluation  of  litter  control  and  landscape 
maintenance of the freeways in Santa Clara County.   

Table 2.1  TSMP System Components and Measures 

System Component  Measures 

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

Freeway mobility 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Roadside litter 
management 

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

10.   Condition based on visual inspection (new) 

Bicycle mobility  11.  Percent of on and off streets cross county bike network completed 

12.  Percent of planned across barrier connections completed  

Bus and light rail  13.  On‐time transit performance 

14.  Percent of planned transit service provided 
15.  Transit trips per person  
16.  Remaining service life of transit vehicles   

Sustainability  17.  Vehicle miles traveled per person 

18.  Average fuel economy 

19.  Number of recorded air quality infractions 
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3.0 2010 System Conditions 

This  section  presents  a  snap  shot  of  the  conditions  of  the  transportation  systems  in 
Santa Clara County  in 2010.    It provides  inventory and performance  information for all 
of the system components listed in Table 2.1.  All measures are reported at the county‐
level.    In many cases the underlying data has been compiled by municipalities.   Details 
on how each performance was calculated,  including a complete  list of data sources,  is 
provided in Appendix A. 

3.1 PAVEMENT 
There are approximately 9,900 lane miles of local roads maintained by the local agencies 
in Santa Clara County.  Over 50% of the roadways are located within the jurisdictions of 
the City of San Jose and County of Santa Clara. 

Locally Maintained Roadways 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  the  metropolitan  planning 
organization (MPO) for the Bay Area, collects data from local agencies to determine the 
average  conditions  of  the  region’s  roadways.   MTC  and  the  local  jurisdictions  use  a 
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) that rates segments of paved roadways on a scale from 
0  to  100  points.    These  points  correlate  to  categories  that  describe  the  roadway 
conditions ranging from a low score of “Failed” to a high score of “Very Good‐Excellent.”  
Table  3.1  on  the  next  page  presents  the  rating  scale  used  in  the  regional  pavement 
conditions analysis. 

Figure 3.1, also on the following page, shows the average pavement condition in Santa 
Clara County from 2004 to 2010.  The overall pavement condition for Santa Clara County 
in 2010 was  rated  as  “Good,” which  is unchanged  compared  to 2009.   However,  the 
percentage  of  roadways  in  “Fair”  condition  increased  by  approximately  12%,  thus 
indicating  that  there will be a growing need  to  rehabilitate Santa Clara County’s  local 
roadways in the near future. 
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Table 3.1  Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 

Very Good‐Excellent 
(PCI = 80‐100) 

Pavements are newly constructed or resurfaced and have few if any signs 
of distress. 

Good 
(PCI = 70‐79) 

Pavements  require mostly  preventive maintenance  and  have  only  low 
levels of distress, such as minor cracks or spalling, which occurs when the 
top  layer  of  asphalt  begins  to  peel  or  flake  off  as  a  result  of  water 
permeation. 

Fair 
(PCI = 60‐69) 

Pavements at the low end of this range have significant levels of distress 
and  may  require  a  combination  of  rehabilitation  and  preventive 
maintenance to keep them from deteriorating rapidly. 

At Risk 
(PCI = 50‐59) 

Pavements  are  deteriorated  and  require  immediate  attention  including 
rehabilitative  work.  Ride  quality  is  significantly  inferior  to  better 
pavement categories. 

Poor 
(PCI = 25‐49) 

Pavements  have  extensive  amounts  of  distress  and  require  major 
rehabilitation  or  reconstruction.  Pavements  in  this  category  affect  the 
speed and flow of traffic significantly. 

Failed 
(PCI = 0‐24) 

Pavements need reconstruction and are extremely rough and difficult to 
drive. 

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

Figure 3.1  Pavement Conditions on Santa Clara County Roadways 

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

There are approximately 42,500 lane miles of local roads in the Bay Area.  The majority 
of  these  lane miles  lie within  the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara, 
with Santa Clara County having the most miles or approximately 23% of the Bay Area’s 
roadways.   

Table  3.2  below  show  a  comparison  of  the  local  pavement  condition  by  county. 
Compared with  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties,  Contra  Costa  and  Santa  Clara  counties’ 
roadway conditions rated “Good” in 2010.   

Table 3.2  Local Pavement Condition by County in the Bay Area – 2010 

County  Lane Miles 
Percent of Lane 

Miles 

Average 
Pavement 
Condition 
(2007) 

Average 
Pavement 
Condition 
(2010) 

Alameda 
               

7,943   19%  Fair  Fair 

Contra Costa 
               

6,875   16%  Good  Good 

Marin 
               

2,045   5%  At risk  Fair 

Napa 
               

1,503   4%  At risk  At risk 

San Francisco 
               

2,130   5%  Fair  Fair 

San Mateo 
              

3,884   9%  Fair  Fair 

Santa Clara 
               

9,876   23%  Good  Good 

Solano 
               

3,369   8%  Fair  Fair 

Sonoma 
               

4,890   12%  At risk  At risk 
Total  42,515 

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

State (Caltrans) Maintained Freeways 

This is the first year that the TSMP is tracking the pavement conditions of the freeways, 
so only the 2010 conditions are being presented in this report. 

Caltrans  maintains  approximate  239  centerline  miles  or  nearly  1,035  lane  miles  of 
roadway in Santa Clara County.  Of the 239 centerline miles, 148 miles are spread over 
eight  freeways  and  the  remaining  91  centerline  miles  are  divided  among  six  non‐
freeway state miles. 

Caltrans does not use  the exact same Pavement Condition  Index  (PCI) criteria used by 
MTC and  local agencies  in the Bay Area.   Instead, Caltrans uses a maintenance  level of 
service evaluation developed specifically to evaluate the state’s roadways.  The category 
that Caltrans uses to describe the pavement conditions of  its roadways  is “Travelway.”  
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Within  this  category,  there  are  18  maintenance  related  attributes  that  Caltrans 
evaluates as part of  its Maintenance Level of Service Report.   A copy of  this  report  is 
provided in Appendix B. 

Peer County Comparison 

To provide  a perspective  on  the pavement  conditions of  the  freeways  in  Santa Clara 
County, a comparison was made to the average freeway conditions of all nine counties 
in the Bay Area.   Table 3.3 shows that the conditions of Santa Clara County’s freeways 
were  rated slightly better  than  the  rest of  the Bay Area’s  freeways with a score of 74 
points compared to the Bay Area average of 72 points out of 100. 

Table 3.3  Freeway Travelway (Pavement) Conditions on   Santa Clara 
County Roadways 

County  Travelway (Pavement) 
Alameda  63 
Contra Costa  64 
Marin  77 
Napa  71 

San Francisco  70 
San Mateo  75 
Santa Clara  74 
Solano  78 
Sonoma  74 

Bay Area Average Score  72 
Rank  4th (Tie ) 

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

3.2 ROADSIDE ASSETS 
Roadside assets consist of a variety of features such as traffic signals, signs, and street 
lighting.   The conditions of these assets  in Santa Clara County were estimated through 
the use of a self assessment survey.  Table 3.4 presents a summary of the conditions of 
the roadside assets and the agencies’ abilities (local agencies and Caltrans) to maintain 
them for both 2009 and 2010. This  information was collected through the use of a self 
assessment survey where the local agencies were requested to assess the conditions of 
their roadway assets and provide an estimate of their staffing ability to maintain these 
assets.   Copies of  the  responses  from  the 2010 Roadside Asset  survey are  included  in 
Appendix B.  

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 “useful condition”  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 
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two individuals)”.  Definitions for the other asset categories are described on the survey 
forms. 

Table 3.4 also  shows an estimate of  the  “ability  to maintain with existing  resources.”  
This  item  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 scale of good/fair/poor as described below:     

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

2  =  fair:  There are 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 assets. 

