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Introduction 
 
BART is a State of California special district created by the State Legislature in 1957. A board of 
nine publicly-elected directors governs the District. BART is one of the San Francisco Bay 
Area’s most vital transportation links, carrying an average of 360,000 passenger trips every 
weekday.  


During peak commute, BART carries as many passengers as the Bay Bridge.  The system 
consists of 104 miles of revenue track and 44 stations. BART employs more than 3300 workers 
and has an annual operating budget of $589M. 
 
The Regional Planning Process 
 
BART participated in the regional process led by ABAG workshops, conferences, and meetings 
in conjunction with the monthly meetings of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  As 
part of this lengthy and comprehensive process, BART participated in  


• Two Transportation Response Plan (TRP) Steering Committee meetings held to solicit 
input from transit operators and other interested agencies, and  


• The Transit Workshop on February 12, 2009 review draft mitigation strategies and reach 
consensus on priorities for mitigation. 


• The ABAG Lifeline Infrastructure and Hazards Review Committee meetings as a 
member of that Committee, reviewing the Infrastructure Chapter of the multi-
jurisdictional LHMP.   


 
For more information on these meetings and for rosters of attendees, please see Appendix A and 
H in the ABAG Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010 (MJ-LHMP).  In 
addition, BART has provided oral comments on the multi-jurisdictional plan and provided 
information on facilities that are defined as “critical” to ABAG.   
 
The Local Planning Process 
 
Representatives from several District departments met to identify and prioritize appropriate 
mitigation strategies.  Personnel involved in these meetings included senior management and 
staff from the emergency services, grants management services, and engineering departments.  In 
addition, the final draft mitigation strategies were forwarded for comment to other departments 
whose responsibility it is to implement them.  Typically, each person was responsible for 
communicating existing efforts and thoughts on appropriate future action in their area of 
expertise.   
 
Prior to the meeting, general priorities and appropriate departments were identified.  The meeting 
discussed the mitigation strategies, prioritized said strategies, and reviewed preliminary budgets 
and potential funding sources for strategies designated as “High” priority for District-owned-
and-operated facilities.  
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Review and Incorporation of Existing Information 
 
This process involved consideration of both the hazard and risk information developed by 
ABAG and discussed in the overall multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, as well as 
the hazard and risk assessments contained in BART’s Seismic Vulnerability Study described on 
pages 5-7.   


 
 
Process for Updating Plan Sections 
 
BART participated in the 2005 multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, and this 
Annex is an update of the Annex prepared for the 2005 plan.  The lead in updating this Annex 
was taken by the Seismic Engineering Manager, based on feedback obtained from the staff who 
participated in the mitigation priority setting process.   
 
The Planning Process section has been prepared to reflect the updated Annex.  However, the 
process of assigning priorities was simplified because priorities had already been assigned in 
2005. 
 
The Hazard and Risk Assessment section has been updated to incorporate the new mapping 
compiled by ABAG for the overall multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The 
specific information on BART has also been updated to reflect additional engineering studies 
and mitigation activities that have occurred in the past five years, including seismic retrofitting.     
 
The Mitigation Goals and Priorities section has been expanded to take a more comprehensive 
approach to mitigation.   
 
The Plan Maintenance and Update section is essentially the same as the 2005 Annex, with the 
addition of some ideas for improving public participation in the process.   
 
 
Public Meetings 
 
The public had two opportunities to comment on the draft Annex.   
 


(1) An opportunity for public comments on the DRAFT mitigation strategies was provided at 
a public meeting on September 22, 2009 at a publicly noticed workshop jointly held by 
MTC, ABAG, and several transit districts and advertised on the ABAG and MTC.  No 
public comments were received from either the meeting or the internet posting.   
 


(2) In addition, the Annex strategies have been posted on both the ABAG website and the 
BART website providing the public with an additional opportunity to comment.  Again, 
the public did not comment specifically on this Annex.    
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The BART Board will adopt the plan in a public meeting via an official Resolution upon pre-
approval by FEMA. The mitigation strategies will be integrated into the Emergency Operations 
Plan and Capital Improvement Plan of BART.   
 
However, because BART is committed to continually providing public oversight of its planning 
process, BART will consider writing letters to the editor of local newspapers in its service area to 
promote wider public knowledge of the process.    
 
 
Hazard and Risk Assessment 
 
The ABAG multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, to which this is an Annex, lists 
nine hazards that impact the Bay Area, five related to earthquakes (faulting, shaking, earthquake-
induced landslides, liquefaction, and tsunamis) and four related to weather (flooding, landslides, 
wildfires, and drought). All of these impacts BART’s planning region. However, in BART’s role 
as a transit agency, drought has no impact on the provision of transportation services. All 
relevant reports developed by BART have been incorporated into this plan.  


In addition to the regional assessments included in the Bay Area multi-jurisdictional LHMP, 
BART has prepared several hazard and risk assessment reports specific to its system consisting 
of 104 miles of revenue track, 44 stations, and 73 additional critical facilities (for a total of 116 
critical facilities).  These studies have focused on the vulnerability of the system to earthquakes 
and are thus included in the Risk Assessment section below. 


Hazards at these facilities are: 


Earthquake:   The information in the overall multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
on strong shaking, landslides and liquefaction was known to BART through studies in 
conjunction with the Earthquake Safety Program and studies performed prior to construction of 
many of BART’s stations and components. That information indicates that earthquakes are the 
predominate hazard impacting BART facilities.  


Three facilities (the Fremont Station, the AFM Fremont substation, and the Concord Shop) are 
located in study zones for fault rupture.  Geotechnical investigations in eastern Contra Costa 
(Contra Costa Shear Zone) identify more locations of potential fault displacements on the 
Concord Line than indicated in the multi-jurisdictional LHMP. BART hired a consultant to 
locate specific fault locations and anticipated creep and co-seismic slip. 


Most (103) of 116 critical facilities are located in the two highest categories of shaking potential 
– the reason that earthquakes are the source of much of BART’s existing and planned hazard 
mitigation efforts.   


In terms of ground failure associated with earthquakes, only 6 of 116 facilities are located in 
areas of high or very high liquefaction susceptibility.  Only 2 of 77 facilities are in earthquake-
triggered landslide areas (the LDC Dublin Canyon Road Substation and the LSR Schaffer Ranch 
Rd Substation in Dublin).  (The remaining 39 facilities are in areas that have not been evaluated 
by the California Geological Survey.)   


Tsunamis:  The December 2009 version of the CalEMA tsunami evacuation planning maps 
indicated that four facilities are in this area – the Oakland Vent Structure (OKV) B, the San 
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Francicso Vent Structure (SFV), the Baytube East Substation (KTE), and the Baytube West 
Substation (MTW).  However, since the intent of these maps is limited to evacuation planning, 
not infrastructure vulnerability assessments, the maps solely indicated that there is a need to 
incorporate tsunami evacuation planning into the BART Emergency Operations Plan.     


Flooding:  Flood plains and projected water levels were anticipated in initial BART design and 
construction, and are not considered a significant hazard. Only one station is at risk – the South 
San Francisco Station.  A study for the four-station extension to San Francisco International 
Airport identified that water levels from a 100-year storm in Colma Creek through South San 
Francisco could potentially flood a new underground station.   


