
1 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

 

TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS &   

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REPORT   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MAY 25, 2023  



2 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

Table of Contents 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................................................... 5 

ALL-RIDER ANALYSIS ....................................................................................................................................................... 5 
PARKING PRODUCT TYPE ANALYSIS .................................................................................................................................... 6 
PARKING HOUR EXTENSION ANALYSIS ................................................................................................................................ 6 
MITIGATION MEASURES .................................................................................................................................................. 6 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION .................................................................................................................................................... 7 

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................................................... 8 

RELEVANT TITLE VI POLICIES ............................................................................................................................................ 9 
PARKING AT WEST OAKLAND STATION IS EXCLUDED FROM THE METHODOLOGY AND THIS ANALYSIS, AS IT OPERATES UNDER A SEPARATE 

PARKING POLICY.  ALSO, PARKING TAXES AND FEES CHARGED BY LOCAL CITIES IN EXCESS OF BART’S PARKING FEES ARE ALSO NOT 

INCLUDED IN THIS ANALYSIS PER THE DISTRICT’S EXISTING PARKING PRICING POLICY. ................................................................. 10 
IMPACT OF INFLATION ................................................................................................................................................... 11 

SECTION 2. EQUITY ANALYSIS ...................................................................................................................................... 13 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES ............................................................................................................................... 13 
ALL-RIDER ANALYSIS ..................................................................................................................................................... 13 
PARKING PRODUCT TYPE ANALYSIS .................................................................................................................................. 14 
PARKING HOUR EXTENSION ANALYSIS .............................................................................................................................. 16 

SECTION 3. ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE FOR PEOPLE AFFECTED BY PROPOSED PARKING POLICY CHANGES .............. 18 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURE .................................................................................................................................. 18 

SECTION 4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ............................................................................................................................. 20 

SURVEY RESPONSES ...................................................................................................................................................... 22 
OPEN RESPONSE COMMENTS ......................................................................................................................................... 25 

APPENDIX A – BART PARKING METHODOLOGY .......................................................................................................... 40 

APPENDIX B – DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN (DI/DB) POLICY ..................................................... 50 

APPENDIX C - AVERAGE WEIGHTED PARKING RATE CALCULATION ............................................................................ 53 

ORIGINAL PROPOSAL .................................................................................................................................................... 54 
UPDATED PROPOSAL ..................................................................................................................................................... 55 

APPENDIX D – PARKING POLICY SURVEY ..................................................................................................................... 56 

APPENDIX E – PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REPORT ........................................................................................................... 71 

1  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PURPOSE .......................................................................................................................... 744 

1.1 PURPOSE ............................................................................................................................................................ 744 

2  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS .......................................................................................................................... 766 

2.1 OUTREACH EVENTS ............................................................................................................................................... 766 
2.2 PUBLICITY ............................................................................................................................................................. 77 

2.2.1 Multilingual Newspaper Ads ...................................................................................................................... 77 
2.2.2 Electronic Destination Sign System ............................................................................................................ 77 
2.2.3 BART Advisory Committees ....................................................................................................................... 78 

2.3 TITLE VI/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY ADVISORY COMMITTEES .......................................... 78 



3 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

3  OUTREACH RESULTS ................................................................................................................................................ 79 

3.1 TITLE VI OUTREACH SURVEYS ................................................................................................................................... 79 
3.2 SURVEY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ................................................................................................................................... 79 

3.2.1 Minority ..................................................................................................................................................... 79 
3.2.2 Income ....................................................................................................................................................... 80 

4  PUBLIC COMMENT OVERVIEW ................................................................................................................................ 82 

4.1 OVERVIEW ............................................................................................................................................................ 82 
4.2 PUBLIC COMMENT GROUPING ANALYSIS: GENERAL METHODOLOGY ................................................................................ 82 

5  PROPOSED 2024 PARKING POLICY UPDATE ............................................................................................................. 83 

5.1 PROPOSED 2024 PARKING POLICY UPDATE SURVEY QUESTIONS ..................................................................................... 83 
5.2 QUESTION 9: SUMMARY OF LEVELS OF SUPPORT .......................................................................................................... 84 

5.2.1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status ............................................................................................... 84 
5.2.2 Summary of Responses by Income Status ................................................................................................. 85 

5.3 QUESTION 11: SUMMARY OF LEVELS OF SUPPORT ........................................................................................................ 86 
5.3.1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status ............................................................................................... 86 
5.3.2 Summary of Responses by Income Status ................................................................................................. 87 

5.4 QUESTION 10: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS (PUBLIC COMMENTS) ......................................................................................... 88 
5.4.1 Methodology .............................................................................................................................................. 88 
5.4.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status ................................................................................... 90 
5.4.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status ..................................................................................... 91 

5.5 QUESTION 12: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS (PUBLIC COMMENTS) ......................................................................................... 91 
5.5.1 Methodology .............................................................................................................................................. 91 
5.5.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status ................................................................................... 93 
5.5.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status ..................................................................................... 94 

5.6 QUESTION 13: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS (PUBLIC COMMENTS) ......................................................................................... 95 
5.6.1 Methodology .............................................................................................................................................. 95 
5.6.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status ................................................................................... 96 
5.6.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status ..................................................................................... 97 

5.7 QUESTION 10: PUBLIC COMMENTS ........................................................................................................................... 98 
5.7.1 Oppose ....................................................................................................................................................... 98 
5.7.2 Support ...................................................................................................................................................... 99 
5.7.3 General Comments on BART/Parking ...................................................................................................... 100 

5.8 QUESTION 12: PUBLIC COMMENTS ......................................................................................................................... 101 
5.8.1 Oppose ..................................................................................................................................................... 101 
5.8.2 Support .................................................................................................................................................... 102 
5.8.3 General Comments on BART/Parking ...................................................................................................... 103 

5.9 QUESTION 13B: PUBLIC COMMENTS ........................................................................................................................ 104 
5.9.1 No ............................................................................................................................................................. 104 
5.9.2 Don’t Know .............................................................................................................................................. 106 

5.10 COMMENTS SUMMARY ....................................................................................................................................... 107 

6  APPENDIX PP-A: PARKING POLICY UPDATE SURVEY .............................................................................................. 108 

7  APPENDIX PP-B: PUBLIC COMMENTS .................................................................................................................... 123 

8  APPENDIX PP-C: PARKING POLICY UPDATE POSTCARD ......................................................................................... 241 

9  APPENDIX PP-D: MULTILINGUAL NEWSPAPER ADS ............................................................................................... 249 



4 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

10  APPENDIX PP-E: BART NEWS ANNOUNCEMENT ................................................................................................. 252 

 

  



5 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

Executive Summary 
The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is proposing changes to its parking policy which 

would increase the allowed range of parking prices for its three main parking products (i.e., Daily Fee, 

Single/Multi-Day Reserved, and Monthly Reserved). The proposed changes extend the hours and days 

BART would charge for parking if the parking lots reach capacity. To comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 as well as BART Parking Title VI/Environmental Justice Equity Analysis Methodology, BART 

must analyze this proposed updated pricing parking policy to ensure the proposed changes do not have a 

disparate impact on minority populations or a disproportionate burden on low-income populations. 

Based on capacity  at each station, BART sets parking prices within a range. The proposed policy change 

increases the range of rates BART may charge. Capacity will be periodically reviewed.  If the station parking 

reaches capacity, only then could rates increase within the range. Parking is not expected to reach capacity 

at most stations for several years. If approved, beginning in 2025, the parking price floor or ceiling may be 

indexed for inflation within the approved range. The proposed parking product rates are shown in Table 

1.    