Table 3.4   Roadside Assets Condition and Resource Availability 

  Local Assets1  State (Caltrans) Assets 

Asset 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to 
Maintain with 

Existing 
Resources 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Traffic signals  73  83  2.4  2.4  75  75  3  3 

Pavement 
markings 

70  67  1.9  2.0  60  60  2  3 

Signs  70  71  2.1  2.1  80  80  2  2 

Light poles  59  75  1.8  1.8  65  65  2  2 

Curb and gutter  84  83  2.3  1.4  85  75  na  2 

Roadside litter  80  67  1.6  2.1  25  20  na  2 

Average  72.7  74.3  2.0  2.0  65.0  62.5  2.3  2.3 

 

Source:    VTA,  2010  Transportation  System Monitoring  Program  Self  Assessment  Survey, May 
2011. 
1These values represent a weighted average for the county.  Averages were determined 
by weighting the results from each jurisdiction by its roadway lane miles. 
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Table  3.5  summarizes  the  changes  from  2009  to  2010.    In  general,  there were  little 
changes in the roadside asset conditions and abilities of the agencies to maintain them 
with the exception of the  local agency maintained traffic signals.   The condition of this 
asset showed an  increase useful  life of 10%.   This was due to the efforts of City of Los 
Altos replacing all of their controllers (13).  The percent of local agency maintained light 
poles in useful condition also showed an increase of 16% from 2009.  However, this was 
due to skewing of data where there was  incomplete data  in 2009 (missing data from 4 
of the 15 local agencies. 

It  should be noted  that changes between  single consecutive years may  show minimal 
differences.  As data is collected more consistently over an extended period of time, the 
information will become more useful and reliable in identifying trends on the conditions 
of the monitored transportation system elements. 

Table 3.5  Roadside Asset Conditions ‐ Changes from 2009 

  Local Assets  State (Caltrans) Assets 

Asset 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

Percent in 
Useful 

Condition 

Ability to Maintain 
with Existing 
Resources 

  Difference  Difference  Difference  Difference 

Traffic 
signals  + 10%1  No change  No change  No change 

Pavement 
markings  ‐ 3%  No change  No change  No change 

Signs  + 1%2  No change  No change  No change 

Light poles  na3  na3  No change  No change 

Curb and 
gutter  1%  0.9%  10%  na3 

Roadside 
litter  13%  + 0.5%3  5%  na3 

Average  +1.6  No change  ‐2.5  No change 

Notes: 

1. City of Los Altos reported replacement all of their signals (13 controllers) in 2010. 

2. City of Los Altos also reported that they were in the process of replacing their roadway signs. 

3. The data set from 2009 was either incomplete or not available, so a reasonable comparison 
could not be made in these areas. 
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3.3 FREEWAY LITTER CONTROL AND LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE 
The monitoring of  litter and  landscape maintenance along the  freeways  in Santa Clara 
County, was  added  to  the  2011  TMSP  report.    The  aesthetics  and  cleanliness  of  the 
freeways  were  identified  by  Santa  Clara  County’s  local  agencies  as  an  important 
measure to monitor because of the perception by the local communities and effects on 
the local environment. 

Figures 3.2 and 3.3 on the following pages  illustrate the freeway system  in Santa Clara 
County and Table 3.6 provides detailed information about each freeway corridor. 

Twelve  locations  were  selected  for  monitoring  based  on  a  list  of  litter  hot  spots 
identified  in  the  Litter Control and Maintenance  Landscape Study and  input  from  the 
Systems Operations  and Management Working Group  (a  sub working  group of VTA’s 
Technical Advisory Committee)  along  the  freeways  in  Santa Clara County.    These hot 
spots  tend  to accumulate  litter at a higher  rate  than other areas, and  tend  to  include 
areas such as routes to landfill areas, homeless encampment areas, interchanges, and at 
on/off ramp locations.   

Table 3.7 presents the  list of the twelve monitored  locations and Figure 3.4  illustrates 
these  locations  on  Santa  Clara  County’s  freeway  system.    In  addition,  Figures  3.5  to 
3.11.  show  photos  of  the  conditions  observed  in  the  Fall  of  2010  at  the monitored 
locations and nearby vicinities. 

Table 3.6  Freeways in Santa Clara County 

Freeway 
Centerline 

Miles 
Roadside 
Miles 

Number of 
Interchanges 

Landscaped 
Acres 

17  13.9  27.8  7.0  68.3 
85  24.0  48.0  20.0  386.0 
87  9.2  18.4  11.0  42.5 
101  52.5  105.0  41.0  172.0 
237  8.7  17.4  14.0  30.4 
280  18.4  36.8  19.0  289.8 
680  10.0  20.0  12.0  156.7 
880  11.0  22.0  13.0  47.4 
Total  147.7  295.4  137.0  1193.1 

Source:  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Stud for Freeways in Santa Clara County Final 
Report, December 2005, p. 1‐4. 
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Figure 3.2  Santa Clara County North County Area Freeways 

   

Reprinted from report prepared for VTA by Ty Lin‐CCS ‐ Litter Control and Landscape 
Maintenance Study for Freeways in Santa Clara County Final Report December 2005, p. 1‐2. 
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Figure 3.3  Santa Clara County South County Area Roadways 

   

Reprinted from report prepared for VTA by Ty Lin‐CCS ‐ Litter Control and Landscape 
Maintenance Stud for Freeways in Santa Clara County Final Report, December 2005, p. 1‐3. 
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Figure 3.4  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Monitored 
Locations/Vicinities 
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Visual Assessment Measure 

For  this  report,  the  visual  assessment  scale  established  in  the  Litter  Control  and 
Landscape Maintenance Study was used to evaluate the litter and landscape conditions 
at the selected monitoring locations and nearby vicinities.  The descriptions of the levels 
within  the  litter  and  landscape  scales  are  provided  in  Tables  3.7  and  3.8  and  the 
corresponding visual illustrations are in Appendix C. 

Table 3.7  Litter Scale 

Level  Description 

No Litter 

Virtually no  litter  can be observed  along  the  freeway. The observer 
has to look hard to see any litter, with perhaps a few occasional litter 
items  in a 1/4‐mile. Any  litter seen could be quickly collected by one 
individual.  The  freeway  has  a  generally  neat  and  tidy  appearance; 
nothing grabs the eye as being littered or messy. 

Slightly Littered 

A small amount of litter is obvious to the observer. The litter along the 
freeway could be collected by one or two individuals in a short period 
of time. While the freeway has a small amount of litter, the eye is not 
continually grabbed by litter items. 

Littered 
Visible  litter  can  readily  be  seen  along  the  freeway  or  ramp,  likely 
requiring an organized effort  for  removal. This area  is “littered” and 
clearly needs to be addressed. 

Extremely Littered 

Continuous litter is one of the first things noticed about the freeway. 
Major  illegal dumpsites might be  seen,  requiring  equipment  and/or 
extra manpower for removal. There is a strong impression of a lack of 
concern about litter on the freeway. 

Source:  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Stud for Freeways in Santa Clara County Final 
Report, December 2005, p. 3‐3. 

Table 3.8  Landscape Scale 

Level  Description 

Attractive 
Landscaped  areas  are  well  maintained  with  healthy  plants. 
Unlandscaped  areas  are  properly  trimmed  for  safety  and  sight 
clearance and no weeds are apparent. 

Decent 
Landscaped  areas  have  generally  healthy  plants. Unlandscaped  areas 
may have some weeds  that are not excessively high. Trees and brush 
are appropriately trimmed for safety and sight clearance. 

Neglected 

Landscaped  areas  appear  neglected  with  dead/dying  plants/trees 
and/or  irrigation  problems  in  evidence.  Unlandscaped  areas  are 
overgrown  with  high  weeds,  trees,  or  brush,  and  they  may  be 
presenting fire or safety hazards. 

Source:  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Stud for Freeways in Santa Clara County Final 
Report, December 2005, p. 3‐3. 
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Freeway Litter and Landscape Conditions 

Table  3.9  below  shows  the  corresponding  scores  to  the  levels  of  the  visual  scales 
presented  in  Tables  3.7  and  3.8  on  the  previous  page,  and  Table  3‐10  presents  the 
results of the visual assessment of the monitored locations by VTA staff. 

Overall, the cleanliness and neatness of landscaping of the selected monitoring locations 
along  the  freeways  rated  between  Slightly  Littered  –  Littered  for  litter  control  and 
Decent ‐ Neglected for landscape maintenance, an average score of 2.3 for litter and 2.4 
for  landscaping.    The most  littered  and  neglected  locations were  at  US  101/Trimble 
Road‐De La Cruz Boulevard, SR 87/Capitol Expressway, and I‐680/Montague Expressway 
in San Jose.   The  least  littered  locations with decent landscaping was US 101/SR 152  in 
Gilroy,  I‐280/Page Mill  Road  in  Palo  Alto,  and  SR  85/Saratoga  Avenue  in  San  Jose.  
Figures 3.5 to 3.11 show photos of the typical conditions observed in the Fall of 2010 at 
each of the selected monitored locations and nearby areas. 