Landsliding:  Four miles of trackways, no stations and two other essential buildings/facilities 
(the LSR Schaffer Ranch Rd Substation in Dublin and a radio tower and breaker station in 
Dublin) are in areas of existing landslides.  


Wildfire:  There are approximately 53 miles of BART trackway shown in the multi-
jurisdictional LHMP map that indicates potential danger from wildfire or are in wildland urban 
interface areas (along with associated critical facilities). In the worst of these areas, the Oakland 
hills and the California State Highway 24 corridor, BART is either in tunnel or in the median of 
an 8-lane freeway, which provides a buffer from the nearby timber and grass fuel source area. 
BART service was interrupted for only a short period (less than 24 hours) for replacement of a 
short stretch of kinked rails during the worst urban wildfire in the Bay Area history, the Oakland 
Hills fire of 1991.  


Dam-Failure Inundation:  There are eight stations in the inundation areas caused by potential 
dam failure shown in the multi-jurisdictional LHMP.   Review of the eight BART stations 
indicate that if dam failure were to occur, the impact on the ability to restore service would 
probably not be significant. In addition, there are 19 miles of trackways and 13 other essential 
buildings/facilities located in these areas.   


Delta Levee Failures:  The BART facilities are not in an area protected by Delta levees. 


Drought:  Drought does not impact BART. Drought will not have any impact on the safety or 
function of the BART system.  If drought conditions were to occur, BART would curtail use of 
water for such purposes as washing trains. 


Hazards Conclusion:  Based on this hazard exposure, the most significant hazards to all of these 
facilities are related to earthquakes, while flooding and wildfire are a secondary concern.  Thus, 
this conclusion was based on the hazard exposure information for BART’s facilities, as well as 
past occurrences of disasters impacting the BART service area described in the following 
section.   


Risk Assessment:  One of the first and most critical undertakings of the Earthquake Safety 
Program was a system-wide vulnerability study – an assessment of how system components 
would perform during a major earthquake.  


In 2000, BART hired a team of consultants led by Bechtel Infrastructure and HNTB to evaluate 
all of the facilities and components in the BART system. Completed in 2002, the Seismic 
Vulnerability Study was the most comprehensive evaluation of BART facilities since original 
construction of the system. It involved one and one-half years of engineering and statistical 
analyses, which included developing scenario earthquakes, computer models, damage 
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predictions, upgrade options, and cost-benefit analyses. The study also incorporated new 
information from the 1994 Northridge, California and 1995 Kobe, Japan earthquakes. 


The original system, consisting of 34 stations and 74 miles of track, was designed to criteria that 
were considered conservative at the time. However, lessons learned from subsequent 
earthquakes, including more knowledge about seismicity and behavior of structures, led BART 
to believe that the system had vulnerabilities that needed to be mitigated. The evaluation 
contained in the BART Seismic Risk Analysis Report and BART Systemwide Seismic 
Vulnerability Study Report confirmed that the system and specific facilities/components in the 
original system were vulnerable to damage that would leave the system with significant life 
safety and operability impacts.  The original BART system, completed between 1972 and 1976, 
has a service area spanning three counties-Alameda, Contra Costa and San Francisco. System 
extensions, built mostly during the 1990s, employed more stringent and up-to-date seismic 
criteria than the original system, and thus do not require upgrades. The original BART system 
includes the following elements: 


• 74 miles of track 
• 34 stations (11 elevated, 14 subway and 9 at-grade) 
• The Transbay Tube 
• The Berkeley Hills Tunnel 
• Train maintenance yards 
• Terminal, operations and administration facilities 
• Power, mechanical, train control and communications equipment 


 


Earthquake scenario studies, including but not limited to the San Andreas magnitude 8.0 and the 
Hayward magnitude 7.0, were used to assess the impact of likely earthquakes on the life safety 
and operability performance of the system, and to develop cost/benefit information of various 
retrofit packages. It was determined that it is not practical or economically feasible to retrofit to a 
“damage-proof” level.  Thus, focused emergency response, inspection and repair 
plans/procedures are being developed to help expedite restoration of service, and a 
comprehensive seismic retrofit program for the original BART system is underway.  


Results of the Seismic Vulnerability Study indicated that if the BART system is not 
strengthened, it would take years to restore service after a major earthquake. The study found 
that portions of the system most susceptible to earthquake damage include the Transbay Tube, 
aerial structures, stations and equipment. The study recommended that priority be given to the 
Transbay Tube, where soil backfill is prone to liquefaction.  


BART has generated estimates of potential dollar losses due to four earthquake scenarios. 
Estimates of direct capital losses to overhead and at-grade trackways, the Transbay Tube, the 
Berkeley Hills tunnel, stations, buildings, systems and equipment due to faulting, shaking, 
liquefaction, and landslides are provided below. Damage to specific components, and loss by 
type of component was also determined.  


• Hayward – Magnitude 7 - $1.1B  
• San Andreas – Magnitude 8 - $860M  
• Calaveras – Magnitude 6.8 - $260M  
• Concord – Magnitude 6.8 - $250M  
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Repetitive Loss Properties 
 


The BART buildings and rail lines are not repetitive loss properties for flooding. 
 


 
Past Occurrences of Disasters (natural and human-induced) 
 
The Loma Prieta Earthquake of 1989 is an example of the kind of large-scale disaster which can 
strike the Bay Area.  It killed 63 persons, injured 3,757, and displaced over 12,000 persons.  
With over 20,000 homes and businesses damaged and over 1,100 destroyed, this quake caused 
approximately $6 Billion of damage.  Reconstruction continues some two decades later as the 
replacement for Oakland-Bay Bridge is still several years from completion.  


More information on State and Federally declared disasters in the four counties in the BART 
service area can be found at http://quake.abag.ca.gov/mitigation/ThePlan-D-Version-
August10.pdf 
The BART service area has experienced a number of different disasters over the last 50 years, 
including numerous earthquakes, floods, droughts, wildfires, energy shortages, landslides, and 
severe storms.  The most significant disasters impacting the district were the Loma Prieta 
earthquake and the East Bay Hills Firestorm.    


BART's success in maintaining continuous service directly after the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake reconfirmed the system's importance as a transportation "lifeline."  While the 
earthquake caused transient movements in the Tube there was no significant permanent 
movement and BART service was uninterrupted except for a short inspection period immediately 
following the quake. With the closure of the Bay Bridge and the Cypress Street Viaduct along 
the Nimitz Freeway, BART became the primary passenger transportation link between San 
Francisco and East Bay communities.  Its average daily transport of 218,000 passengers before 
the earthquake increased to an average of 308,000 passengers per day during the first full 
business week following the earthquake.   


However, Loma Prieta may not be the biggest test of BART's ability to withstand seismic 
impact. Unlike Loma Prieta, which was centered more than 50 miles south of San Francisco, 
future earthquakes could be close to or directly under the BART system. 


In the areas most subject to wildfire threat and wildland urban interface (the Oakland hills and 
the California State Highway 24 corridor), BART is either in a tunnel or in the median of an 8-
lane freeway, which provides a buffer from the nearby timber and grass fuel source area.  BART 
service was interrupted for only a short period (less than 24 hours) for replacement of a short 
stretch of kinked rails during the worst urban wildfire in the Bay Area history, the Oakland Hills 
fire of 1991. 
 