Table 1: Current and Proposed Parking Rates by Product 

 Parking Product Definition Current Floor Current Ceiling Proposed 
Floor 

Proposed 
Ceiling 

Daily Fee Purchase 
daily on a 
first come, 
first served 

basis 

$1/day $3/day $3/day $8/day 

Single/Multi-
day Reserved  

Purchase in 
advance, 

one or more 
days at a 

time 

$4/day $7/day $4/day $11/day 

Monthly 
Reserved 

Purchase on 
a monthly 

basis 

$63/month $105/month $84/month 
 

$220/month 
 

 

The proposed policy also includes a request to extend the hours BART may charge for parking from 3:00 

pm until 6:00 pm and Saturdays or Sundays. Based on the three parking products, three separate analyses 

are conducted to evaluate for disparate impacts and disproportionate burdens. The data sourced for the 

analyses derives from the 2022 BART Customer Satisfaction Survey and a 2022 Parking Policy Survey, 

which was conducted specifically for this proposal. While the proposed policy states rates will only be 

raised upon certain occupancy thresholds, Title VI, evaluated the price ceiling for all products was studied. 

All-Rider Analysis 
This analysis uses Customer Satisfaction Survey data to analyze the impact of the increase in parking rates 

on all BART riders, evaluating the cost of parking as part of the total cost of a trip. The analysis finds riders 

who park at BART stations are less likely to be minority or low-income, and as a result, there is no disparate 

impact or disproportionate burden caused by the change to parking rates. 
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Parking Product Type Analysis 
This analysis uses Parking Policy Survey data to analyze the impact of the increase in parking prices on 

minority and low-income parkers. The proposed price ceilings for the three main parking products are 

each increasing by a different percentage, with the Daily Fee ceiling increasing the greatest amount. There 

is a potential disparate impact or disproportionate burden if minority and low-income parkers use either 

the Daily Fee or Monthly Reserved parking products. 

The equity analysis methodology compares the average maximum parking rate paid (AMR) by protected 

populations to the average paid by all parkers. The AMR was calculated by weighting each parking product 

type against how often minority, low-income, and all BART parkers use it. The analysis found the proposed 

policy change would increase the AMR for minority parkers from $3.28 to $8.24 (151%), low-income 

parkers from $3.21 to $8.17 (154%), and all BART parkers1 from $3.37 to $8.33 (148%). 

There is no disparate impact because the difference in AMR percentage increase between minority 

parkers and all parkers is less than five percent2. There is a disproportionate burden and mitigation 

measures need to be considered because the difference in AMR percentage increase between low-income 

parkers and all parkers is greater than five percent. 

Parking Hour Extension Analysis 
This analysis uses Parking Policy Survey data to determine if minority and low-income parkers are more 

likely to use BART parking during hours and days when BART currently does not charge for parking. The 

analysis identified minority parkers were less likely than all parkers to park during hours and days BART 

does not charge for parking, while low-income parkers parked at a similar rate to all parkers during hours 

and days BART does not currently charge for parking. As a result, there is no disparate impact or 

disproportionate burden caused by the parking hour changes. 

Mitigation Measures 
To address the disproportionate burden found in the Parking Product Type Analysis, staff proposes a lower 

maximum rate charged for daily parking to bring the percentage change between the parking products’ 

(Daily Fee and Monthly Reserved) prices in line with one another and under the DI/DB impact threshold 

The updated Parking Product Type table is shown in Table 2. 

  

 
1 All BART Parkers refers only to parkers who pay using one of BART’s (3) parking products. 
2 BART’s parking methodology in conjunction with its Disparate Impact / Disproportionate Burden (DI/DB) policy (2013) sets the threshold for disparate impacts 
and disproportionate burdens at 5%. Values below this threshold equate to “no disparate impact” or “no disproportionate burden.” 
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Table 2: Mitigated Proposed Parking Rates 

 Parking Products Existing Ceiling Proposed 
Ceiling 

Proposed 
Ceiling with 
mitigation 

Percent 
Increase 

Daily Fee $3.00/day $8.00/day $6.30/day 110% 

Single/Multi-day Reserved $7.00/day $11.00/day $11.00/day 57%3 

Monthly Reserved $105.00/month $220.00/month $220.00/month 110% 

 

This proposed change eliminates the disproportionate burden found in the analysis, bringing the 

difference in change of average maximum parking rate paid between low-income parkers and all BART 

parkers to below BART’s five percent DI/DB threshold. 

Public Participation  
BART sought public input on parking policy changes from protected populations such as minority and low-

income parkers, and Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations through a targeted survey which ran 

from Monday, November 28, 2022, through Friday, December 16, 2022. BART advertised the survey by 

placing flyers on cars parked at select protected population BART stations4, as well as placing ads in LEP-

serving newspapers. The outreach yielded 1,269 responses to the survey. 

In general, respondents opposed the proposed changes to BART’s parking rates. There was less opposition 

to the proposed change to the hours and days BART charges for parking, but a significant majority still 

opposed the changes. Minority and low-income parkers were more likely to oppose changes to both the 

rates and the hours than all parkers. 

  

 
3 Monthly parking and Daily Fee parking were more relevant. 110% was applied to the Single Day. We are recommending $11 to stay within the range studied. 
4 BART stations selected for outreach included: San Leandro, El Cerrito del Norte, Pittsburg/Bay Point, Fruitvale(weekend), Daly City, Fruitvale (weekday), and 
MacArthur 
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Section 1. Introduction 
In compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires 

all transit agencies that receive federal funding to monitor the performance of their systems, ensuring 

services are made available and/or distributed equitably. One component of ensuring compliance is 

performing an equity analysis for all fare changes and any major service changes to determine its impact 

on minority (race, color, or national origin) and low-income populations. 

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is considering a new policy that would allow 

parking prices to vary within the following ranges based on demand: $3 - $8 per day for Daily Fee parking; 

$4 - $11 per day for Single/Multi-day Reserved; and $84 - $220 per month for Monthly Reserved. Rates 

will only increase within the range if parking fills, and only periodically. Parking is not expected to fill at 

most stations for several years.  Rates could be adjusted for inflation within the allowed range. 

Additionally, the policy may include adjustments regarding when BART charges for parking.  Currently 

BART charges only on weekdays until 3 P.M. but is considering extending the hours during which parking 

is charged to 6:00 p.m. and the days to include Saturdays or Sundays. These policy changes would help 

BART prepare for future travel trends and better manage parking if lots fill, especially at stations with 

planned Transit-Oriented Developments.  

While the FTA Title VI Circular 4702.1B does not include requirements to perform equity analyses on 

parking programs, policies, or fares, the FTA has advised agencies that it must perform equity analyses on 

any proposed changes to parking which may affect the customer’s cost to access public transit service. 

The FTA recommends parking fees be evaluated as a component of public transit fares but are allowing 

agencies discretion in how they assess parking fees5 as part of their compliance with Title VI requirements. 

As a result, BART understands parking fees can add to a customer’s cost to ride, and it considers providing 

parking itself to be an access amenity. However, while all customers using BART are impacted by BART 

fare changes, not all customers are impacted by parking fee changes. BART only provides parking at 

stations that can accommodate parking lots; urban stations with heavy use and limited real estate have 

either limited or no BART parking spaces. These stations inherently have higher rates of alternative access 

mode shares, such as biking, walking, and public transit, and riders at these stations are less likely to be 

impacted by changes to BART’s parking programs. In fact, BART policies heavily encourage non-motorized 

means of accessing its stations as well as the development of station property which may result in fewer 

station parking spaces. Additionally, some riders may consciously choose not to park at BART, though 

transit research generally distinguishes between these “choice riders” and protected populations that 

may have limited access to certain mode shares. As a result, an analysis based solely on a combined fare 

+ parking fee framework may not be easily applied across the BART system and may not adequately 

capture potential impacts to Title VI protected populations.  

BART’s focus is on public transit and ensuring the District is providing all riders safe and reliable transit 

service which is accessible. Parking must be reviewed under Title VI, but staff believes it should not be 

weighted equally to transit fares for the reasons stated above. Accordingly, staff considered FTA Circular 

4702.1B, BART’s Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy (DI/DB Policy), and BART’s Public 

Participation Plan as guidelines when reviewing and analyzing parking programs. Based on the above-

 
5 BART participates in a Title VI Working Group with Region IX agencies. Based on discussions within the Working Group, other agencies have developed their 
own methodologies for how to treat parking.   
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mentioned interpretation, staff will analyze parking fees differently from fares. See Appendix A for BART’s 

Title VI parking methodology to evaluate the impact of parking program changes on BART’s protected 

populations. 