Table 3.9  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Scoring  

Litter Control   Score  Landscape Maintenance   Score 
No Litter  1  Attractive  1 
Slightly Littered   2  Decent  2 
Littered  3  Neglected  3 
Extremely Littered  4 

Table 3.10  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment 

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

Average Score  2.3  2.4 

Litter score of 2.3 = Slightly Littered – Littered, Landscaping score of 2.4 = Decent – Neglected 
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Peer County Comparison 

Caltrans also assesses litter control and landscape maintenance levels of its freeways by 
county using a similar visual assessment measurement as part of its Maintenance Level 
of Service Report under its Roadside category.  Caltrans basically uses a pass/fail scoring 
system that equates to a numeric value ranging from 0 ‐ 100. 

For the purposes of this TSMP report, both visual assessments by VTA and Caltrans are 
presented here to provide some objectiveness in the reporting.  Caltrans reports only at 
the county  level and not by  individual freeway segments within a county on attributes 
related  to maintenance  of  its  freeways.  Table  3.11  below  reports  on  the  litter  and 
landscape  conditions  assessed  by  Caltrans  and  shows  a  comparison  on  the  same 
condition with Santa Clara County’s peer agencies in the Bay Area. 

Santa Clara County scored slightly less than the average of the all the Bay Area counties 
combined, 63 points  compared with  the average  score of 65 points.   However, Santa 
Clara County  is tied for third place with Sonoma County for having clean freeways and 
maintained  landscaping.    A  copy  of  Caltrans  FY  2010 Maintenance  Level  of  Service 
District 4 Report Executive Summary Draft Report is provided in Appendix D. 

Table 3.11  Litter Control and Landscape Maintenance Assessment  

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

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

Average Score  65 
Rank  3rd (Tie) 

Source:    Caltrans,  FY  2010 Maintenance  Level  of  Service District  4  Report  Executive  Summary 
(Draft), 2011. 
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Figure 3.5  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities 

   
1. US 101/SR 152 Area, Gilroy  2. US 101/SR 85 Area, San Jose 
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Figure 3.6  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 
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Figure 3.7  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 
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Figure 3.8  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 
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Figure 3.9  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 
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Figure 3.10  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 
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Figure 3.11  Photos of Litter and Landscape Monitored Locations and 
Nearby Vicinities (placeholder) 

   

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

  3‐21 

3.4 BRIDGES 
Bridges  are  an  important  transportation  asset  as  they  provide  connectivity  between 
communities.  There are nearly 490 bridges maintained by the local jurisdictions in Santa 
Clara County.   Table 3.12 below  shows  the number of bridges by  jurisdiction and  the 
average  bridge  age.    In  addition,  there  are  approximately  572  bridges  in  Santa  Clara 
County maintained by Caltrans.2 

The majority  of  bridges  lie within  the  jurisdictions  of  City  of  San  Jose  and  County  of 
Santa Clara, with each agency maintaining over 150 bridges.   The jurisdictions with the 
oldest bridges  lie  in Los Altos and Cupertino  (over 69 years).   The average age of  the 
bridges in Santa Clara County is 46 years. 

Table 3.12  Bridge Inventory by Jurisdiction 

Local Jurisdictions  Number of Bridges  Average Bridge Age 
Campbell  8  43 
Cupertino  5  69 
Gilroy  11  26 
Los Altos  4  74 
Los Altos Hills  5  29 
Los Gatos  5  48 
Milpitas  17  29 
Monte Sereno  1  45 
Morgan Hill  4  35 
Mountain View  13  40 
Palo Alto  32  48 
San Jose  155  51 
Santa Clara  32  43 
Saratoga  19  55 
Sunnyvale  12  43 
County of Santa Clara  160  56 
Total  483  46 

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

   

                                                            
2  Information on  the current average age and condition of bridges maintained by Caltrans was 
not available so it was not included in the 2011 TMSP report. 
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A  common measure of bridge  condition  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, bridges  in good  condition are defined as bridges with 
sufficiency rating greater than 80 points.   Figure 3.12 below summarizes the condition 
of bridges in Santa Clara County from 2009 to 2010. 

The percentage of local bridges in “Good” condition in 2010 decreased slightly by 2% to 
62%  compared with  64%  of  bridges  assessed  the  same  condition  in  2009.    It  can  be 
anticipated  that  as  the  bridge  structures  continue  to  age,  work  and  resources  to 
maintain them to good condition levels will increase in the future. 

Figure 3.12  2009‐2010 Bridge Condition Comparison 

 
 

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

Note:  Comparisons from 2009 to 2010 could not be made for all agencies due to unavailability of 
some. 
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Peer County Comparison 

There are approximately 1,096 bridges maintained by local agencies in the San Francisco 
Bay Area.    In comparison with  the other counties  in  the Bay Area, Santa Clara County 
has the most number of local bridges with 435 bridges.  Sonoma County has the second 
most  number  of  local  bridges  with  418  bridges.    Figure  3.13  below  illustrates  the 
number of local bridges within each county. 

Figure 3.13  Bridge Inventory by County 

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

Based  on  information  from  2008,  Table  3.13  on  the  next  page  presents  local  bridge 
conditions  by  county.3    Both  of  these  bridge  comparisons were  developed  by MTC.  
Taken together, the data shows the following:   1) that there are more bridges  in Santa 
Clara County than  in any other Bay Area counties, 2) the bridges  in Santa Clara County 
are on average newer than bridges  in other counties, and 3) the bridges  in Santa Clara 
County are in slightly better condition than bridges in other counties. 

   

                                                            
3 Data from data was not available so information from 2008 is being presented here.  

0

100

200

300

400

500

N
um

be
r o

f L
oc
al
 B
ri
dg
es

9.b



2011 Transportation Systems Monitoring Program 

3‐24    

Table 3.13  Bridge Condition by County ‐ 2008 

County 
Number of  
Bridges  Average Age 

Average Sufficiency 
Rating 

Alameda  179  42  82.6 

Contra Costa  291  37  83.6 

Marin  115  52  76.2 

Napa  105  53  73.5 

San Francisco  43  50  74.6 

San Mateo  135  46  75.9 

Santa Clara  435  36  82.3 

Solano  185  34  87.8 

Sonoma  418  42  78.3 

  1,096  41  80.7 

Source:  MTC, Local Bridge Needs Update, April 2008 

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

VTA, as a  congestion management agency  for  Santa Clara County,  routinely monitors 
the traffic conditions of its freeways annually and its Congestion Management Program 
(CMP)  intersections  biannually.    VTA  has  been  monitoring  its  CMP  roadway  and 
intersection facilities since 1997, when the CMP for Santa Clara County was established.  
For the purpose of the TSMP report, the year 2000 is used as the starting base year. 

Table 3.14 below presents the number of freeway  lane miles  in Santa Clara County by 
lane use and number of CMP  intersections monitored.   The  two  lane uses are general 
purpose  lanes  and  HOV  lanes.    There  are  approximately  860 mixed‐flow  or  general 
purpose lane miles of freeways and 170 HOV lane miles in Santa Clara County.  As part 
of  the CMP network, VTA also monitors 252 major  intersections.   These  intersections 
are monitored every two years. 
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Table 3.14  Freeway and Intersections Inventory 

Category  Facilities 

Freeway  General Purpose Lanes  860 lane miles 

Freeway  High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes  175 lane mile 

CMP Intersections  252 

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

To describe the traffic conditions of the freeways and intersections, a scale from A to F 
(with  A  representing  free  flow  moving  traffic  or  minimal  delays  at  signalized 
intersections  and  F  representing  “stop  and  go”  traffic  or  significant  delays  at 
intersections)  is used based on  the motorist perception.    This  scale  is  called  Level of 
Service (LOS).   

The standard LOS for Santa Clara County is LOS E, which represents traffic moving at the 
capacity of the freeways and intersections.  Traffic flows on the freeways are extremely 
unstable  with  little  or  no  usable  gaps  between  vehicles.    Delays  at  signalized 
intersections are approximately 1 to nearly 1 ½ minute.  These conditions typically occur 
during  the AM and PM peak commute hours of  the day.   The LOS scales  for both  the 
freeways and intersections are provided in Tables 3.X and 3.X on pages X and X.  