 
National Flood Insurance Program 
 


As transit agency, BART is not eligible to participate in the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP).  
 
 



http://quake.abag.ca.gov/mitigation/ThePlan-D-Version-August10.pdf

http://quake.abag.ca.gov/mitigation/ThePlan-D-Version-August10.pdf
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Mitigation Goals and Objectives 
 
The goal of the ABAG MJ-LHMP is to maintain and enhance a disaster-resistant region by 
reducing the potential for loss of life, property damage, and environmental degradation from 
natural disasters, while accelerating economic recovery from those disasters. This goal is 
unchanged from the 2005 plan and continues to be the goal of BART in designing its mitigation 
program. 
 
Mitigation Activities and Priorities 
 
Existing Mitigation Activities  
 
BART was a participant in the 2005 ABAG-led Local Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The specific 
objectives of the hazard mitigation program in place at BART include:  


• Ensure the safety and security of BART employees and passengers  
• Minimize disruption of service to BART passengers  
• Minimize damage and loss to BART equipment and buildings  
• Speed recovery from any disruption of service to BART passengers as quickly as 


possible  
 


BART has many on-going mitigation programs that help create a more disaster-resistant transit 
agency, as discussed below.   
 
Earthquake:   BART has utilized, and will continue to utilize, the latest code standards for the 
design and construction of all extensions to the original system and any future buildings or 
facilities.   


Through the Seismic Vulnerability Study, upgrade design concepts were developed for 
vulnerable portions of the system. Through the Earthquake Safety Program (ESP), these concepts 
were refined during the design phase and currently over 12 construction contracts have been 
awarded and are either complete or in progress.  By carefully planning and monitoring upgrade 
work, BART has been able to continue normal train operations during construction, with 
minimal impact to BART riders. 


ESP gave the highest priority for upgrades to the Transbay Tube, which connects Oakland to San 
Francisco. Upgrade concepts include the following: 


• Vibro-replacement to compact soil backfill, 
• Increasing seismic joint capacity and sealing around joints, and 
• New concrete shear walls in the Oakland Ventilation Structure. 


 


Construction associated with these concepts has been completed. 


 


Aerial guidway structure upgrade concepts are as follows: 


• Enlarge or reinforce concrete foundations, 
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• “Jackets” around concrete columns, 
• Additional shear keys, and 
• Additional foundation piles (where poor soil conditions exist). 


 


ESP has completed the retrofit to several large segments of the aerial guideways. 


Station upgrades include using similar aerial structure upgrade techniques as well as 
strengthening platform connections, canopies, and stairways. For mechanical, electrical, and 
other equipment, upgrades will consist of additional anchorage. BART has currently completed 
the retrofit at four (4) stations and construction to retrofit several more stations is underway. 


This project included seismic retrofits of parking structures at six stations:  Concord, Daly City, 
El Cerrito del Norte, Hayward, Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek. These retrofits were recently 
completed. 


To ensure that lessons learned and technological advancements are applied to the program, 
BART has worked closely with advisors such as the California Seismic Safety Commission, 
Caltrans, and independent panels of world-renowned experts in seismology, geotechnical 
engineering, risk analysis, and upgrade design. The panels of experts reviewed and concurred 
with the findings of the Seismic Vulnerability Study and recommended that upgrade work begin 
as soon as possible. BART continues to draw upon knowledge of the expert panels, when 
required. 


The estimated duration for design and construction of the program is 10 years.  


The total project budget for the Earthquake Safety Program is $1.3 billion (in 2004 dollars). The 
various funding sources are:  


• $134 million from California Department of Transportation Local Seismic Safety Retrofit 
Program (for aerial structures) 


• $143 million from Regional Measure 2 (RM2) (through toll bridge increases to be 
contributed toward the Transbay Tube retrofit) 


• $11.5 million from Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) 
• $3 million from FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (for the LMA building) 
• $980 million from General Obligation Bonds (Regional Measure AA) passed in 


November 2004 
 


BART’s contribution for the $1.307B retrofit package, consisting of retrofitting to achieve 
operability of the Core of the system (from the Berkeley Hills tunnel to Daly City) and life safety 
for the remainder of the system is $50M. The method of raising BART’s contribution has yet to 
be determined. In addition to the $50M required for Core operability, BART is trying to find 
additional funds (estimated to be $300M) to allow operability retrofits to essential 
facilities/components outside the Core. 
 


Another of the highest priorities identified in the 2005 LHMP Annex was the retrofit of the LMA 
building and the MetroCenter building, which housed much of BART business operations.   


• $3 million from FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program is a project that involved the 
dismantling of the above grade portions of the LMA building, which was determined to 
be at-risk in the event of a large magnitude earthquake. It also included reconfiguration of 
stairs, elevators and other below grade facilities. Following the dismantling and removal 







BART – Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


   11 


of the LMA building, the plaza was restored to a safe and stable condition.  This 
mitigation project occurred during the 2005-2010 time period and is now complete.   


• Since BART is a minority owner in the MetroCenter building, MTC was the lead agency 
to seek and receive FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program funds for the seismic retrofit 
of this facility, which houses BART’s Emergency Operations Center.  Retrofit of this 
building was completed in2010.   


Flooding:  A study for the four-station extension to San Francisco International Airport 
identified that water levels from a 100-year storm in Colma Creek through South San Francisco 
could potentially flood a new underground station.  As a result, the station entrance was raised 
and the capacity of local flood control structures (i.e., Colma Creek and its tributaries) was 
increased. BART performed similar drainage work throughout the SFO Extension.  


Wildfire:  In the worst of these areas, the Oakland hills and the California State Highway 24 
corridor, BART is either in tunnel or in the median of an 8-lane freeway, which provides a buffer 
from the nearby timber and grass fuel source area.  The District also has an ongoing weed 
abatement program for at-grade sections of trackway.  


Climate Change:  BART has a policy to encourage public transit and to develop green 
alternatives to people commuting in cars, thus promoting policies that will reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions.   
 
 
Future Mitigation Actions and Priorities 
 
As a participant in the 2010 ABAG multi-jurisdictional planning process, the staff of BART 
helped in the development and review of the comprehensive list of mitigation strategies in the 
overall multi-jurisdictional plan.  The decision on priority was made based on a variety of 
criteria, not simply on an economic cost-benefit analysis.  These criteria include being 
technically and administratively feasible, politically acceptable, socially appropriate, legal, 
economically sound, and not harmful to the environment or our heritage.   
 
Representatives from multiple departments then met to review progress on the mitigation, to 
identify and prioritize additional mitigation strategies to be a specific focus for the 2010-2015 
period.   
 
These draft priorities were submitted and reviewed by BART’s Executive Management. The 
draft priorities will be provided to the BART Board for adoption pending pre-approval of this 
LHMP by FEMA. 
 
The BART LHMP planning group staff also prioritized specific mitigation tasks for the next 5 
years.  This list includes implementation process, funding strategy, responsible agency, and 
approximate time frame.  The full list is included as an attachment to this Annex.  This list 
includes implementation process, funding strategy, and responsible agency. In particular, BART 
plans to focus on obtaining funding to ensure that: 
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• BART continues to seek funding to complete additional seismic upgrades identified in 
the Seismic Improvement Program (INFR a-1, INFR a-4).  Costs are summarized on the 
previous page.  The departments in charge are Operations and TSD.   