This Title VI analysis will: 

• Evaluate how the proposed parking rate changes may impact protected populations, and 

• Identify strategies to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any disproportionate burdens, disparate 

impacts, or any potentially negative outcomes. 

Relevant Title VI Policies 
To ensure compliance with federal Title VI regulations, BART is required to conduct an analysis of any 

proposed fare change to determine if the change could potentially place a disparate impact on minority 

parkers or a disproportionate burden on low-income parkers (protected populations). According to the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), because parking fees charged by a transit agency recipient to users 

of transit station parking facilities are in addition to the transit fares charged by the recipient when 

assessing a total one-way trip cost, FTA has advised agencies that it must perform equity analyses on any 

proposed changes to parking which may affect the customer’s cost to access public transit service. BART 

developed a methodology to evaluate the impacts of changes to the parking fee structures on protected 

populations, using demographic data from the Customer Satisfaction Survey and Parking Policy Survey 

results. 

Disparate Impact Definition 

Refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects members of a group 

identified by race, color, or national origin, where the recipient’s policy or practice lacks a 

substantial legitimate justification and where there exists one or more alternatives that would 

serve the same legitimate objectives but with less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, 

color, or national origin. (FTA C 4702.1B, Chap. I-2) 

Disproportionate Burden Definition 

Refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects low-income populations more 

than non-low-income populations. A finding of disproportionate burden requires the recipient to 

evaluate alternatives and mitigate burdens where practicable. (FTA C 4702.1B, Chap. I-2) 

The Circular requires that there be a fare equity analysis completed for any change in fares or in fare 

media. Although parking fee changes are not explicitly identified in the FTA Circular, changes to parking 

fees have an impact on total trip cost. 

BART’s Title VI parking methodology (Appendix A) outlines the steps needed to analyze a change in parking 

fees or policy. It also defines the disparate impact and disproportionate burden thresholds as shown 

below.  

Disparate Impact (DI) and Disproportionate Burden (DB) Threshold 

Using BART’s DI/DB Policy as guidance, a parking rate change is considered to have a 

disproportionate impact when the difference between the changes for protected riders and non-

protected riders is equal to or greater than 5%.  
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Parking at West Oakland station is excluded from the methodology and this analysis, as it operates under 
a separate parking policy.  Also, parking taxes and fees charged by local cities in excess of BART’s parking 
fees are also not included in this analysis per the District’s existing Parking Pricing Policy.  
 

BART owns and operates more than 47,000 parking spaces at 36 stations. Paid parking is required Monday 

through Friday from 4:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Parking is free outside of these times and on weekends. Parking 

at Berryessa/North San Jose and Milpitas stations are operated by the Valley Transportation Authority 

and follow different policies. 

BART has three main types of parking products: Daily Fee, Single/Multi-day Reserved, and Monthly 

Reserved. Table 3 shows BART’s parking product rates. 

Table 3: Current Parking Pricing Policy 

 Parking Product Definition Floor Ceiling 

Daily Fee Purchase daily on a first come, 
first served basis 

$1/day $3/day 

Single/multi-day Reserved  Purchase in advance, one or 
more days at a time 

$4/day $7/day 

Monthly Reserved Purchase on a monthly basis $63/month $105/month 

 

The majority of BART parking is first-come, first-served Daily Fee parking. Customers may pay for parking 

in station by cash, credit, or debit, or pay by the BART Official App. All stations with parking, except Glen 

Park and Pittsburg Center, offer reserved parking. After 10:00 am, the space becomes available for Daily 

Fee parking. Customers may purchase Single/Multi-day Reserved and Monthly Reserved parking in 

advance on the BART Official App. Because reserved areas are typically better located and provide a 

guaranteed spot until 10:00 a.m. on weekdays, Single/Multi-day Reserved and Monthly Reserved parking 

rates are higher than the Daily Fee parking rate. 

Parking rates are set at all stations based on demand. When parking occupancy is above 90 percent, BART 

can raise prices within the range provided above. After the parking policy passed in 2013, due to high 

demand, parking prices at nearly all stations reached the $3 ceiling by 2015. At present, all stations with 

parking are at the maximum, except South Hayward ($2.00 for Daily Fee; $5 for Single/Multi-Day 

Reserved; $84 for Monthly Reserved) and North Concord/Martinez ($2.50 for Daily Fee; $5.50 for 

Single/Multi-Day Reserved; $94.50 for Monthly Reserved). West Oakland operates on a different policy 

(see [Appendix A]). Additionally, stations in Oakland, San Francisco, and Berkeley are subject to local 

parking taxes. 

Current prices for reserved parking is a formula based upon the Daily Fee price. The Monthly Reserved 

parking price is (Daily Fee + $2) x 21. Twenty-one (21) is the multiplier as that is the average number of 

days per month. The formula for Single day Reserved parking is Daily Fee + $3, and Airport/Long-Term 

reserved parking pricing is Daily Fee + $4. This Airport/Long-Term reserved parking product was phased 

out in 2021 and reclassified as Single/Multi-day Reserved parking. The $2-$4 on top of the Daily Fee rate 
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were the premiums applied to account for the benefits of a reserved parking space - i.e., a guaranteed 

spot before 10:00 am and desirable location close to the station entrance.  

 

The proposed policy makes changes to the parking rates as well as the days and hours BART charges for 

parking. Table 4 presents BART’s parking pricing proposal. The proposal updates the price range to better 

match peer agencies and account for BART operating cost increases. The price range for Reserved 

products (single/multi-day and monthly) is proposed to increase more modestly than Daily Fee parking 

due to weak demand for Reserved parking products in recent years.   

Table 4: Proposed Parking Pricing Policy 

 Parking Product Definition Floor Ceiling 

Daily Fee Purchase daily on a first 
come, first served basis 

$3/day $8/day 

Single/multi-day Reserved  Purchase in advance, one or 
more days at a time 

$4/day $11/day 

Monthly Reserved Purchase on a monthly basis $84/month $220/month 

 

The proposed policy will function the same way as the existing policy, where parking rates are adjusted 

by demand at each station. In addition to the change in parking rates, the proposed policy may extend 

the hours and days BART may charge for parking to seven days a week, 4:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The 

proposed policy will also provide a mechanism to adjust the rates based upon inflation, with the 

adjustment not to exceed the parking price ceiling. 

As outlined in BART’s Title VI Parking Methodology (Appendix A), the maximum possible charge for each 

parking product will be used for comparison. 

Impact of Inflation 
Over the past two years, inflation has been historically high. These increasing costs have impacted BART’s 

ability to provide its services, including station parking. In addition to increasing costs to BART, inflation 

also increases cost pressures on all riders. Those pressures do not impact all riders equally. Inflation can 

have an outsized impact on low-income and minority populations. BART recognizes these pressures and 

acknowledges that, even if the proposed changes do not result in a Title VI finding of disparate impact or 

disproportionate burden, the changes in parking policy will increase the cost of a BART trip for some 

minority and low-income communities. 