For the purpose of the TSMP, LOS C or better is used as a baseline to measure the traffic 
conditions on the  freeways and at the  intersections.   The reason  for this  is that LOS C 
represents when the traffic conditions begin to deteriorate or become unstable.   Also, 
by  monitoring  from  LOS  C  instead  of  LOS  E,  there  is  more  sensitivity  in  observing 
fluctuations or changes in traffic conditions at this level within the LOS scale.   

Figure  3.14  on  the  next  page  illustrates  traffic  conditions  of  the  freeway  general 
purpose  and HOV  lanes  and  CMP  intersection  network  in which  traffic moves  freely 
throughout the entire day for both the AM and PM peak periods at LOS C or better from 
years 2000 to 2010. 

Freeway General Purpose Lanes 

From  2000  to  2010,  there  has  been  a  downward  trend  in  the  percentage  of  vehicle 
traffic in the general purpose lanes moving at LOS C or better from 39% to 17%.  There 
are many variables  that affect  traffic  conditions.   This  trend could be  the  result of an 
increase of vehicles on the freeway system moving at LOS D, operational improvements 
on freeway, or a combination of both scenarios.   

As  for  changes  from 2009  to 2010,  there was  a minimal  change of  ‐1%  in  the  traffic 
conditions in the general purpose lanes moving at LOS C. 
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Figure 3.14  Percent of Freeways and Intersections with Traffic Moving 
Freely  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

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

Freeway High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 

The  operations  of  HOV  lanes  in  the  Bay  Area  are  unique  in  that  drivers,  including 
violators, are  free  to enter and exit  these  lanes at any  time without  restricted access.  
This  type of  traffic operations can cause unpredictable  traffic conditions on when and 
where  drivers  enter  and  exit  the HOV  lanes  and when  and where  traffic  congestion 
occurs along the freeway system, especially during the AM and peak commute periods. 

From  2000  to  2010,  there was  also  a  downward  trend  in  the  percentage  of  vehicle 
traffic in the HOV lanes moving at LOS C or better from 81% to 51%.  This trend could be 
due to the same reasons for the similar situation that occurred with the general purpose 
lanes in the same period. 

From 2009 to 2010, there was a decrease of nearly 20 % in the number of freeway lane 
miles moving at LOS C or better in the HOV lanes.  This can be attributed to weaving that 
naturally  occurs when  drivers  are  entering  and  exiting  the HOV  lanes  and when  the 
aerial photos was taken. 

VTA monitors  level of service  (LOS) on freeways by using aerial photography to collect 
vehicle density data.  Density is directly measured by counting the number of vehicles in 
the  freeway  segments  from  the  aerial  photographs.    The  photo  that  displays  the 
greatest vehicle density for each freeway segment  is considered to represent the peak 
period and selected  for analysis  to estimate  the  traffic condition and LOS.   The use of 
aerial photos  is  intended to provide a snap shot of typical general traffic conditions so 
fluctuations in the data may occur from year to year.  In theory, data collected over an 
extended  period  of  time  should  present  a  reasonable  average  condition  or  trend  on 
traffic conditions. 
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CMP Intersections 

The LOS for intersections is based on average seconds of delay or average control delay.  
From a motorist’s perception, this means the length of time it takes for a vehicle to pass 
through  an  intersection.      Table  3.5  shows  the  LOS  thresholds  used  for monitoring 
intersections.    For  TSMP  purposes,  LOS  C  or  better  is  used  as  the  base  line  for 
monitoring. 

From 2000 to 2010, there was an increase of 6% of f intersections operating at LOS C or 
better from 43%  in 2000 to 46%.   LOS C for CMP  intersections  in Santa Clara County  is 
defined as motorists experiencing delays of 20 to 35 seconds.   The average percent of 
CMP  intersections  operating  at  LOS  C  or  better  for  the  same  time  period  was 
approximately 45%.  This means that motorists waited an average of 35 seconds or less 
to  pass  through  an  intersection  45%  of  the  time  at  any  one  of  the  252  CMP 
intersections.  

Table 3.15  CMP Intersection Level of Service Thresholds 

LOS 
Average Control Delay 
(seconds per vehicle) 

Description 

A  Delay ≤ 10 or less 
Progression  is extremely  favorable and most vehicles arrive 
during the green phase.  Most vehicles do not stop at all. 

B+ 
B 
B‐ 

10 < delay ≤ 12
12 < delay ≤ 18 
18 < delay ≤ 20 

Good progression and/or sort cycle  lengths.   More vehicles 
stop than for LOS A, ‐ causing higher average delays. 

C+ 
C 
C‐ 

20 < delay ≤ 23 
23 < delay ≤ 32 
32 < delay ≤ 35 

Higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer 
cycle  lengths.    Individual cycle failures may begin to appear 
in  this  level.   The number of vehicles stopping  is significant 
at  this  level,  although  many  still  pass  through  the 
intersection without stopping. 

D+ 
D 
D‐ 

35 < delay ≤ 39 
39 < delay ≤ 51 
51 < delay ≤ 55 

The  influence  of  congestion  becomes  more  noticeable.  
Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of 
unfavorable progress,  long cycle  lengths, or high volume to 
capacity (V/C) ratios.  Many vehicles top, and the proportion 
of  vehicles  not  stopping  declines.    Individual  cycle  failures 
are noticeable. 

E+ 
E 
E‐ 

55 < delay ≤ 60
60 < delay ≤ 75 
75 < delay ≤ 80 

This  is  considered  to be  the  limit of  capacity delay.   These 
high  elay  values  generally  indicate  poor  progression,  long 
cycle  lengths, and high V/C  ratios.    Individual  cycle  failures 
are frequent occurrences. 

F  Delay >  80 

This is considered to be unacceptable to most drivers.   This 
condition  occurs  with  over‐saturation  (when  arrival  flow 
rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  intersection).    Poor 
progression  and  long  cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 

Source:  VTA, 2010 Annual Monitoring & Conformance Report, May 2011. 
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3.6 BIKE MOBILITY 
The vision for bike mobility  in Santa Clara County  is “to establish, protect and enhance 
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.”4    In an effort  to 
achieve this vision, VTA has developed a countywide bicycle plan that defines a county 
bike network composed of on‐street bikeways, the county expressway system and off‐
street paths.  

The Countywide Bicycle Plan  identifies a  list of projects  that  fill  in  the gaps along  the 
planned bike corridors that connect Santa Clara County’s 16  jurisdictions and adjacent 
counties’  bicycle  plans.    The  countywide  bicycle  plan  also  identifies  needed  Across 
Barrier  Connections  (ABCs)  which  enable  bicyclists  to  conveniently  and  safely  cross 
freeways, waterways and railroad tracks rather than make circuitous detours to existing 
roadway crossings.  By significantly shortening the length of the trip, the construction of 
bridges and/or underpasses for non‐motorized users also increases the probability that 
trips will be conducted by biking or walking.  

For the purpose of the TSMP, the monitoring of planned bicycle projects compared with 
the number of miles and projects completed  is used to measure the county’s progress 
towards achieving its vision for bike mobility in Santa Clara County.  Tables 3.16 to 3.19 
present the areas measured and the progress made through 2010 on the planned bike 
improvement identified in the 2008 Countywide Bicycle Plan. 

Tables 3.16 and 3.17 presents the number of planned and completed bicycle on and off 
street  projects  by  miles.    Bike  on‐street  projects  are  bike  projects  along  roadways 
shared with  autos;  and bike off‐street projects  are bike projects  along  trails or paths 
shared with pedestrians.  From 2008 to 2010, 62 miles of the on‐street projects and 119 
miles  of  off‐street  projects were  completed.    This  represents  a  completion  of  5%  of 
planned on‐street project miles and 9% of planned off‐street project miles or a total of 
56% and 44% respectively for both plans. 