• BART will continue to work with structural engineers and others to ensure that engineers 
are available to inspect the buildings at its facilities within days following an earthquake 
when funds become available.  Key personnel have already taken ATC-21 training (INFR 
f-1).  The costs of this effort should be minimal and associated with staff time 
availability.  The department in charge is Operations. 


• BART recognizes that more needs to be done in the area of Emergency Recovery 
Planning and Continuity of Operations/Business Continuity Planning, but currently lacks 
the resources to develop a more comprehensive plan without additional funding, which 
will be sought, as appropriate, during the next few years (INFR b-1 through b-5). The 
budget for this effort has not been developed at this time due to a lack of knowledge of 
the full scope of the effort.  The departments in charge are Operations and TSD.  
 


 
The timetable for these strategies is 5-10 years, depending on the economic recovery of the Bay 
Area.    


 
The specific strategy priorities of BART are included in the BART strategy spreadsheet attached 
to this LHMP.    
 


 
Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms 
 
BART has, and will continue to use, a variety of project-specific mechanisms to ensure that the 
projects and mitigation strategies identified as existing or having relatively high priorities in this 
LHMP Annex are implemented.  
 
As shown in the attached list, most of BART’s specific mitigation strategies and priorities are 
being implemented as part of the Earthquake Safety Program.  In addition, the strategies are 
being implemented throughout the BART organization.   There are no other planning 
mechanisms available to BART that are appropriate to incorporate this LHMP Annex. 
 
During the past five years, the Earthquake Safety Program has been an extremely effective 
mechanism to ensure implementation of the mitigation strategies promoted in this LHMP Annex.  
BART intends to continue that process to ensure that the 10-year goals of the program are fully 
implemented.     
 
The final strategies and Annex will be adopted in the same resolution adopting the overall 
LHMP by the BART Board following “Pre-Approval Pending Adoption” by FEMA.    
 
Ongoing integration of the policies and programs identified in this Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
will be monitored by BART Executive Management.   
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BART will continue to work with MTC and the transit districts in the Bay Area to encourage 
them to adopt the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan and to ensure that these mitigation plans are 
incorporated into an overall regional planning process.   
 
Plan Update Process 
 
As required Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, BART will update this plan annex at least once 
every five years, by participating in a multi-agency effort with ABAG and other agencies to 
develop a multi-jurisdictional plan.   
 
BART Executive Management will ensure that monitoring of this Annex will occur.  The plan 
will be monitored on an on-going basis.  However, the major disasters affecting our service area, 
legal changes, notices from ABAG as the lead agency in this process, and other triggers will be 
used. For example, if a structural engineering evaluation shows that a major risk exists at more or 
more facilities based on data collected from a future earthquake, the priority associated with 
upgrading those facilities will be re-evaluated.  Finally, the Annex will be a discussion item on 
the agenda of the Board of Directors at least once a year.. That meeting will focus on evaluating 
the Annex in light of technological and political changes during the past year or other significant 
events.  Executive Management will be responsible for determining if the plan should be 
updated. 
 
During the 2005-2010 period, monitoring of this Annex and mitigation safety goals occurred by 
the Seismic Engineering Department.  In addition, the goals of this plan were supplemented and 
leveraged by the Risk Management Department and Safety Department.   
 
BART is committed to reviewing and updating this plan annex at least once every five years, as 
required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.  The Chief Engineer will contact ABAG four 
years after this plan is approved to ensure that ABAG plans to undertake the plan update process.  
If so, the agency again plans to participate in the multi-jurisdictional plan.  If BART is unwilling 
or unable to act as the lead agency in the multi-jurisdictional effort, other agencies will be 
contacted, including the four county Offices of Emergency Services in which BART operates. 
Counties and agencies should then work together to identify another regional forum for 
developing a multi-jurisdictional plan.   
 
BART is committed to public participation.  All BART Board meetings are open to the public 
and the public is invited to comment on items on the Board Agenda.  The public will continue to 
be involved whenever the plan is updated and as appropriate during the monitoring and 
evaluation process. Prior to adoption of updates, BART will provide the opportunity for the 
public to comment on the updates.  A public notice will be posted prior to the meeting to 
announce the comment period and meeting logistics.  BART is committed to improving public 
participation in the update process over the next five years.  To improve this process, BART will 
consider writing letters to the editor of local newspapers in its service area to promote wider 
public knowledge of the issues related to disaster mitigation and the planning process.   
 
 
Mitigation Plan Point of Contact 
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Name:  Tracy Johnson  
Title: Seismic Engineering Manager 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 12688 (LKS-17), Oakland, CA 94604-2688 
Telephone: 510.287.4981 
Email: tjohnso@bart.gov 
 
Alternate Point of Contact 
Name: Carlton Don Allen 
Title: Chief Engineer 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 12688 (LKS-9), Oakland, CA 94604-2688 
Telephone: 510.287.7283 
Email: callen@bart.gov 
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Exhibit A – General BART System Map 
 


BART serves the communities ranging from SFO and Millbrae in San Mateo County, through 
San Francisco, to Pittsburg/Bay Point in Contra Costa County, and from Richmond in Contra 
Costa County to Fremont and Dublin/Pleasanton in Alameda County.  For an interactive version 
of the map below, see http://www.bart.gov/stations/closest.aspx.   
 


 



http://www.bart.gov/stations/closest.aspx
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Exhibit B – BART 2010 Mitigation Strategy Spreadsheet 
 
 
[Available on LHMP CD or at http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/mitigation/strategy.html] 


 



http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/mitigation/strategy.html
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Office of Civil Rights
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DBE Program Improvements


 In January 2011 US Department of Transportation updated 
49 CFR Part 26 in the following areas:
 Monitoring


 DBE Certification


 DBE Goal Accountability


 Small Business Elements 


 BART’s DBE Program revisions to incorporate Small 
Business Elements (SB Elements) must be submitted to the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for approval by 
February 28, 2012.


2







Small Business Elements


 The SB Elements will apply to federally funded contracts.


 The SB Elements will assist the District to meet its overall 
DBE goal through race neutral means.


 The SB Elements will be implemented as follows:
 Set asides at the prime level for Micro SBs.


 SB subcontracting participation goals.
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Small Business Elements


 Requirements for SB Elements will be similar to 
the Core DBE program.
 SBs must be certified prior to bid opening.


 SBs must perform a commercially useful function. 


 Good faith efforts documentation required for failing to meet 
SB subcontracting participation goal.


 SB subcontractor termination/substitution for good cause 
only.
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Small Business Elements – SB Goals


 A contract may be considered for SB subcontracting 
participation goals when there are subcontracting 
opportunities for SBs.


 DBE subcontracting participation goals may be set in 
tandem with SB subcontracting participation goals, 
however the aggregate goal cannot exceed total small 
business availability in the BART market area.
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Small Business Elements – SB Goals


 The Office of Civil Rights will verify that SBs meet the 
following eligibility requirements:
 Must be owned and controlled by one or more individuals whose 


personal net worth does not exceed $1.32M.


 Firm’s average annual gross receipts does not exceed the small 
business administration cap for their work category. Currently the 
largest work category cap has a maximum of $33.5M over the prior 3 
tax years.
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Small Business Elements – Micro SB


 Prime contracts up to the following amounts may be 
considered for Micro SB set-aside. 