Table 5Table 5 below compares the change in BART fares and fees since the parking policy was approved 

in 2013. In 2023, the average BART fare is $3.93. The average maximum parking price for all parkers is 

$3.37. It is important to note that the proposed parking fees are a maximum increase, and most stations 

will take many years to reach these levels based on current and projected utilization. The average 

proposed maximum parking price for all parkers increases to $8.33, a 147.5 percent increase over the 

current average maximum parking fee. 
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Table 5: Comparison of Costs in 2013 vs 2023 

Comparison of Cost  Previous  Current/Proposed Change 

Consumer Price Index (CPI)  $       1.00 $       1.30 30% 

AAA Driving Cost Per Mile   $       0.61 $       0.72 18% 

BART Average Fare $       3.59 $       3.93 9% 

BART Maximum Average Parking 
Fee All Parkers 

$       3.37 $       8.33 147.5% 
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Section 2. Equity Analysis 

Methodology and Data Sources 
Data used for this analysis comes from two sources: 

1. Customer Satisfaction Survey: Most recently conducted in Fall 2022, the Customer Satisfaction 

Survey asks BART riders about all aspects of BART service, to better understand where BART could 

best focus its efforts to improve customer satisfaction. As part of that survey, riders were asked 

questions related to station access, parking, and demographics that are relevant to this Title VI 

analysis. The Customer Satisfaction Survey is conducted every other year and is statistically valid 

at a systemwide level, as respondents are randomly selected to ensure the data are projectible to 

the overall population of BART riders. The 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey had a sample size 

of 3,022.  

 

2. Parking Policy Survey: This survey was designed specifically for this Title VI equity analysis to 

receive public input from protected populations and LEP populations most likely to be impacted 

by parking policy changes. This survey sought to capture rider, and especially parker, opinions on 

the proposed policy and fee changes. The survey was administered from November 28, 2022, to 

December 16, 2022, and resulted in 1,269 responses. While the survey was open to all, staff 

targeted public input from BART’s protected populations by flyering vehicles in parking lots during 

key afternoon hours of minority and/or low-income stations and advertising the survey via various 

LEP-serving newspapers. Unlike the Customer Satisfaction Survey, this survey was not based on a 

random sample of riders and is therefore not projectible to BART riders overall.  Additionally, since 

the survey primarily targeted parkers using lots/garages at six specific stations, it is more likely to 

be reflective of parkers at these six stations, rather than overall BART riders.   

This analysis uses the Parking Policy Survey where possible, as it is targeted at parkers, specifically at 

stations likely to have a relatively high percentage of minority and/or low-income riders. The Parking 

Policy Survey also provides qualitative insight into the impacts of the parking policy changes. BART’s Title 

VI parking methodology allows additional surveys such as these to be used when the Customer 

Satisfaction Survey does not provide sufficient detail. Because of its targeted nature, however, it is only 

used in the portions of the analysis where parkers are being compared to other parkers. For the portions 

of the analysis where parkers are being compared to all riders, the Customer Satisfaction Survey is used, 

as it is more representative of BART’s overall ridership. 

For both surveys, respondents were classified as a minority if they answered anything other than “White” 

to the question “What is your race or ethnic identification?” Respondents were classified as low-income 

using a combination of household size and household income. The definition of “Low-Income” used by 

BART is 200%of the federal poverty level, which is consistent with past equity analysis work and the 

regional definition used by Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area 

Governments. 

All-Rider Analysis 
The cost of parking at a BART station is part of the total cost of a BART trip and needs to be analyzed as 

such from a Title VI perspective. It is not a cost that all riders pay, so to understand if the proposed changes 

in parking rates cause a disparate impact or disproportionate burden, BART must analyze if riders that 
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park at BART stations are disproportionately likely to be minority or low-income. If riders that park at a 

station are significantly more likely to be minority or low-income, then the burden of increased parking 

rates will disproportionately fall on these protected populations, and mitigation measures will be 

required. 

Customer Satisfaction Survey data was used for this analysis, as the targeted outreach for the Parking 

Policy Survey specifically aimed for responses from parkers at stations with more low-income and minority 

riders, meaning the overall split of parkers compared to non-parkers is likely not reflective of all riders. 

For this analysis, responses to the question “How did you travel between home and BART today?” are 

used.  

Table 6: Driving/Carpool Rates– Minority vs. White, Non-Minority 

 
Drove/carpooled/car unspecified Total Riders 

Minority 63% 67% 

Non-minority 37% 33% 

 

Results from the Customer Satisfaction Survey show minority riders are a smaller proportion of parkers 

than they are of the total rider population. Any parking rate increases would therefore increase costs on 

White, non-minority riders at a greater rate than minority riders. As a result, there is no disparate impact, 

and no mitigation measures need to be considered based on generally increasing parking rates. 

Table 7: Driving/Carpool Rates– Low Income vs. Non-Low Income 

 
Drove/carpooled/car unspecified Total Riders 

Low-income 17% 29% 

Non-low-income 83% 71% 

 

Results from the Customer Satisfaction Survey show low-income riders are a smaller proportion of parkers 

than they are of the total rider population. Any parking pricing increases would therefore increase costs 

on non-low-income riders at a greater rate than low-income riders. As a result, there is no 

disproportionate burden, and no mitigation measures need to be considered based on generally 

increasing parking prices. 

Parking Product Type Analysis 
Although riders who park at a BART station are less likely to be minority or low-income, that does not 

preclude the proposed rate changes from disproportionately impacting minority and low-income parkers. 

An analysis must be completed to analyze the potential for disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens 

across different parking products at BART stations. 

Because there are several different ways to pay for parking, each with different costs, and minority and 

low-income parkers use these parking products in different ways, a potential for a disparate impact or 

disproportionate burden exists. There are three main parking products.  
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Table 8: Percent Increase in Price Ceiling among Parking Products 

Parking Product Existing Ceiling Proposed Ceiling Maximum Percent 

Increase 

Daily Fee $3.00 $8.00 167% 

Single/Multi-day Reserved $7.00 $11.00 57% 

Monthly Reserved $105.00 $220.00 110% 

 

The proposed maximum percentage increase is not the same across all parking product types, meaning 

that a potential disparate impact or disproportionate burden exists if the difference in usage rates of each 

parking product type between minority or low-income parkers and all parkers causes the average price 

paid by minority and low-income parkers to increase by greater than BART’s five percent threshold. 

The average parking price for minority, low-income, and all riders can be calculated using responses to 

the question “How do you usually pay for parking at BART?” in the recent Parking Policy Survey. Table 9 

shows the breakdown by response. 

Table 9: Parking Policy Survey: Payment Type 

How do you usually pay for 

parking at BART? 
Minority Low-Income All  

BART 
Parkers 

Number of respondents 384 76 722 

Daily parking fee (e.g., $3 at 
most stations) 

91% 94% 88% 

Monthly reserved parking (i.e., 
monthly permit) 

3% 1% 6% 

Single/multi-day reserved 
parking (purchase in advance on 
the Official BART app) 

5% 5% 6% 

 

BART sets the monthly reserved parking price based on an assumption that riders park 21 days per month, 

so the same assumption will be made for the purpose of this analysis. The existing and proposed maximum 

price for each parking product type is then weighted by the response rate for each demographic group to 

calculate the average rate/price paid by each group. See Table 10, Average Parking Price Change: Minority 

vs. All BART Parkers. 

  



16 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

Table 10: Average Parking Price Change: Minority vs. All BART Parkers 

  Weighted Average 
Existing Maximum 

Parking Price 

Weighted Average 
Proposed Maximum 

Parking Price 

Percent Change Difference 
from All BART 

Parkers 

Minority $3.28 $8.24 151.3% 3.8% 

All Parkers $3.37 $8.33 147.5% N/A 

 

Although the increase in average parking price paid by minority parkers is greater than the change in the 

average fee paid by all BART parkers, the difference is less than the five percent threshold set by BART. 

Therefore, there is no disparate impact caused by the proposed parking price changes, and no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

Table 11: Weighted Average Parking Price Change: Low-Income vs. All Parkers 

  Weighted Average 
Existing Maximum 

Parking Price 

Weighted Average 
Proposed Maximum 

Parking Price 

Percent 
Change 

Difference from 
All BART Parkers 

Low-Income $3.21 $8.17 154.3% 6.7% 

All Parkers $3.37 $8.33 147.5% N/A 

 

The increase in average rate/price paid by low-income parkers compared to all BART parkers is greater 

than BART’s five percent threshold (+1.7%), and as a result, the proposed parking fee change does cause 

a disproportionate burden. Mitigation measures will need to be considered. 