Table 3.16  Cross County Bike On‐Street Projects 

Cross County Bike Network‐On‐street  2008  2010 

Total length  514   584 

Completed miles  263  325 

Planned miles  251  259 

Percent complete  51%  56% 

Source:  VTA, Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 

                                                            
4 VTA Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 
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Table 3.17  Cross County Bike Off‐Street Projects 

Cross County Bike Network‐Off‐street  2008  2010 

Total length  682  813 

Completed miles  242  361 

Planned miles  440  452 

Percent complete  35%  44% 

Source:  VTA, Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 

 

Table 3.18  Across Barrier Connection Projects 

2008  2010 

Total Planned/Potential ABC’s (CBP 2008)  115  115 

Under Construction      3  1 

Completed ABCs  0  3 

Remaining to be completed      111  113 

Percent complete  0%  3% 

Source:  VTA, Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 

Across barrier  connections  are  connections  that enable bicyclists  to  conveniently  and 
safely  cross  freeways,  waterways  and  railroad  tracks  rather  than  make  circuitous 
detours  to existing roadway crossings.   From 2008  to 2010, 3 of the 115 planned ABC 
projects have been completed and one project was under construction.  This represents 
3% of the total planned ABC project. 

 

Table 3.16  Bike Lanes/Shoulders on Roadway Crossings (over/under 
barriers) Projects 

2008  2010 
Total Number of Bike Lane Projects 197  197 

Under construction       1  1 

Completed   0  1 

Remaining to be completed      196  196 

Percent complete        0%  1% 

Source:  VTA, Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 

Bike  lanes/shoulders  on  roadway  crossing  (over/under  barriers)  project  are  project 
related to widening or restriping of roadways to accommodate bicycles.   From 2008 to 
2010, only 1 project out of a total of 197 planned projects (1%) were completed.  
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Table 3.17  Freeway Interchange Ramp Bike Modification Projects 

2008  2010 
Total Number of Freeway Ramp Modification 
Projects revisions (CBP 2008)  80  80 

Under construction       0  0 

Completed   0  0 

Remaining Difficult ramps            80  80 

Percent complete        0%  0% 

Source:  VTA, Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, August 2008. 

Freeway  interchange  ramp  bike modification  projects  are  improvements  proposed  at 
existing freeway on and off ramps to make crossing for bicyclists easier such as bicycle 
bypass  lanes  and  curb  extension  that  improve  site  distance  for  auto  drivers  to  see 
bicyclists  and  reducing  the  length  for  bicyclist  to  cross  at  on/off  ramp  entries/exits.  
These projects are usually within  the State right‐of‐way and require coordination with 
Caltrans.    There  are  a  total  of  80  planned  projects.    To  date,  no  projects  have  been 
completed  
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3.7 TRANSIT 
Transit  is another  important transportation system component of Santa Clara County’s 
transportation system  infrastructure.   There are two major transit services provided by 
VTA  in  Santa  Clara  County:    bus  service  and  light  rail  service.    VTA  also  provides 
paratransit  service,  a  special  door‐to‐door  service  for  individuals with  specific  needs.  
For the purpose of the TSMP, only the bus and  light rail services are monitored.   Table 
3.19 below summarizes the transit inventory used to provide this service. 

Table 3.18  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, Transit Operation Performance Report, FY 2010 Annual Report, October 2010. 

The TSMP covers  two aspects of  transit performance:   quality of service provided and 
annual  travel  trips per person.   These  two measures are presented  in Figures 3.15  to 
3.16 from 2005 to 2010.   

Figure 3.15 presents the percentage of on time performance for bus and light rail transit 
services.  This measure tracks the reliability of transit vehicles departing or arriving at a 
location on time within five minutes of the scheduled time.  

From 2005 to 2010, the average on time performance for both bus and light rail services 
was  90%.    From  2009  to  2010,  the  on  time  performance  for  bus  service  increased 
slightly by 0.5% to 89.1% and light rail service declined by 1.9% to 88.2% against a goal 
of 90%.  There are many external factors that can affect transit service, such as incidents 
related  to  auto  traffic,  roadway  repairs  or  rehabilitation  projects,  and maintenance 
related to trackways along the light rail routes.  
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Figure 3.15 On Time Performance 

 
Source:  VTA, Transit Operation Performance Report, FY 2010 Annual Report, October 2010. 

Figure  3.16  presents  the  annual  transit  trips  per  person.    This  measure  tracks  the 
number of people using VTA’s bus and light rail services.  The number of annual trips per 
person is calculated by dividing the total number of annual boardings by the population 
in the county. 

From  2005  to  2010,  the  number  of  annual  transit  trips  per  person  has  remained 
consistent between 17.3 to 18.0 for bus trips; however, for light rail, there was a steady 
increase of 3.3  to 5.8 annual  trips per person.   From 2009  to 2010,  there was a slight 
decline of an average of less than 0.5% in transit trips for both bus and light rail. 

Figure 3.16 Annual Transit Trips per Person 

 
Source:  VTA, Transit Operation Performance Report, FY 2010 Annual Report, October 2010. 

Peer County Comparison 

There are 25 transit agencies that serve the Bay Area.  To provide some context on the 
scale  of VTA’s  transit  system  compared with  other  transit  agencies,  a  comparison  of 
selected transit agencies in size and operations is provided in Table 3.20. 
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Table 3.19  Comparison of Transit Agencies 

Transit 
Agency 

Primary 
County(ies) 
Served 

Square 
Miles  Population 

Ridership 
per 

Capita 

Active Transit 
Fleet (Bus, 
Ferry, Light 
Rail...) 

Number 
of 

Routes 

AC Transit 
Alameda, 

Contra Costa  364  1,415,129  43.1  632  109 

Golden 
Gate 

Marin, 
Sonoma  160  815,000  10.3  201  48 

Muni  San Francisco  49  824,525  270.0  5,051  74 

Sam Trans  San Mateo  446  706,984  20.2  394  54 

VTA  Santa Clara  326  1,880,876  22.8  523  77 

Source:  MTC, Statistical Summary of Bay Area Transit Operators, June 2011. 

3.8 SUSTAINABILITY 
There  is a growing public desire  to monitor progress  towards sustainability.   Although 
there  are  currently  no  standard  measures  for  monitoring  sustainability  related  to 
transportation established by regional public agencies, there is some data that could be 
used for this purpose. 

For the purpose of the TSMP, three measures have been selected to monitor progress 
made  toward  sustainability  from  a  transportation  planning  view  point.    The  three 
measures are vehicle miles traveled per person, fuel efficiency of vehicles, and number 
of air quality infractions in Santa Clara County. 

Motor vehicles 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  Figure  3.17.    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 than cars traveling at the speed limit. 
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Appendix D – Bikeway Projects 

This appendix  includes Caltrans’ FY 2010 Maintenance Level of Service  (LOS) District 4 
Report,  and  the  FY  2010  Attribute  Summaries  for  the  nine  Bay Area  counties within 
District 4. 
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Date: August 29, 2011

Current Meeting: September 8, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: 2012 State Transportation Improvement Program

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 2012 State Transportation 
Improvement Program for Santa Clara County.

BACKGROUND:

The California State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the biennial five-year plan 
adopted by the California Commission for future allocations of certain State and Federal 
transportation funds for state highway improvements, intercity rail, and regional highway and 
transit improvements. State law requires the Commission to update the STIP biennially, in even-
numbered years, with each new STIP adding two new years to prior programming commitments.  
We are currently in the 2010 STIP cycle.  This memorandum addresses VTA's priorities for the 
2012 STIP cycle, which will begin on July 1, 2012.  

By statute, the responsibility for developing STIP programming priorities is divided between the 
state's Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans).  Collectively, the RTPAs control 75% of the funding, through the 
Regional Improvement Program (RIP).  Each one of California's 52 counties has a RIP "County 
Share," determined by a formula based on population and road miles, and subject to a 
North/South split.  The remaining 25% of the funds are in the Interregional Improvement 
Program (IIP), and Caltrans selects the projects.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the nine-county Bay Area's RTPA.  
MTC's STIP policy generally delegates the responsibility for programming each county's RIP 
share to the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) in each county.  VTA is the CMA for 
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Santa Clara County.  

DISCUSSION:

Typically, the two new STIP years (in this case 2016 and 2017) would bring new programming 
capacity for the VTA Board to prioritize. However, due to the State's continued poor economy, 
there has been little new program capacity since 2008. The CTC also advanced a significant 
amount of program capacity to Santa Clara County in 2004 to build carpool lanes on State Route 
87 (SR-87), and reconstruct the I-880/Coleman Interchange, and to the Measure A program in 
2008 as part of a funding exchange that enabled VTA to environmentally clear, design, and 
match Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) grants to construct carpool lanes on US 
101 and I-880, as well as rebuild the US 101 Tully Interchange, the US 101 Capitol/Yerba Buena 
interchange, and part of the I-280/Stevens Creek interchange. As a result there is no new
programming capacity for Santa Clara County in the 2012 STIP.   