 Construction up to $2M


 Professional Services up to $3M


 Procurement up to $2M


 SB and DBE subcontracting participation goals will not be 
set on contracts set aside for SB primes.
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Small Business Elements – Micro SB


 The Office of Civil Rights will verify that SBs meet the 
following eligibility requirements:
 Must be owned and controlled by one or more individuals whose 


personal net worth does not exceed $1.32M.


 Firm’s average annual gross receipts does not exceed $10 million for 
construction and $6 million for professional services and 
procurement over the prior three tax years.
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Next Steps


 Submit revised DBE Program with SB Elements to FTA 
for approval by February 28, 2012.


 Develop outreach plan for SB Elements and implement 
outreach to stakeholders in 2012 2Q.


 Revise contract language to incorporate SB Elements.


 Implement SB Elements within 9 months of approval 
by FTA.
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Overview of SB Programs
10


Federal Non-Federal


Eligibility
Owner must be economically disadvantaged. 
DBE or SBA 8 (a) firms are presumed to have 
met these requirements.


Must be certified with the Department of General 
Services as a SB.


Prime


Set asides up to $3M for micro SBs. Average 
annual gross receipts cannot exceed $10M 
over a 3 year period. No subcontract 
participation goals will be set.


Contracts $10M or less. Up to 5% bid preference 
not to exceed $250K per contract for SB primes 
with a $2 M maximum per year. 


Subcontract 
Participation Goals


SB subcontract participation goals may be set 
in tandem with DBE subcontracting 
participation goals.


Contracts $10M or more. Up to 5% bid preference 
not to exceed $1M for primes that meet SB 
subcontract participation goals.


Other Part of BART DBE Program
Compliance with Non-Discrimination in 
Subcontracting Program is reviewed prior to 
review of SB Program. 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 
RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 


 
Report to the Board of Directors 


 
Results of the 2011 Audit 
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To the Board of Directors of the San Francisco 


Bay Area Rapid Transit District  
Oakland, California 
 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the Enterprise Fund and the Retiree Health Benefit Trust 
Fund of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (the District) as of and for the year ended June 
30, 2011. Professional standards require that we provide you with information about our responsibilities 
under generally accepted auditing standards, Government Auditing Standards and Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133, as well as certain information related to the planned scope and timing 
of our audit. We have communicated such information in our engagement letter dated September 14, 
2011. Professional standards also require that we communicate to you on a number of subjects. The 
information on pages 2 through 4 satisfies these requirements. 
 


In planning and performing our audit of the District’s basic financial statements in accordance with 
auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America, we considered the District’s 
internal control over financial reporting (internal control) as a basis for designing our auditing procedures 
for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of 
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s internal control.  Accordingly, we do not 
express an opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s internal control. 


Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be significant deficiencies 
or material weaknesses and therefore there can be no assurance that all such deficiencies have been 
identified.  However, as discussed below, we identified a certain deficiency in internal control that we 
consider to be a material weakness. 


A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or 
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency or combination of 
deficiencies in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of 
the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.  We 
consider comment 2011-1 to be a material weakness.   


The District’s written responses to the comments identified in our audit have been included.  We did not 
audit the District’s responses and, accordingly, we express no opinion on them.  We will review the status 
of our recommendations during our next audit engagement.  We have also provided a status of our prior 
year comments beginning on page 7 of this document. 







 


2 


This communication is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, management 
and others within the organization, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than 
these specified parties. 
 
 
 
Walnut Creek, California 
 
January 20, 2012 
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REQUIRED COMMUNICATIONS – SIGNIFICANT AUDIT FINDINGS 
 


I. Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices  
 
Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies. In 
accordance with the terms of our engagement letter, we will advise management about the 
appropriateness of accounting policies and their application. The significant accounting policies 
used by the District are described in Note 1 to the District’s basic financial statements.  With the 
exception of the items described below, no new accounting policies were adopted and the 
application of existing policies was not changed during the year ended June 30, 2011. 
 
As described in Note 1 to the District’s basic financial statements, the District adopted the 
provisions of Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 59, Financial 
Instruments Omnibus. The adoption of GASB 59 did not have a material impact on the District’s 
financial statements. 
 
We noted no transactions entered into by the governmental unit during the year for which there is 
a lack of authoritative guidance or consensus. All significant transactions have been recognized in 
the financial statements in the proper period. 
 
Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management and 
are based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and current events and 
assumptions about future events.  Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive because 
of their significance to the financial statements and because of the possibility that future events 
affecting them may differ significantly from those expected.  The most sensitive estimates 
affecting the financial statements were:   
 
 Fair value of investments.  The District’s investments are generally carried at fair value, 


which is defined as the amount that the District could reasonably expect to receive for an 
investment in a current sale between a willing buyer and a willing seller and that is generally 
measured by quoted market prices. 


 Estimated allowance for losses on accounts receivable.  The allowance for losses on accounts 
receivable was based on management’s estimate regarding the likelihood of collectability. 


 Useful life estimates for capital and intangible assets.  The estimated useful lives of capital 
and intangible assets were based on management’s estimate of the economic life of the assets. 


 Estimated claims liabilities.  Reserves for estimated claims liabilities were based on actuarial 
evaluations using historical loss, other data, and attorney judgment about the ultimate 
outcome of claims. 


 Accrual of compensated absences.  The District is required to report and accrue for 
compensated absences as a liability, which is based upon the accumulated hours owed to 
employees at June 30, 2011, at current salary rates and related employment taxes.  


 Pension and Other Postemployment Benefits Plans’ employer and employee contributions.  
The contribution requirements were based on actuarially determined studies. 


 Pollution remediation liabilities.  The District is required to report and accrue for costs 
associated with its pollution remediation activities based on internal valuations.  
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REQUIRED COMMUNICATIONS – SIGNIFICANT AUDIT FINDINGS (Continued)  
 


I. Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Policies (continued) 
 
We evaluated the key factors and assumptions used to develop the accounting estimates described 
above in determining that they are reasonable in relation to the District’s financial statements 
taken as a whole.   
 
Certain financial statement disclosures are particularly sensitive because of their significance to 
financial statement users.  The most sensitive disclosures affecting the financial statements have 
been noted above. 
 


II. Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 
 
We encountered no difficulties in dealing with management in performing and completing our 
audit. 
 


III. Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements 
 
Professional standards require us to accumulate all known and likely misstatements identified 
during the audit, other than those that are trivial, and communicate them to the appropriate level 
of management.  The attached schedule summarizes the uncorrected misstatements of the 
financial statements.  Management has determined that its effects are immaterial, both 
individually and in the aggregate, to the District’s financial statements taken as a whole.  None of 
the misstatements detected as a result of audit procedures and corrected by management were 
material, either individually or in the aggregate, to the financial statements taken as a whole. 
 


IV. Disagreements with Management  
 
For purposes of this letter, professional standards define a disagreement with management as a 
financial accounting, reporting, or auditing matter, whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, 
that could be significant to the financial statements or to the auditor’s report. We are pleased to 
report that no such disagreements arose during the course of our audit. 
 


V. Management Representations  
 
We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the management 
representation letter dated January 20, 2012. 
 