The Customer Satisfaction Survey also has data on what parking product riders use and has a slightly 

different breakdown of product usage amongst all BART parkers, minority parkers, and low-income 

parkers. Using that data instead of the Parking Policy Survey does result in a smaller difference between 

the change in average maximum rate paid by minority and low-income parkers and all parkers, at 3.3% 

and 2.5%, respectively. Both fall below BART’s five percent threshold, and therefore do not result in a 

disparate impact or disproportionate burden. However, for the purposes of this analysis, the Parking 

Policy Survey will be used since it was conducted specifically to collect feedback from protected 

populations on these proposed changes, and to err on the side of ensuring that a potential 

disproportionate burden is addressed. 

Parking Hour Extension Analysis 
In addition to the proposed changes in parking rates, BART is also proposing changes to the days and times 

BART charges for parking at its stations, extending the time from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and 

charging for parking on weekends. This has a potential for a disparate impact or disproportionate burden 

because minority and low-income parkers may be more likely to park during those hours. Charging parkers 

that currently do not pay represents a potential significant increase in total trip costs for those riders. 
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The same question, “How do you usually pay for parking at BART?” from the Parking Policy Survey was 

used for this analysis. Specifically, one of the possible responses was “Not applicable - I usually ride BART 

after 3:00 p.m. or on the weekends when parking is free.” This is the most specific data available for this 

analysis; there is no data that breaks out the 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. timeframe. As a result, this analysis 

requires assuming riders that park after 3:00 p.m. on weekdays or on weekends follow a similar 

demographic breakdown regardless of the specific day or time.  Additionally, it assumes that those whose 

usual payment method is “not applicable” are similar to those who may park both at times when payment 

is required and at times when it is not required. 

Table 12: Parking After 3 p.m. or Weekends: Minority vs. All Parkers 

How do you usually pay for parking at 

BART? 
Minority All Parkers 

Not applicable - I usually ride BART after 3:00 
p.m. or on the weekends when parking is 
free 

4% 6% 

 

Minority parkers are less likely to park after 3:00 p.m. or on weekends than all parkers. The proposed 

parking policy change would therefore increase costs to non-minority parkers at a greater rate than 

minority parkers. As a result, there is no disparate impact, and no mitigation measures need to be 

considered.  

Table 13: Parking After 3 p.m. or Weekends: Low-Income vs. All Parkers 

How do you usually pay for parking at 

BART? 
Low-Income All Parkers 

Not applicable - I usually ride BART after 3:00 
p.m. or on the weekends when parking is 
free 

6% 6% 

 

Low-income parkers are approximately as likely to park after 3:00 p.m. or on weekends than all parkers. 

The proposed parking policy change would therefore increase costs to non-low-income parkers at a similar 

rate to low-income parkers. As a result, there is no disproportionate burden, and no mitigation measures 

need to be considered.  
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Section 3. Alternatives Available for People Affected by Proposed 

Parking Policy Changes 

 

Proposed Mitigation Measure 
The proposed parking policy change was only found to have a potential disproportionate burden in the 

parking product type analysis with the Parking Policy Survey data. No disparate impact was found under 

any of the other analyses. The disproportionate burden could be addressed through the mitigation 

outlined in the following section.  

To mitigate the impact of the potential disproportionate burden found in the parking product type 

analysis, BART may adjust the increase to the daily fee, lowering the amount it will increase to be in line 

with the change to the monthly pass.  

Table 14: Mitigated Proposed Parking Rates 

 Parking Products Existing Ceiling Proposed 
Ceiling 

Proposed Ceiling 
with mitigation 

Percent Increase 

Daily Fee $3.00 $8.00 $6.30 110% 

Single/Multi-day 
Reserved 

$7.00 $11.00 $11.00 57% 

Monthly Reserved $105.00 $220.00 $220.00 110% 

 

The Daily Fee parking product is used slightly more by low-income parkers, while Monthly Reserved 

parking is more likely to be used by non-low-income riders; changing the cost will minimize the difference 

in the change of the average fee paid between low-income parkers and all BART parkers. 

Table 15: Average Parking Price Change: Low-income vs. All BART Parkers (Mitigated Fees) 

  Average Existing 
Maximum Parking Price 

Average Proposed 
Maximum Parking Price 

Percent  
Change 

Difference from 
All BART Parkers 

Low-Income $3.21 $6.57 104.5% 1.4% 

All BART 
Parkers 

$3.37 $6.84 103.1% N/A 

 

The proposed change lowers the average proposed maximum parking price for low-income parkers to 

$6.57, a 104.5 percent increase over the current average maximum parking price. The average proposed 

maximum parking price for all BART parkers increases to $6.84, a 103.1 percent increase over the current 

average maximum parking fee. The difference in impact between low-income parkers and all BART parkers 

is 1.4 percent, this is below BART’s 5 percent threshold (-3.6%). 
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Although the parking product type analysis did not find a disparate impact, the adjustment to the fee does 

also decrease the difference in the percentage change to the average fee paid between minority and all 

parkers. 

Table 16: Average Parking Price Change: Low-Income  vs. All BART Parkers 

  Average Existing  
Maximum 

Parking Price 

Average Proposed 
Maximum Parking 

Price 

Percent 
Change 

Difference from 
All BART Parkers 

Minority $3.28 $6.69 103.9% 0.8% 

All BART Parkers $3.37 $6.84 103.1% N/A 

 

The proposed change lowers the average proposed maximum parking fee for minority parkers to $6.69, a 

103.9 percent increase over the current average maximum parking fee. The difference in impact between 

minority parkers and all BART parkers is 0.8 percent, below BART’s 5 percent threshold (-4.2%). 
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Section 4. Public Participation 
Process for soliciting public input 

BART sought public input on parking policy changes from protected parkers and LEP populations through 

a targeted survey which ran from Monday, November 28, 2022 through Friday, December 16, 2022. 

Surveys were made available in English, Spanish, Traditional Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and 

Russian. Additionally, taglines were included to assist parkers with limited English proficiency. See 

Appendix C – Parking Policy for the survey administered.  

Figure 1: Postcard for Outreach 

 

Staff placed flyers on vehicles in parking lots during key afternoon hours of the stations listed below, as 

well as one Saturday. These stations were selected based on parking occupancy rates, geographic 

distribution, and the presence of Title VI protected populations.  

Table 17: Outreach Locations 

Date Station Time Minority 
Station 

Low-Income 
Station 

Tuesday 11/29 San Leandro 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. x x 

Wednesday 11/30 El Cerrito del Norte 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. x x 

Thursday 12/1 Pittsburg/Bay Point 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. x x 

Saturday 12/3 Fruitvale 10:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m. x x 

Tuesday 12/6 Daly City 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. x 
 

Wednesday 12/7 Fruitvale 2:00 – 4:00 p.m. x x 

Thursday 12/8 MacArthur 2:00 – 4:00 p.m.  x 
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Additionally, staff conducted targeted outreach to our protected populations via LEP-serving newspapers 

(run throughout the survey period), DSS signs (overhead signs at BART stations), BART news articles, BART 

social media, and at a Special Joint Meeting of the Title VI/Environmental Justice and LEP Advisory 

Committees on November 16, 2022. 

 

Figure 2: Examples of Newspaper Ads Placed for Outreach 
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Figure 3: Examples of Social Media for Outreach 

 

  

Survey Responses 
There were 1,269 responses to the survey. In general, respondents opposed the proposed increases to 

the parking fee. Sixty-seven percent of respondents said they “Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” 

the proposed increases, while just 23 percent said they “Somewhat Support” or “Strongly Support” the 

proposed increases. 

Table 18: Parking Rate Increase Sentiment, All Riders 

Do you support or oppose these proposed changes to 
BART’s parking rates?  