Although there is no new program capacity, VTA staff recommends that the VTA Board make 
the following adjustments to the existing STIP program:

(1) Program $1.3M for Planning, Programming and Monitoring purposes. The CTC will 
advance programming capacity for this purpose in 2016 and 2017.  VTA currently receives 
approximately $696,000 per year, which funds a significant part of the Congestion Management 
Program. The current programming ends in 2015. This action would continue funding through 
2017.

(2) Program $4.6 M in Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds currently held in a STIP reserve 
to specific projects.  These funds can only be used for VTA's Community Design in 
Transportation (CDT) Program or Bicycle Expenditure Plan (BEP) projects. They are currently 
held in a reserve in 2014 and 2015.  VTA staff issued a call-for-projects to the member agencies 
on July 20, 2011.  Requests are due on September 8, 2011, and VTA staff plans to bring a 
program of projects to the Board for review and approval as a separate action at its November 3, 
2011 meeting.

ALTERNATIVES:

The Board may adopt other programming alternatives.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no change to the existing budgets.  The PPM funds will not be included in a VTA 
budget until 2016, and TE fund recipients receive the grant funding directly from the State 
without a VTA pass-through.

Prepared by: Marcella Rensi
Memo No. 3169
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ATTACHMENT A 
CURRENT SANTA CLARA COUNTY STIP PROGRAMMING

AS OF SEPTEMBER 2011
($ Millions)

Category Agency Project Title/Description STIP Programming Fiscal Year

Planning, Programming & Monitoring

1 MTC Planning, Programming and Monitoring  $                                0.68 FY'11 - FY'15
2 VTA Planning, Programming and Monitoring 3.48$                                FY'11 - FY'15

Capital Projects
3 VTA BART to San Jose; extend BART from Warm Springs to Berryessa 

(TCRP #1.2)
 $                              50.44 FY'13

4 VTA Capitol LRT Ext. Phase I: Eastridge Transit Center - In San Jose, at 
Eastridge Transit Center and along Capitol Expressway, between 
Capitol Avenue and Eastridge 

 $                              26.88 FY'11 - FY'12

5 VTA Capitol LRT Ext. Phase I: Pedestrian/Bike Access - Improve 
pedestrian access to LRT corridor

 $                              16.00 FY'11

6 VTA Capitol Expressway Light Rail Extension (Phase II) - In San Jose, 
along Capitol Expressway, from Alum Rock Avenue to Eastridge 
Transit Center.  Extend light rail.

 $                              13.00 FY'13

7 Caltrans Route 101 Landscaping - Route 101 Landscaping  $                                1.04 FY'11
8 Caltrans Guadalupe Freeway- Riparian Habitat - In San Jose, Julian Street to 

Route 101. Upgrade 4 lane highway to 6 lane freeway, with high 
occupancy vehicle lanes (monitor riparian habitat).

 $                                0.75 FY'11

Transportation Enhancements
9 Campbell Winchester Boulevard Improvement Project - In the city of San Jose, 

on Winchester from Latimer to Budd. Construct pedestrian 
enhancements,  install landscaped median. 

 $                                1.12 FY'11

10 San Jose San Carlos Multimodal Streetscape Improvements - In the city of 
San Jose on south San Carlos Street. Construct pedestrian-oriented 
improvements.

 $                                1.50 FY'12

11 San Jose Lower Guadalupe River Trail:  Tasman Dr Underpass - In theCity of 
San Jose. Reconstruct 200 ft of Lower Guadalupe Trail under 
Tasman Drive.

 $                                0.66 FY'12

12 Sunnyvale Downtown Streetscape Improvements - In the city of Sunnyvale. 
Construct wide sidewalks, new bike parking, upgrade of wheelchair 
ramps, install street furniture

 $                                1.50 FY'11

13 Milpitas Escuela Parkway Ped and Bike Enhancements - In the City of 
Milpitas. Widen eastside sidewalk along Escuela Parkway, from 
Washington to Russel, install shade trees

 $                                0.50 FY'12

14 Los Altos H Los Altos Hills School project - In the city of Los Altos Hills. Widen 
1.7 mile segment of West Fremont Road to construct a six foot wide 
bike path in each direction

 $                                0.80 FY'12

15 Gilroy Gilroy School Crossings, Sidewalks, and Bike Lanes - At various 
locations in the city of Gilroy. Construct various school crossing 
improvements, build-up sidewalk gaps

 $                                0.70 FY'12

16 N/A TE Reserve (VTA SCL County Share)  $                                4.59 FY'13 - FY'14
17 N/A TE reserve (MTC Share) 5.40$                                FY'13 - FY'15 

Total $                            129.04 
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Date: August 29, 2011

Current Meeting: September 8, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: Local Program Reserve for San Tomas Expressway Widening

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 programming of $900,000 in Local 
Program Reserve (LPR) funds for the County’s San Tomas Expressway Widening project.

BACKGROUND:

The County of Santa Clara is the only county in California operating a comprehensive 
expressway system within urban areas. As such, it is the owner-operator of the eight expressways 
including San Tomas. The County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department is responsible 
for the safety, maintenance and operation of the county-wide expressway system. In January 
2009, the VTA Board of Directors endorsed the updated County of Santa Clara Comprehensive 
County Expressway Planning Study which provided a long-term plan for the improvement and 
maintenance of the expressway system. 

Expressway projects include a wide array of project types covering all areas of need, including 
capacity and operational improvements, signal operations, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and finishing elements such as landscaping and 
soundwalls.

Local Program Reserve (LPR) funding assistance to member agencies is based on the following 
factors: compatibility with VTA’s goals, countywide significance, inability to obtain and/or use 
other funding sources, and risk of losing other funding. The VTA Board provides discretionary 
assistance on an individual basis when an agency identifies a specific need meeting the criteria 
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described above, which it cannot address with its own resources, or any other resources 
identified in consultation with VTA staff. These needs are often urgent to maintain the viability 
of the project or because there is no other fund source available.

DISCUSSION:

The Expressway Planning Study identified the widening of San Tomas Expressway as a Tier 1A 
priority capacity and operational improvement project. The widening improvements for San 
Tomas Expressway are necessary to improve traffic flow, reduce delay to motorists, and reduce 
traffic congestion in both the City of Santa Clara and on the expressway. 

For the design, environmental and right of way phase, the City of Santa Clara has secured 
development impact fees in excess of $1.1 million and the County will contribute $1.5 million of 
expressway funds. In order to meet the construction award date, the design phase must be 
completed June 2013. If the construction contract award deadline is not met, the City’s secured 
$1.7 million development impact fees for the construction phase will expire. Therefore, the 
County requests $900,000 Local Program Reserve funds to complete the design phase as 
scheduled.

The project is ineligible for any of VTA's other current grant programs.  VTA staff therefore 
considers this proposal to be a special situation where a regional fund investment is justified. 
VTA staff recommends that the Board program $900,000 of Local Program Reserve funds to this 
project.

ALTERNATIVES:

The Board may choose not to fund this project, or to fund it at a different amount.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is sufficient appropriation for this expenditure in the FY11 Adopted 1996 Measure B 
Transportation Improvement Program Fund Capital Budget.

Prepared by: Celeste Fiore
Memo No. 3267
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Date: August 24, 2011

Current Meeting: September 8, 2011

Board Meeting: October 6, 2011

BOARD MEMORANDUM

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Technical Advisory Committee

THROUGH: General Manager, Michael T. Burns

FROM: Chief CMA Officer, John Ristow

SUBJECT: BEP Project Status Semi-Annual Update

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

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

BACKGROUND:

Santa Clara County's most recent long-range transportation plan, the Valley Transportation Plan 
(VTP) 2035, adopted in December 2008, included an allocation of $160 million in future funding 
commitments to bicycle projects throughout Santa Clara County.  This $160 million funding is 
referred to as the Bicycle Expenditure Program (BEP) and is the implementation plan for 
regional and countywide bicycle projects in Santa Clara County.  It is governed by a set of 
policies adopted by the VTA Board of Directors including criteria for evaluating and scoring 
potential bicycle projects to include in the BEP.  The BEP project list, adopted by the Board on 
June 4, 2009, provides a more detailed listing of the highest priority bicycle projects describing 
scope, schedule and planned funding amounts. This memorandum is intended to provide a status 
report on the progress of projects within the plan. This report was last presented to the 
committees in February 2011.