VI. Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants  
 
In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and 
accounting matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations. If a consultation 
involves application of an accounting principle to the District’s basic financial statements or a 
determination of the type of auditor’s opinion that may be expressed on those financial 
statements, our professional standards require the consulting accountant to check with us to 
determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts. To our knowledge, there were no such 
consultations with other accountants. 







SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 
RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 


 
Report to the Board of Directors 


Year Ended June 30, 2011 
 
 


 5


REQUIRED COMMUNICATIONS – SIGNIFICANT AUDIT FINDINGS (Continued)  
 
VII. Other Audit Findings or Issues   


 
We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and 
auditing standards, with management prior to retention as the District’s auditors. However, these 
discussions occurred in the normal course of our professional relationship and our responses were 
not a condition to our retention. 
 


VIII. Other Information in Documents Containing Audited Financial Statements 
 
Our responsibility for other information in documents containing the financial statements and our 
report does not extend beyond the financial information identified in our audit report. We do not 
have an obligation to perform any procedures to corroborate other information contained in these 
documents. The District will include its financial statements and our report in its annual report.  
However, we will read the other information in District’s annual report and consider whether 
such information, or its manner of presentation, is materially inconsistent with information, or the 
manner of its presentation, appearing in the financial statements.  
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CURRENT YEAR COMMENT 
 
2011-1 Business Advancement Program (BAP) System Implementation (Material Weakness)  
 
The District converted to its new Business Advancement Program (BAP) system in 2011, which included 
the financials, materials management and maintenance modules. Every facet of the District’s operations 
was impacted by the implementation because procedures needed to be revised to match the capabilities of 
the BAP.  Based upon our audit, we identified the following weaknesses, the combination of which 
resulted in a material weakness: 
 


 Training – The training provided to the users prior to “go live” was focused on the initial set up 
phase of each module but not post-implementation or daily use. Users lack a thorough 
understanding of the capabilities of the BAP system, as a result, they are performing some 
financial tasks manually or via spreadsheets that should be done on the BAP system. In addition, 
at times, users are not aware of statuses of actions or processes that the BAP System had “kicked 
out” for follow-up. In addition, these deficiencies increase the risk of errors and decrease 
efficiency.   


 Capital Project Modules – The Capital Project module was not closed until November 2011, five 
months after year end. This impacted the District’s ability to bill or request for grant 
reimbursements of project costs, thus putting constraints on the District’s available cash. The late 
closing caused delays in audit planning, execution and the issuance of the financial statements. 


 Internal Controls – The late implementation also caused a lack of documentation of internal 
controls per the COSO framework. This framework calls for evaluating both previously identified 
risks, potential new risks, and providing assurance that controls are designed properly to address 
significant risks and are operating effectively.  MGO was not able to rely on internal controls and 
therefore, had to perform additional substantive procedures which caused even further delays in 
the issuance of financial statements. 


 Implementation Plan – Data and transactions were not tested prior to system implementation. 
Also there were no formal signoffs during implementation to note which stages of the plan had 
been performed and those that were still awaiting implementation. Testing prior to 
implementation ensures the user that information being input is being properly processed to 
ensure accuracy, completeness and authorization.  Formal signoffs ensure management’s 
awareness and involvement in the implementation process. 


 Account Authorization – During testing, MGO noted several instances in which the user listing 
for the BAP contained employees that had retired from the District during fiscal year 2011.  
Although, we noted these users had not accessed the system after their respective retirement 
dates. User authorization should be deactivated timely after an employee has terminated or retired 
to ensure the District is protected against unauthorized viewing, modification or copying of data. 


 
Virtually all of the District’s procedures were affected by the BAP implementation.  This large change of 
procedures had not been analyzed for its impact on the District’s overall internal control systems.  The 
District has not updated its assessment of internal controls for the implementation of the BAP system. 
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CURRENT YEAR COMMENT (Continued) 
 
2011-1 BAP System Implementation (Continued)  
 
Recommendation 
 
The District should do the following: 
 


 Prepare a user training plan, conduct thorough user training, follow up with the users to assure the 
training was adequate, conduct ongoing user training as necessary, and prepare a user handbook 
as a reference document. 


 Update all the District’s procedures to incorporate the new and revised Peoplesoft (BAP) 
procedures. 


 Review COSO’s Internal Control – Integrated Framework and its related Guidance for Smaller 
Public Companies: Reporting on Internal Controls over Financial Reporting and develop and 
document its risk assessment policies and procedures (emphasizing system level controls in lieu 
of manual controls).  The District should perform a comprehensive risk assessment analysis 
related to its internal controls over financial reporting as a result of the conversion to the BAP 
system. 
 


Management Response 
 


The District has put together a plan of corrective actions to address all system and user issues resulting 
from the implementation of the new BAP system.  With the Information Technology (IT) Department 
providing the lead, the District has committed significant time, effort and additional resources with the 
end in view of stabilizing the BAP system, enhancing the end user knowledge and use of the system and 
implementing additional enhancements and changes as necessary.  In particular, the corrective plan 
includes: 
 


 Hiring of additional six employees who are PeopleSoft and Maximo application/functional 
specialists to provide the regular and permanent support to the system and end users; 


 Embarking on an enterprise customer support governance model to stabilize the BAP operating 
environment which will improve user confidence and acceptance; 


 Continue targeted training and knowledge transfer sessions which is also aimed at streamlining 
business processes for simplicity and ease of use; 


 Complete the documentation of the internal controls per the COSO framework.  The District’s 
Internal Audit Department has completed its evaluation of the Accounts Payable module and will 
be requested to continue to participate in completion of the internal control review; 


 IT, Grant Compliance and Accounting will devote sufficient staff resources to verify the Project 
Costing, Grants Billing and Funds Distribution data; 


 IT and Internal Audit departments are working closely to tighten controls on user authorization.  
For the long range, IT is also planning to implement an enterprise BART Cyber Security policy, 
procedure and system. 


 
Most of the corrective plans the District is now working on are expected to be in place or completed by 
the end of the next fiscal year. 
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 STATUS OF PRIOR YEAR FINDING 
 


Finding  Summary  Status 
     
# 2010-1  Reassessment of Internal Control over 


Financial Reporting -  
We recommended the District to review COSO’s 
Internal Control – Integrated Framework and its 
related Guidance for Smaller Public Companies: 
Reporting on Internal Controls over Financial 
Reporting and develop and document its risk 
assessment policies and procedures during the 
implementation of its new information technology 
system.  