Percent 

Strongly support 13% 

Somewhat support 10% 

Neutral 8% 

Somewhat oppose 15% 

Strongly oppose 52% 

Don’t know 1% 

 

The proposed changes to the days and hours that BART charges for parking was similarly strongly opposed 

by respondents, although by a slightly smaller margin. Sixty-one percent of respondents said they 

“Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” the proposed time and day changes, while just 26 percent said 

they “Somewhat Support” or “Strongly Support” the proposed time and day changes. 
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Table 19: Expanded Hours of Charging Sentiment, All Riders 

BART currently charges for parking Monday - Friday from 
4:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m., but is considering expanding the 
hours from 4:00 a.m. – 6:00p.m., as well as charging for 
parking on the weekends. Do you support or oppose BART 
expanding the hours it charges for parking? 

Percent 

Strongly support 15% 

Somewhat support 10% 

Neutral 12% 

Somewhat oppose 11% 

Strongly oppose 50% 

Don’t know 1% 

 

Those who drive and park at BART stations were even more strongly opposed to the changes. Eighty-three 

percent of parkers said they “Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” the proposed increases, while 

only nine percent said they “Somewhat Support” or “Strongly Support” the proposed increases. 

Table 20: Parking Rate Increase Sentiment, Parkers 

Do you support or oppose these proposed changes to 
BART’s parking rates?  

Percent of 
Riders that 

Park 

Strongly support 3% 

Somewhat support 7% 

Neutral 6% 

Somewhat oppose 16% 

Strongly oppose 67% 

Don’t know 1% 

 

A similar pattern was found amongst parkers with the proposed hour and day change. Seventy-one 

percent of parkers said they “Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” the proposed time and day 

changes, while just 15 percent said they “Somewhat Support” or “Strongly Support” the proposed time 

and day changes. 
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Table 21:Expanded Hours of Charging Sentiment, Parkers 

BART currently charges for parking Monday - Friday from 
4:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m., but is considering expanding the 
hours from 4:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m., as well as charging for 
parking on the weekends. Do you support or oppose BART 
expanding the hours it charges for parking? 

Percent of 
Riders that 

Park 

Strongly support 6% 

Somewhat support 9% 

Neutral 13% 

Somewhat oppose 10% 

Strongly oppose 61% 

Don’t know 1% 

 

Low-income and minority riders had a similar breakdown, with higher percentages being opposed to the 

proposed fee increases. Seventy-one percent of minority respondents and 70 percent of low-income 

respondents said they “Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” the proposed increases, while only 20 

percent of minority respondents and 17 percent of low-income respondents said they “Somewhat 

Support” or “Strongly Support” the proposed increases. 

Table 22: Parking Rate Increase Sentiment, Minority and Low-Income Respondents 

 Do you support or oppose these proposed changes to 
BART’s parking rates?  

Percent of 
Minority 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Low-Income 
Respondents 

Strongly support 11% 11% 

Somewhat support 9% 7% 

Neutral 8% 10% 

Somewhat oppose 15% 11% 

Strongly oppose 56% 59% 

Don’t know 1% 3% 

 

Minority and low-income respondents’ reaction to the hour and day change follow the same pattern as 

respondents as a whole, where it is broadly opposed, but by a smaller margin than the proposed fee 

increase. Sixty-four percent of minority respondents and 67 percent of low-income respondents said they 

“Somewhat Oppose” or “Strongly Oppose” the proposed increases, while 24 percent of both minority and 

low-income respondents said they “Somewhat Support” or “Strongly Support” the proposed increases. 
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Table 23: Expanded Hours of Charging Sentiment, Minority and Low-Income Respondents 

BART currently charges for parking Monday - Friday from 
4:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m., but is considering expanding the 
hours from 4:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m., as well as charging for 
parking on the weekends. Do you support or oppose BART 
expanding the hours it charges for parking?  

Percent of 
Minority 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Low-Income 
Respondents 

Strongly support 15% 18% 

Somewhat support 9% 7% 

Neutral 11% 8% 

Somewhat oppose 11% 8% 

Strongly oppose 53% 59% 

Don’t know 1% 3% 

 

In addition to asking respondents about the proposed rate and hour changes, the survey also asked about 

a potential discount program for low-income riders. Seventeen percent of respondents said this program 

would reduce the impact of the proposed parking changes, with an additional 18 percent saying that they 

did not know. This suggests that the number of riders that could take advantage of the discount program 

is significant and could benefit from further educational initiatives. 

Table 24: Low-Income Parking Discount Sentiment 

 To keep access to BART affordable, BART is currently 
studying a parking discount program for low-income 
riders. Could this reduce the impact of the proposed 
parking changes on you? 

Percent 

Yes 17% 

No 58% 

Don't Know 18% 

Prefer not to answer 7% 

Total 100% 

 

Open Response Comments 
Respondents were also given the opportunity to provide a free response to the parking rate, hour, and 

discount parking program questions as well. The responses were grouped together based on content. 

Question: Parking Rates – Do you have any comments on how these changes would impact you? 

Responses to the increase in parking fees were categorized into 5 groups: 

1. Personal Impacts: Survey respondent indicated they would be personally negatively impacted by 
the proposed parking rate changes. 

2. Impacts to Others/General Impacts: Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the 
proposed parking rate changes would have on other riders, the greater community, and/or BART 
as an agency. 
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3. No Impacts: Survey respondent indicated that they would not be personally impacted by the 
proposed parking rate changes. 

4. General BART/Parking: Survey respondent provided general comments about BART operations 
or service, or miscellaneous comments on parking. 

5. Did Not Comment: Survey respondent did not respond or responded with "no comment" or 
something similar. 

 

Table 25: Parking Rate Increase: Open Response Categories by Minority/Non-Minority   

 

Personal 
Impacts 

Impacts to 
Others/ 
General 
Impacts 

No 
Impacts 

General 
BART/ 

Parking 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Minority 202 70 40 100 77 489 

% 41% 14% 8% 20% 16% 100% 

White, non-minority 127 55 54 113 82 431 

% 29% 13% 13% 26% 19% 100% 

Unknown 26 12 6 35 9 88 

% 30% 14% 7% 40% 10% 100% 

Total 355 137 100 248 168 1008 

% 35% 14% 10% 25% 17% 100% 
 

Table 26: Parking Rate Increase: Open Response Categories by Low Income/Non-Low Income   

 

Personal 
Impacts 

Impacts to 
Others/ 
General 
Impacts 

No 
Impacts 

General 
BART/ 

Parking 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Low income 50 16 7 23 8 104 

% 48% 15% 7% 22% 8% 100% 

Not low income 277 108 89 190 143 807 

% 34% 13% 11% 24% 18% 100% 

Uknown 28 13 4 35 17 97 

% 29% 13% 4% 36% 18% 100% 

Total 355 137 100 248 168 1008 

% 35% 14% 10% 25% 17% 100% 
 

Personal impacts were the most common responses, with approximately 35 percent of respondents 

indicating a personal impact. Minority and low-income respondents were more likely to indicate a 

personal impact, at 41 percent and 48 percent, respectively. Similarly, minority and low-income 

respondents were less likely to indicate no impact, at 8 percent and 7 percent, respectively, compared to 

10 percent of all riders. 
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Examples of some of the responses received are below. Categories with no or few responses are labeled 

N/A. 

CATEGORY 1: PERSONAL IMPACTS 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• Yes, because of inflation everything is forced to hike price, but I really appreciate the 
renovation work being done especially at my home Bart station. Personally I would consider 
ways to upgrade my income too or finding a job closer to my place of residence 

• Yes to higher fees, we need safe and reliable transit and the better it is the less people will 
drive. Smaller lots too so we can build more housing near BART stations. 
 

2. Oppose 

• Increased parking fees may push me to use a bus to go into work. Bart fare and parking may 
cost me $18/day. 

• While I understand the need for BART to have substantial cash reserves for proper planning 
and services, and support a strong and lasting BART system, if the parking fees went up 
dramatically it would no longer be competitive versus driving (for my commute and likely 
many others). At a certain point of increased costs I would return to driving in to work 
periodically, or frequently. 

• The extra cost would require a cut somewhere else to balance the budget. With all costs going 
up I don't know how to make this work. I may be force to park in neighborhoods and walk to 
bart. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• Reducing subsidies to driving would improve my world and quality of life. 