DISCUSSION:

Overall, Cities and County are making good progress in project development. Santa Clara 
County jurisdictions and VTA have an admirable track record for planning, funding, and 
building bicycle projects. 

Table 1 shows the funding status of the 81 projects compared to that of six months ago; the 
projects are categorized as completed, active, and no progress. Active projects are further broken 
down as fully funded, funded with BEP funds, and funded with only non-BEP funds. Since the 
last report in February 2011, one of the fully funded projects, Borregas Bike Lanes in Sunnyvale, 
has been completed (Group A); and five projects have moved out of the No Funding Category, 
including Hedding Street Bikeway, Thompson Creek Trail and Willow Glen Spur Trail, all in 
San Jose; Pastoria Avenue Bike Lanes in Sunnyvale; and Loyola Bridge at Foothill Expressway. 
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The roadway bikeway projects were programmed BEP Transportation Development Act Article 
3 funds in June 2011, and the two San Jose trails projects and the Expressway bridge received 
outside grants. Fifteen projects are fully funded and are under development (Groups B and C), 
and twenty-two (Group D) are in progress but are not fully funded. This latter group of active 
projects will need funding in the upcoming cycles. In sum, 46 of the 81 projects are either 
completed or in some stage of implementation. The remaining 35projects (Group E) are currently 
not funded.  

Table 1

Summary of BEP Project Funding Status

Group Funding Status # of Projects 

Feb. 2011 Aug. 2011

A Completed 8 9

B Active: Fully funded and in progress w/o BEP 

funding

4 4

C Active: Fully funded and in progress with BEP 

funding

11 11

D Active: In progress but not fully funded 18 22

E No funding 40 35

Total 81 81

Attachment A presents the list of projects in each of the funding status groups. Attachment B 
presents the progress of the BEP projects by jurisdiction. Of note, many jurisdictions have been 
successful in obtaining funds outside of the BEP (in Groups B and D), such as Bicycle 
Transportation Account funds from Caltrans (County Bike Detection on Expressways) and Safe 
Routes to School funds (Los Gatos' Blossom Hill Road Bike Lanes).

As identified last February, based on a review of current schedules it appears likely that many 
BEP projects will be at the same stage of readiness, i.e. ready to award a construction contract, in 
the next one or two funding cycles. If all of these projects progress according to current 
schedules, VTA anticipates that at least $16 million will be needed starting in FY 2012/13 and 
another $30 million in FY 2013/14. This will be a funding need in addition to any additional 
BEP projects initiated in the next two years. The estimated funding available for BEP projects is 
approximately $5-8 million during the same time period, resulting in a potential shortfall of $38 
million that, unless remedied, would cause delay for many projects. The proposed new One Bay
Area Grant proposal, with increased funding and more flexibility, may help with some of this 
shortfall but not all. Accordingly, VTA may need to develop additional criteria to select projects 
to receive BEP funding in the event the program becomes over-subscribed in the near-term. 

In conclusion, while excellent progress has been made with VTP 2035 BEP project list, this 
progress would be impacted by the anticipated limitations of BEP funding over the next two to 
three years. VTA will continue to assist project sponsors in obtaining funding through both 
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traditional and other fund sources; however, project sponsors are encouraged to look outside the 
BEP funding to implement their projects in a timely fashion. 

Prepared By: Michelle DeRobertis
Memo No. 3218
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Attachment A: BEP Project List Funding Status
Project Sponsor Project Title Total 

Project Cost
   BEP $ 

Assigned 
BEP $ 

Programmed
Project 
status

 Group: Completed

County 
Roads&Airports

Foothill - Loyola Bridge(8)—Short-
term

$460,000$0

Cupertino Mary Ave. at I-280 Bicycle 
/Pedestrian Overcrossing

$15,400,000$0

Gilroy Uvas Creek Trail Feasibility Study $150,000$120,000

Los Altos Adobe Creek Bike/Ped Bridge 
Replacement

$500,000$0

Los Altos Hills Moody Rd./El Monte Rd. Bike 
Improvements - Segments 1-3

$3,500,000$0

Santa Clara San Tomas Aquino Creek Trail - 
North of Monroe Ave. to SR 237

$10,000,000$0

Sunnyvale Borregas Bike Lanes between 
Weddell and Persian 

$60,000$50,000

Sunnyvale Borregas Bicycle Bridge Over US 101 
and SR 237

$8,700,000$0

VTA Pilot Bicycle Parking Program $250,000$30,000

 Group: Fully Funded w/o BEP-IP

Gilroy Lions Creek SCVWD Service Road 
west  (Wren Ave. to Kern Ave.)

$900,000$720,000

Los Gatos Blossom Hill Rd. Sidewalks and 
Bicycle Lanes from Cherrystone Dr to 
Camino del Cerro

$800,000$640,000

Mountain View Permanente Creek Trail 
Bike/Pedestrian Crossing of US 101 
and Old Middlefield Way

$9,500,000$2,100,000

Sunnyvale Sunnyvale East Drainage Trail $1,330,000$1,040,000

 Group: Fully Funded-IP

Campbell Campbell Ave.Widening over Los 
Gatos Creek

$1,500,000$0

Morgan Hill West Little Llagas Creek Trail Phase4 
(Spring Rd to Edes)

$650,000$500,000

Morgan Hill Highway 101 and Cochrane Rd. $600,000$480,000

Morgan Hill Madrone Recharge Channel $500,000$400,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  
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Project TitleProject Sponsor: Total
Project Cost

  BEP $ 
Assigned 

BEP $ 
Programmed

 Project 
Status

GROUP: Fully Funded-IP
Campbell Ave.Widening 
over Los Gatos Creek

$252,000 $0Campbell $1,500,000

West Little Llagas Creek 
Trail Phase4 (Spring Rd to 
Edes)

$284,000 $500,000Morgan Hill $650,000

Madrone Recharge Channel $53,275 $400,000Morgan Hill $500,000

Highway 101 and Cochrane 
Rd.

$162,000 $480,000Morgan Hill $600,000

Stevens Creek Trail Reach 
4 & bike bridge over SR 85  
(Sleeper To Dale 
Heatherstone)

$818,144 $7,000,000Mountain View $10,000,000

Guadalupe River Trail 
(Montague Expwy. to 
Alviso)

$1,377,000 $2,620,000San Jose $5,000,000

San Tomas Aquino Creek 
Trail - Monroe Ave. to  
south/west city limit

$1,358,000 $1,300,000Santa Clara $1,600,000

PG&E De Anza Trail 
(Reach 3) Joe'sTrail

$1,780,000 $220,000Saratoga $2,497,000

SR 9 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Safety 
Improvements

$35,000 $0Saratoga/LosGa
tos

$2,700,000

Hendy Avenue, Bike Lanes 
from Sunnyvale Avenue to 
Fair Oaks Avenue

$436,800 $540,000Sunnyvale $670,000

Pastoria Avenue, Bike 
Lanes from El Camino Real 
to Evelyn Avenue

$85,000 $190,000Sunnyvale $237,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  

Page 2 of 6  08/24/2011

12.a



Project TitleProject Sponsor: Total
Project Cost

  BEP $ 
Assigned 

BEP $ 
Programmed

 Project 
Status

GROUP: IP-BEP funds
Portals Project: Widening 
Campbell Ave. under SR 17 
for Bike Lanes

$424,000 $2,400,000Campbell $3,000,000

All Expressways + Santa 
Teresa Blvd./Hale Ave. 
Bicycle Detection

$900,000 $1,680,000County Roads $2,100,000

Western Ronan Channel 
SCVWD service road 
(Leavesley to Llagas Creek)

$345,000 $2,160,000Gilroy $2,700,000

Lions Creek Trail SCVWD 
on service road between 
Kern Ave. and  Day Rd.

$245,500 $1,520,000Gilroy $1,900,000

Lions Creek SCVWD Trail- 
on service road between 
Tapestry and  Santa Teresa 
Blvd/Day Rd. (east) 
intersection.