 See Finding 2011-1  
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Outdoor Billboard Advertising
• Revenue Opportunity
• Unsolicited Proposal for Consideration
• Request for Policy Direction


BART Board of Directors
Administration Committee
February 9, 2012
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Outdoor Billboard Advertising –
Background


• Last discussed with Board on September 23, 2010, 
including details of unsolicited proposal from Allvision


• Staff interpreted support from Directors to be limited


• As a result, did not actively pursue further but did 
continue to monitor opportunity:


• Subsequently provided Allvision with property info


• Met with Allvision in November 2011 to discuss 
community relations aspects of a billboard program
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Outdoor Billboard Advertising –
Defined


• Large-scale advertising on District property


• Commercial/
industrial


• Visible to high-
volume traffic
routes


• Either static
or digital ads
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Outdoor Billboard Advertising –
Defined


Digital Billboard
(Ohio)


Static Billboard
(New Jersey Transit)







Current BART Advertising 
Revenue
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AD CONTRACT REVENUE


2018: $11.91 M


2012: $8.09 M


2002: $2.62 M
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Allvision Proposal


• Allvision proposes to provide consulting services in 
exchange for 25% share of future revenue:


• Assess BART properties where outdoor billboards (primarily digital) 
could be constructed


• Support community outreach
• Secure entitlements and other regulatory approvals
• Oversee solicitation, award, and implementation of agreements 


with billboard companies


• Allvision estimates $5-10 million/year in net revenue to 
BART (based on 20 digital structures/40 
faces), depending on number of billboards actually 
installed
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Outdoor Billboard Advertising –
Board Policy Direction Requested


Benefits Challenges


• Revenue to support 
BART service and 
rider amenities


• Revenue potential 
for local community


• Precedent at other 
transit agencies


• BART messaging to 
driving public


• Aesthetic impacts/
community acceptance


• Investment of District 
resources


• Range of local, state 
(including Public Utilities 
Code, District 
Act), federal 
regulations/laws


• Uncertain revenue 
potential


CONSIDERATIONS
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Quarterly Service Performance Review 


Second Quarter, FY 2012 


October - December,  2011 


Engineering & Operations Committee 
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FY12 Second Quarter Overview... 


  Continued strong ridership growth, above 5%. 


 Train service reliability dipped slightly, 50% of the 


quarter’s late trains classified as due to 


“Miscellaneous” causes 


 Customer rated attributes (PES) generally steady 


 Availability indicators met for AFC and Station 


Elevators; Escalator goals not met 


 Complaints down from last quarter and down from 


corresponding quarter of last year  
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Results


Goal


 Total ridership increased by 5.4% compared to same quarter last year 


 Average weekday ridership (361,562) up 5.1% over same quarter last year; core 


weekday ridership up by 4.8% and SFO Extension weekday ridership up by 7.6%  


 Saturday and Sunday up by 9.2% and 12.1%, respectively 


 Growth trend began in January 2011, expect some flattening of growth rate. 
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On-Time Service - Customer 
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  96% goal not met, 95.22% 


  3 of 5 biggest delay events protest or earthquake-related 
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On-Time Service - Train 
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   93.19%, goal 94% 


   50% of all late trains due to “Miscellaneous” events: 


• Earthquakes 


• Protests 


• Police activity 


• PG&E outages 


• Sick passengers 


• Etc. 
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Wayside Train Control System 


 Goal met, improved over last quarter 


 Continued pre-work for new wayside card packs 


  Continued work on the wayside MUX box lightening arrestor replacement project. 


 


 


 


Includes False Occupancy & Routing, Delays Per 100 Train Runs 
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Computer Control System 
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Includes ICS computer & SORS, Delays per 100 train runs 
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 Goal met – continued solid performance 
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 Goal met, improved over last quarter 


 Reaping benefit of 3rd bracket coverboard project  


Traction Power  


Includes Coverboards, Insulators,  


Third Rail Trips, Substations,  


Delays Per 100 Train Runs 
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Transportation 


 Goal met 


 Sporadic T/O shortages in December 


Includes Late Dispatches, Controller-Train 


Operator-Tower Procedures and Other 


Operational Delays Per 100 Train Runs 
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Car Equipment - Reliability 
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 Goal met, improved performance  
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Car Equipment - Availability @ 0400 hours 
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 Goal met  
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Elevator Availability - Stations 


Active Elevators only (units currently not 


removed from service for renovation) 


 98.4% availability 


 Goal met, performance improved 


 Priority equipment for Escalator/Elevator group  
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Elevator Availability - Garage 
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 Goal not met 


 Unlike stations, parking garages have elevator redundancy  
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Escalator Availability - Street 


 Goal not met, performance did improve slightly in Nov. and Dec. 


 Longer term outages of units at Del Norte, West Oakland, Embarcadero 


 Following major, time-consuming repair work, units at North Berkeley, Daly City 


and Glen Park are performing well 


 Once seven additional Elevator/Escalator Maintainers are hired and trained, 


performance will improve further 
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Escalator Availability - Platform 


 Quarterly goal not met, monthly goal met in Oct and Dec. 


 New hires will allow staffers of a second heavy repair crew, 


will help alleviate long term outages  
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AFC Gate Availability 
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 Continued above goal performance 


 Clipper usage approaching 50% of all customers 
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AFC Vendor Availability 


 Availability of AFC Venders met goal 


 Other equipment availability: 


• Add Fare    98.4% 


• Add Fare Parking   98.6% 


• Parking Validation Machines 99.7%  
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Environment - Outside Stations 


Composite rating of: 


   Walkways & Entry Plaza Cleanliness (50%)  2.77 


    BART Parking Lot Cleanliness (25%)           3.07 


    Appearance of BART Landscaping (25%)     2.77 


 Goal met 


 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


      Walkways/Entry Plazas:  68.9%       Parking Lots:  81.7% 


      Landscaping Appearance:  69.9% 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3 = Good 


2.80 = Goal 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Environment - Inside Stations 


 Overall goal not met 


 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


  Station Platform:  81.0% Other Station Areas:  72.4% 


  Restrooms:  41.7%  Elevators:  61.6% 


 Staffing impacted area, upgrading equipment to improve performance 


 Greater focus on elevators may marginally impact other areas 


 


Composite rating for Cleanliness of: 


        Station Platform (60%)  3.02 


        Other Station Areas (20%) 2.85 


        Restrooms (10%)    2.24 


        Elevator Cleanliness (10%) 2.63 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3 = Good 


2.90 = Goal 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Station Vandalism 
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 Goal not met 


 84.0% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good 


Station Kept Free of Graffiti 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3.19 = Goal 


3 = Good 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Station Services 
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Composite rating of: 


    Station Agent Availability (65%) 3.00 


    Brochures Availability (35%) 3.13 


 Goal just missed, steady performance 


 Availability ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


       Station Agents:  80.0%      Brochures:  84.9% 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3.06 = Goal 


3 = Good 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Train P.A. Announcements 
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 Goal met, continued improvement 


 Announcement ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


       Arrivals:  80.8% Transfers:  80.0% 


       Destinations:  85.6% 


Composite rating of: 


       P.A. Arrival Announcements (33%)  3.11 


       P.A. Transfer Announcements (33%) 3.09 


       P.A. Destination Announcements (33%) 3.23 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3.09 = Goal 


3 = Good 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Train Exterior Appearance 


 Goal not met, slightly improved rating 


 78.1% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good 


 Deliberate effort to reduce weekly duplicate washes 
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Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3.00 = Goal 


3 = Good 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Train Interior Cleanliness 


Composite rating of: 


      Train interior cleanliness (60%)  2.55 


      Train interior kept free of graffiti (40%) 3.35 


 Overall goal not met, “Interior Free of Graffiti” component met 


 Train Interior ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


        Cleanliness:  56.2% Graffiti-free:  91.4% 


 Continued area of focus, increased “Thorough Cleans” to begin this quarter 


2.86 2.94 2.84 2.87 2.87


1


2


3


4


FY2011 Qtr 2 FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2


Results


Goal


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3 = Good 


2.94 = Goal 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Train Temperature 
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Comfortable Temperature Onboard Train 


 Goal met 


 86.9% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good 


 Summer will be the test, C1 car air conditioning units undersized 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3.12 = Goal 


3 = Good 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Customer Complaints 
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 Total complaints are down 16.7% from last quarter, down 12.6% when compared with 


the second quarter of last year. 