• I think that these changes are great because it disincentives driving and brings in more revenue 
for BART to work with. More money for BART is beneficial for everyone who relies on public 
transport. 

2. Oppose 

• BART is already kind of expensive for me, so it would add to that, and increase the likelihood 
that I would avoid the fee by parking on the street, not arriving during the charge hours, or 
biking. 

• I am a minimum wage worker and the price off gas is hurting me financially so if the Bart fees 
for parking is raised this will indeed negatively impact my well being. 

• Increasing the cost of parking would make me want to take BART less than I currently do. It 
would cost me more to park and ride BART than it would to drive to work 

  

 

 

 

CATEGORY 2: IMPACTS TO OTHERS/GENERAL IMPACTS 
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Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• I support the rate increase for single/multi day reserve parking.  However, I do not support the 
rate increase for daily parking, as it would make BART a less desirable option. 

• Parking requires valuable land in Fremont and it should be charged accordingly. There should 
be strong push to drive people away from parking and this is a great way to do so. Having cars 
sit idly for hours is a poor use of space, therefore the parking price increase is necessary. 

2. Oppose 

• The rates for riding Bart are increased each year already. Increasing the rates for parking at 
Bart will only deter people from riding Bart instead they will drive to work or use other 
alternatives. Bart ridership is already low this would only add to this. 

• The fee increase diminishes money available for everyday necessities like food and housing. 
As the costs of food continues to exponentially increase, the increased cost to travel to school 
and work compounds the problem. The increased costs will create a financial burden on those 
who can least afford it, thereby segregating parking to those who can and cannot afford the 
fee. The daily increase may seem minimal but an additional $20 a month can result in a lost 
meal. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• As long as the funds helps expansion of the BART system and reduces car usage. There needs 
to be more frequent and extended modes of transit to get to these stations (busses). 

2. Oppose 

• Please do not raise parking rates. It would exclude so many that are barely making ends meet 
as it is. It would also scare people off from parking their cars at a station. 

• I understand that Bart wants to plan for the future but financially not everyone can afford 
these changes if they are approved. Please consider not increasing the amounts. 

• Parking and taking BART currently doesn't cost me that much more than just driving into San 
Francisco. Raising fees may disincentivize other people from opting to leave their cars at a 
BART station and instead pack themselves onto already packed highways. 

  

CATEGORY 3: NO IMPACTS 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• Those new proposed rates are still an absolute steal. We should not be subsiding parking so 
heavily, and this is an okay--if timid--first step 

• I do not drive, so this would not impact me. I am in strong support of making more incentives 
for folks to get to BART without having to drive, and I've heard that many lots traditionally are 
not at full capacity, so I think this increase could help address this and also not make it terribly 
inaccessible for those who still must take a car. 

• Less people will want to park there which incentivizes less people driving their cars. This will 
impact me by having less traffic to get to BART and making walking around the BART station 
less dangerous. The increase isn't too high so its still affordable for people who have to drive. 

2. Oppose 
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• "The additional parking costs would make me think twice about driving and parking at the 
station.  I might pay more if allowed to park in the Priority Parking areas, since I note that 
many of them are open.If there is a charge for weekend parking, I might consider driving 
instead of taking BART.   

• I understand the need for higher income, but it would occasionally dissuade me from riding 
BART as it might be cheaper to drive all the way to my destination instead. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• Cars negatively impact cities as a whole, so decrease their incentive to be used. 

• I think that these changes are great because it disincentives driving and brings in more revenue 
for BART to work with. More money for BART is beneficial for everyone who relies on public 
transport. 

• Would not impact me as I don't have a car. 
2. Oppose 

• N/A 

 

CATEGORY 4: GENERAL BART/PARKING 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• If price is increased, the increase should be implemented in phases. 

• I get the reason for increasing the prices. I think the 8 dollars maximum is a little steep. That's 
160 dollars a month for a regular commuter just to park at BART, not including the ride itself! 
Maybe a maximum of 5 or 6 dollars would be more reasonable. 

• Very concerned about stations like North Berkeley where parking will be drastically reduced 
with new development. BART has done no studies to show impacts on surrounding 
neighborhoods. BART must do more to plan for major traffic and parking impacts on 
neighborhoods. 

2. Oppose 

• I understand the BART is looking for additional revenue. I remember that this was already 
discussed prior to the pandemic. But instead of looking to increase parking fees, Bart needs to 
look at gate jumpers. Gate jumpers do not pay fares. I see them every day when I pay my fare 
and exit BART.  I’m only at the gate for about 20/30 seconds. During this 20 to 30 seconds,3 
to 4 gate jumpers would pass me by. Enforcement of BART fares needs to be in place . Paying 
more for parking is not going to solve BART’S lack of revenue. 

• Parking should be free to those riding BART. BART should also allow for overnight for those 
taking BART to the airports for short-term business trips. IMPORTANT!!!  need more police in 
the trains, on stations, and in parking lots.  I most don't feel safe on BART, especially after 
dark.  

• Let’s focus on the trains being on time,Track maintenance, Cleanliness on the trains and 
overall Bart safety before you raise parking fees. Bart ridership is still low, Bart does not have 
a great public favor. Increasing parking when tickets prices were increased not to long ago is 
a bad move. This would be more negative pr. 

Low Income Respondents 
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1. Support 

• As long as the funds helps expansion of the BART system and reduces car usage. There needs 
to be more frequent and extended modes of transit to get to these stations (busses). 

• Just add cctv kn parking and fences and guard post in the bart parking 
2. Oppose 

• Your service has gone downhill, your network is constantly breaking down, you don't run trains 
late at night when people need you, and now you want to nickle and dime us even more?  Hell 
no!  I'll stop riding bart all together and start driving to work instead. 

•  I don't think BART should charge for parking, especially handicap 

• It is already hard paying for the BART increases when the cleaning less, safety, and equipment 
upkeep is not happening currently. Why give more money when it is not running properly 
currently. 

 

Question: Parking Hours - Do you have any comments on how these changes would impact you? 

Responses to the change in hours were categorized into the same 5 groups: 

1. Personal Impacts: Survey respondent indicated they would be personally negatively impacted by 
the proposed parking hours changes. 

2. Impacts to Others/General Impacts: Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the 
proposed parking hours changes would have on other riders, the greater community, and/or BART 
as an agency. 

3. No Impacts: Survey respondent indicated that they would not be personally impacted by the 
proposed parking hour changes. 

4. General BART/Parking: Survey respondent provided general comments about BART operations or 
service, or miscellaneous comments on parking. 

5. Did Not Comment: Survey respondent did not respond or responded with "no comment" or 
something similar. 
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Table 27: Parking Hour Change: Open Response Categories by Minority/Non-Minority  

 

Personal 
Impacts 

Impacts to 
Others/ 
General 
Impacts 

No 
Impacts 

General 
BART/ 

Parking 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Minority 91 64 40 108 186 489 

% 19% 13% 8% 22% 38% 100% 

White, non-minority 92 41 52 80 166 431 

% 21% 10% 12% 19% 39% 100% 

Unknown 11 14 5 23 35 88 

% 13% 16% 6% 26% 40% 100% 

Total 194 119 97 211 387 1008 

% 19% 12% 10% 21% 38% 100% 
 

Table 28: Parking Hour Change: Open Response Categories by Low Income/Non-Low Income   

 

Personal 
Impacts 

Impacts to 
Others/ 
General 
Impacts 

No 
Impacts 

General 
BART/ 

Parking 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Low income 24 14 6 22 38 104 

% 23% 13% 6% 21% 37% 100% 

Not low income 160 93 83 163 308 807 

% 20% 12% 10% 20% 38% 100% 

Uknown 10 12 8 26 41 97 

% 10% 12% 8% 27% 42% 100% 

Total 194 119 97 211 387 1008 

% 19% 12% 10% 21% 38% 100% 
 

For this question, the most common response category was “did not comment” at 38 percent of 

responses, followed by general BART or parking responses, at 21 percent of responses. Personal impacts 

were the third most common response, at 19 percent of all responses. Minority riders indicated personal 

impacts at a similar rate to all respondents, at 19 percent, while low-income respondents were more likely 

to indicate personal impacts at 23 percent. In general, the proposed changes to the hours BART charges 

for parking impacts many fewer people than the changes to parking fees. 