$77,500 $480,000Gilroy $600,000

Bicycle Boulevards 
Network Project

$135,000 $3,930,000Palo Alto $5,000,000

Los Gatos Creek Trail 
Reach 5 (Auzerais Ave. to 
Park Ave.)-Reach 5a,5b & 
5c

$1,250,000 $5,860,000San Jose $7,300,000

Los Gatos Creek Trail (Park 
Ave. to Santa Clara St.) 
Reach 5d

$500,000 $2,940,000San Jose $5,000,000

Park Ave./San Fernando 
St./San Antonio Bikeway

$43,000 $80,000San Jose $100,000

San Tomas Aquino Creek 
Spur Trail from Cabrillo to 
Central Park

$765,000 $800,000Santa Clara $1,000,000

Mary Avenue, Bike Lanes  
from Evelyn to Fremont , 
30 mph posted spd

$160,000 $420,000Sunnyvale $519,800

Santa Clara Caltrain 
Undercrossing Extension

$1,410,000 $2,730,000VTA $8,000,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  
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Project Sponsor Project Title Total 
Project Cost

   BEP $ 
Assigned 

BEP $ 
Programmed

Project 
status

 Group: IP-Local funds

County 
Roads&Airports

Loyola bridge over Foothill 
Expressway: Long term

$7,000,000$1,000,000

Palo Alto Highway 101 Pedestrian/Bicycle 
Grade Separation

$13,000,000$10,400,000

San Jose Almaden Expwy. Bike/Ped 
Overcrossing

$5,700,000$4,600,000

San Jose Coyote Creek Trail (Montague 
Expwy. to Oakland Rd.)

$7,500,000$6,000,000

San Jose Coyote Creek Trail (Oakland Rd. to 
Watson Park)

$7,500,000$6,000,000

San Jose Coyote Creek Trail (Watson Park to 
Williams St. Park)

$5,000,000$4,000,000

San Jose Coyote Creek Trail (Williams St. Park 
to Kelley Park/Story Road)

$2,500,000$2,000,000

San Jose Thompson Creek Trail  from Tully 
Road to the County Line

$6,400,000$4,250,000

San Jose  Three Creeks Trail from Lonus Street 
to Coyote Creek (formerly Willow 
Glen Spur Trail)

$2,500,000$2,000,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  

Page 4 of 6  08/24/2011

12.a



Project Sponsor Project Title Total 
Project Cost

   BEP $ 
Assigned 

BEP $ 
Programmed

Project 
status

 Group: Not Funded

Campbell Los Gatos Creek Trail Expansion on 
west side

$2,500,000$2,000,000

Campbell Widen Los Gatos Creek Trail on east 
side (Camden Ave. to Campbell Ave.)

$300,000$240,000

Campbell San Tomas Aquino Creek Trail-
Westmont High School to Virginia

$1,500,000$1,200,000

County Parks Los Gatos Creek Trail (Vasona 
County Park)

$1,500,000$1,200,000

County Parks Coyote Creek Trail (Coyote Creek  
County Park)

$1,100,000$880,000

County Roads Santa Teresa Blvd./Hale Ave. Bicycle 
Delineation at Eight Intersections

$500,000$400,000

County 
Roads&Airports

McKean Rd. Shoulder Improvements $6,600,000$3,960,000

County 
Roads&Airports

Page Mill/I-280 Interchange Bike 
Safety Improvements

$6,600,000$1,320,000

Gilroy Gilroy Sports Park (Santa Teresa 
Blvd./Mesa Rd. to Sports Park Ticket 
Booth)

$4,800,000$3,840,000

Gilroy Northern Uvas Creek SCVWD service 
road (Santa Teresa Blvd. at Third St. 
to Burchell Creek Bridge)

$1,900,000$1,520,000

Los Altos Miramonte Avenue Bikeway 
Improvement Project (Approval 
contingent on design)

$1,400,000$1,120,000

Los Altos Stevens Creek Link Trail $3,000,000$2,400,000

Los Altos Hills El Monte Rd. Project Segment 4 Bike 
Improvements (from Stonebrook to 
Voorhees)

$200,000$160,000

Los Gatos Los Gatos Creek Trail Connector to 
SR 9

$1,000,000$800,000

Milpitas Montague Expwy. Pedestrian 
Overcrossing

$15,000,000$7,500,000

Mountain View Stevens Creek Trail Reach 4 & bridge 
over SR 85 (Dale Ave./Heatherstone 
Way to Mountain View High School)

$12,000,000$10,000,000

Mountain View Stevens Creek Trail/Middlefield Rd. 
North Side Access

$700,000$350,000

Mountain View Stevens Creek Trail/Landels School 
Trailhead Improvements

$600,000$480,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  
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Project Sponsor Project Title Total 
Project Cost

   BEP $ 
Assigned 

BEP $ 
Programmed

Project 
status

Palo Alto California Ave. Caltrain 
Undercrossing- Replacement

$13,000,000$10,400,000

San Jose Branham Ln- Edenvale./US 101 
Bicycle /Pedestrian Overcrossing

$7,000,000$5,600,000

San Jose Blossom Hill - Calero Bikeways $300,000$240,000

San Jose Brokaw-Coleman-Airport Bikeway $1,000,000$800,000

San Jose Capitol Ave./Capitol Expwy. Bikeway $300,000$240,000

San Jose Charcot Bikeway $400,000$320,000

San Jose Five Wounds Trail (Watson Park to 
Williams St. Park)

$5,000,000$4,000,000

San Jose Hwy 237 Bikeway $400,000$320,000

San Jose Monroe Bikeway $100,000$80,000

San Jose Newhall St. Bike/Ped Overcrossing 
over Caltrain ROW

$7,000,000$5,600,000

San Jose Penitencia Creek Trail (Coyote Creek 
to King Rd) - Berryessa BART Station 
Segment

$3,750,000$3,000,000

Saratoga Blue Hills School RR XING SAFETY 
PROJECT Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Rail Crossing

$380,000$300,000

Sunnyvale Bernardo Ave. Caltrain Undercrossing $8,500,000$1,000,000

Sunnyvale Maude Ave,  Bike Lanes from 
Mathilda to Wolfe; 30 mph posted spd

$221,000$180,000

Sunnyvale Stevens Creek Trail 
Connector—Provides access to 
Mountain View Reach 4 trail.

$1,400,000$1,120,000

Sunnyvale Mathilda Avenue, Bike Lanes from 
US 101 to El Camino Real

$3,900,000$3,120,000

VTA Capitol Caltrain Station Crossing $8,500,000$1,000,000

Funding Progress options: 
     Completed: Project has completed construction and is open to the public. 
     FF- Fully Funded: project has received all of its BEP funding allocation or is otherwise fully funded.
     IP: Project is In Progress/Active project, in some level of implementation.
     Not Funded- City has not allocated any  funds  to date.  
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Attachment B
 City and County Progress on BEP Projects  

City # BEP 
Projects

# Active 
Projects **

# Completed 
Projects

# Inactive 
Projects Notes on Active Projects

1 Campbell 5 2 0 3 One of these active projects is fully funded.

2 Cupertino 1 0 1 0

3a County Roads 6 2 1 3 Received BTA Grant of $440,000 for Bike Detection (B93) and Highway 
Bridge Program Grant (B33)

 3b County Parks 2 0 0 2

4 Gilroy 7 4 1 2 One of these active projects is fully funded w/o bep funds.

5 Los Altos 3 0 1 2

6 Los Altos Hills 2 0 1 1

7 Los Gatos 2 1 0 1 This active project  is fully funded w/o BEP funds and under construction.

8 Milpitas 1 0 0 1

9 Monte Sereno 0 0 0 0

10 Morgan Hill 3 3 0 0 All are fully funded, w/ partial BEP funds.

11 Mountain View 5 2 0 3 Two of these active projects are fully funded, one w/o bep funds

12 Palo Alto 3 2 0 1

13a San Jose Roads 10 2 0 8

13b San Jose Parks 12 10 0 2 One of these active projeets is fully funded.

14 Santa Clara 3 2 1 0 One of these is fully funded and is under construction.

15 Saratoga 3 2 0 1 Both of these are fully funded and almost completed.

16 Sunnyvale 10 4 2 4 Three of these active projects are fully funded.

17 VTA 3 1 1 1

Total 81 37 9 35

** 15 are fully funded 
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