 Complaint count is down in all categories except Announcements, Parking, Service 


(especially short trains), and Train Cleanliness (which rose by just one).    


 Compliments numbered 101, down from last quarter’s abnormally high level (positive 


feedback on BART’s handling of protests).  


Complaints Per 100,000 Customers 
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Patron Safety: 


Station Incidents per Million Patrons 
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Patron Safety 


Vehicle Incidents per Million Patrons 
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Employee Safety: 


Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses 


per OSHA Incidence Rate 
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 Down  
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Employee Safety: 


OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses 


per OSHA Incidence Rate 
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 Down  
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Operating Safety: 


Unscheduled Door Openings per Million Car Miles 
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 Up     
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Operating Safety: 


Rule Violations per Million Car Miles 


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


FY2011 Qtr 2 FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2


Results


Benchmark


R
u
le


 V
io


la
ti


o
n
s 


p
er


 M
il


li
o
n
 C


ar
 M


il
es


 


 Slightly Down   
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BART Police Presence 
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Composite Rating of Adequate BART Police Presence in:  


  Stations (33%)   2.40 


  Parking Lots and Garages (33%) 2.47 


  Trains (33%)   2.40 


 Adequate Presence ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


         Stations:   48.1% Parking Lots/Garages:  50.9% 


         Trains:      47.0% 


Ratings guide:  


4 = Excellent 


3 = Good 


2.50 = Goal 


2 = Only Fair  


1 = Poor 
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Quality of Life* 
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Quality of Life incidents are up from last quarter, and up 


from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year. 


  


  


 


*Quality of Life Violations include: Disturbing the Peace, Vagrancy, Public Urination, 


Fare Evasion, Loud Music/Radios, Smoking, Eating/Drinking and Expectoration 
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Crimes Against Persons 


(Homicide, Rape, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault) 
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 Goal met. 


 Crimes against persons are down from the last quarter, and up 
from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.  
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Auto Theft and Burglary 
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 Goal met. 


 The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces are down from last 


quarter, and down from the corresponding quarter from the prior fiscal year . 
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Average Emergency Response Time 
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 The Average Emergency Response Time Goal was not met.  
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Bike Theft 
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 198 bike thefts for current quarter, down 12 from last quarter and up 


from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year. 
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SUMMARY CHART 2nd QUARTER FY 2012


    PERFORMANCE INDICATORS CURRENT QUARTER PRIOR QTR ACTUALS YEAR TO DATE


LAST THIS QTR


ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS QUARTER LAST YEAR ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS


Average Ridership - Weekday 361,562 341,178 MET 363,539 344,075 362,582 345,152 MET


Customers on Time


   Peak 94.49% 96.00% NOT MET 96.18% 94.56% 95.33% 96.00% NOT MET


   Daily 95.22% 96.00% NOT MET 96.36% 94.00% 95.79% 96.00% NOT MET


Trains on Time


   Peak 91.82%       N/A N/A 93.40% 91.24% 92.61% N/A N/A


   Daily 93.19% 94.00% NOT MET 94.32% 91.29% 93.75% 94.0% NOT MET


Peak Period Transbay Car Throughput


   AM Peak 99.29% 97.50% MET 99.67% 99.18% 99.48% 97.50% MET


   PM Peak 99.19% 97.50% MET 99.37% 99.60% 99.28% 97.50% MET


Car Availability at 4 AM (0400) 581 573 MET 588 574 584 573 MET


Mean Time Between Failures 3,404 2,900 MET 3,307 2,711 3,356 2,900 MET


Elevators in Service


   Station 98.40% 98.00% MET 98.13% 98.80% 98.27% 98.00% MET


   Garage 94.60% 98.00% NOT MET 98.63% 99.40% 96.62% 98.00% NOT MET


Escalators in Service


   Street 88.33% 94.00% NOT MET 89.30% 91.80% 88.82% 94.00% NOT MET


   Platform 93.87% 94.00% NOT MET 95.17% 97.00% 94.52% 94.00% MET


Automatic Fare Collection


   Gates 99.30% 98.00% MET 99.43% 99.23% 99.37% 98.00% MET


   Vendors 95.27% 95.00% MET 95.03% 95.83% 95.15% 95.00% MET


Wayside Train Control System 0.91 1.50 MET 1.02 1.38 0.97 1.50 MET


Computer Control System 0.037 0.15 MET 0.007 0.033 0.022 0.15 MET


Traction Power 0.05 0.35 MET 0.13 1.02 0.09 0.35 MET


Transportation 0.52 0.60 MET 0.40 0.48 0.46 0.60 MET


Environment Outside Stations 2.84 2.80 MET 2.90 2.79 2.87 2.80 MET


Environment Inside Stations 2.87 2.90 NOT MET 2.89 2.88 2.88 2.90 NOT MET


Station Vandalism 3.11 3.19 NOT MET 3.14 3.09 3.12 3.19 NOT MET


Station Services 3.05 3.06 NOT MET 3.06 3.07 3.05 3.06 NOT MET


Train P.A. Announcements 3.14 3.09 MET 3.12 3.07 3.13 3.09 MET


Train Exterior Appearance 2.90 3.00 NOT MET 2.87 2.89 2.89 3.00 NOT MET


Train Interior Cleanliness 2.87 2.94 NOT MET 2.87 2.86 2.87 2.94 NOT MET


Train Temperature 3.20 3.12 MET 3.14 3.18 3.17 3.12 MET
Customer Complaints


   Complaints per 100,000 Passenger Trips 3.25 5.07 MET 3.82 3.94 3.54 5.07 MET


Safety


   Station Incidents/Million Patrons 4.17 5.50 MET 3.82 4.23 4.00 5.50 MET


   Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons 0.77 1.30 MET 1.19 0.77 0.98 1.30 MET


   Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 5.14 7.50 MET 8.65 4.89 6.90 7.50 MET


   OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 12.41 13.30 MET 17.15 14.24 14.78 13.30 NOT MET


   Unscheduled Door Openings/Million Car Miles 0.250 0.300 MET 0.120 0.190 0.185 0.300 MET


   Rule Violations Summary/Million Car Miles 0.120 0.500 MET 0.180 0.500 0.150 0.500 MET


Police


   BART Police Presence 2.42 2.50 NOT MET 2.44 2.37 2.43 2.50 NOT MET


   Quality of Life per million riders 63.98 N/A N/A 40.79 23.93 52.39 N/A N/A


   Crimes Against Persons per million riders 1.97 2.00 MET 2.09 1.52 2.03 2.00 NOT MET


   Auto Theft and Burglaries per 1,000 parking spaces 4.83 8.00 MET 5.21 5.08 5.02 8.00 MET


   Police Response Time per Emergency Incident (Minutes) 5.80 5.00 NOT MET 5.03 5.80 5.42 5.00 NOT MET


   Bike Thefts (Quarterly Total and YTD Quarterly Average) 198 N/A N/A 219 138 209 N/A N/A


LEGEND:                                                              Appropriate Trend                    Watch the Trend                  Negative Trend