Examples of some of the responses received are below. Categories with no or few responses are labeled 

N/A. 

 

 

CATEGORY 1: PERSONAL IMPACTS 
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Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• I am ok with paying for parking until 6pm - I usually take the train in the morning anyway so 
it usually won't change anything for me unless the rates also change (which I do not support) 

• I support charging for parking, but on weekends it may change my habits in terms of bart 
2. Oppose 

• Many people like me who work evenings and weekends would be severely impacted by these 
changes. It would simply not be affordable 

• Charging on weekends will not encourage me to take BART over driving. Traffic isn't as bad on 
weekends so cost for BART needs to be much less than driving for BART to be effective as a 
driving alternative 

• I don’t think I would think about riding bart on the weekends if parking wasn’t free. Bart trains 
already run late and less often on weekends that paying parking on top of having to wait for 
trains would disuade me from using bart on the weekends 

 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• See last answer, I’d probably drive to Bart much less since parking would no longer be free on 
weekends. However, I don’t really have a problem with it since I believe walking/biking/public 
transit to Bart should be encouraged over driving. 

2. Oppose 

• This will make me use my car more. If the cost of driving and taking the train is on par, a lot of 
people will rather drive. 

• I personally don’t understand the need to do this. Bart has notoriously had these hours of 
parking charges for years, why change it? As a retail worker, I look forward to taking bart 
every weekend due to the free parking. Please do not have us pay more than we already do. 

• I ride on the weekends in addition to during the weekdays. Charging on the weekends would 
make me want to drive to work rather than ride BART.  This is not a great plan if increasing 
ridership is the goal. It would deter more people from riding BART. 

  

CATEGORY 2: IMPACTS TO OTHERS/GENERAL IMPACTS 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• Sometimes I will use BART to go into the East Bay or SF for evening events, which usually 
allowed me to not pay for parking due to arriving after 3pm. I think extending the hours to 
6pm would allow BART to capture parking fees from these types of riders. This fee extension 
wouldn't deter me personally from parking/BARTing to evening events since parking near 
venues is definitely more expensive and annoying, but it may be a factor for other folks' 
decisions potentially. 

• Extending the parking period is a penalty. A minimal charge on weekends seems ok say $2 or 
so. Using the lot still causes where and tear. 

• We need to discourage car usage and encourage public transportation. 
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2. Oppose 

• Parking free om weekend encourages people to take BART.   Garages are underutilized as it is 
on the weekends. 

• I fear that this will reduce weekend ridership even further making the trains feel even more 
unsafe than they do now. 

• With the prices of nearly everything increasing, it's just an added cost for public transportation 
at a time when persons with less money need to save. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• N/A 
2. Oppose 

• People on weekends are traveling for leisure and fun. Dont ruin it by charging for parking too! 

• This will hurt the Bay Area financially for the riders and will decline ridership overall. 

• I'm not totally opposed with the idea. I would prefer extending the hours for paid parking than 
increasing the fee. I think there shouldn't be a parking fee on Sundays at least. I think this will 
just deter people on using public transportation given the costs 

  

CATEGORY 3: NO IMPACTS 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 

• The change would likely not impact me since I have a monthly permit, but I don't use it during 
those hours either.  I think it would be fair to charge on the weekends if people are using it. 

• I would support expanding the hours and weekend for charges instead of increasing the cost 
per rider. 

• I would happily pay to park at a BART station on evenings or weekends because it’s going to 
be easier than trying to find parking at my destination and probably cost less too. 

2. Oppose 

• I won’t ride in the evenings or weekends 

• No one likes price increases, but it is what it is I guess. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• Yes, would be less stress 

• It would not impact me as I don't have a car. 

• This would impact trips into the Bay Area on weekends for leisure, but it will be for the best. 
2. Oppose 

• N/A 

  

CATEGORY 4: GENERAL BART/PARKING 

Minority Respondents 

1. Support 
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• Some BART lots (like Rockridge) are used by adjacent retail during the current off hours.  Can 
pay kiosks be located outside of fare gates so that BART can collect money from this type of 
non-rider user? 

• Expanding hours for week days is reasonable. But keep weekends free or charge less on 
weekends 

• BART should be pushing to build housing on top of BART stations and getting people to avoid 
using single-occupancy vehicles for first-and-last-mile connections. Others should be using 
connecting bus service, walking, and biking to access BART like I do, and parking should be 
priced at market rate to ensure that while BART is in the parking game, the usage of the spots 
is highly optimized. My BART fares and tax monies shouldn't be subsidizing people who use 
below-market-rate BART parking. 

2. Oppose 

• First and foremost, BART does not offer a premium service. Until BART can get the homeless 
problem solved, gate jumper solved, graffiti on the trains, broken air conditioners, doors that 
don’t open on the trains, riders getting assaulted, and other issues .The general public would 
not want to ride BART but stay in their cars for the commute. People need to feel safe on BART. 
Right now, people don’t feel safe.  Bart needs to solve these issues. 

• Not everyone has a set schedule. Focus on trains being on time and safety before you give 
riders more fees. 

• Parking should be free. Stopping to pay a $3 charge can make people lose their train. Working 
people should not be charged to park their cars in order to access public transit. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Support 

• I can understand the charging for the Monday-Friday time change.  However, charging parking 
on weekends I do not know about; if charging does occur, would it be less than the weekday 
rates?  I would hope so. 

• Drivers who park should pay for parking. 

• Expanded hours would be great perhaps for permit parking. 
2. Oppose 

• There are a lot of people that do not pay for daily parking permits and this would only hurt 
people who do. Instead Just have more police handing out tickets 

• Unless discounted programs apply to parking, we're already seeing increase in fare plus other 
costs and will only continue 

• the monthly salary has not increased and all services including the use of transportation have 
increased.  the service is deficient, the trains are too insecure and dirty. 

 

 

 

Question: Low-Income Discount Program for Eligible Parkers – If “No” or “Don’t Know”, please explain. 

Responses to the proposed discounted parking fee were categorized into 5 groups: 

1. Personally helpful: Survey respondent addressed they would be positively personally impacted by 
the proposed discount. 
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2. Helpful for Equity/Community: Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the proposed 
discount would have on other riders, the greater community, and/or equity in general. 

3. Parking Policy or Program Adjustments/Clarification Needed: Survey respondent commented 
about the perceived need for adjustments or clarifications to the rate/administration of the 
discount and/or to overall parking policy. 

4. Not Impactful/Address Other Issues First: Survey respondent indicated that the proposed 
discount would have no impact personally or in general, and/or would be without impact until 
other issues (perceived as more important) are addressed. 

5. Did Not Comment: Survey respondent did not respond or responded with "no comment" or 
something similar. 

Table 29: Low Income Discount Program: Open Response Categories by Minority/Non-Minority 

 

Personally 
Helpful 

Helpful for 
Equity/ 

Community 

Policy or 
Program 

Adjustments 
/Clarifications 

Needed 

Not Impactful/ 
Address Other 

Issues First 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Minority 1 18 91 190 189 489 

% 0% 4% 19% 39% 39% 100% 

White, non-minority 2 37 66 200 126 431 

% 0% 9% 15% 46% 29% 100% 

Unknown 0 2 22 31 33 88 

% 0% 2% 25% 35% 38% 100% 

Total 3 57 179 421 348 1008 

% 0% 6% 18% 42% 35% 100% 
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Table 30: Low Income Discount Program: Open Response Categories by Low Income/Non-Low Income 

 

Personally 
Helpful 

Helpful for 
Equity/ 

Community 

Policy or 
Program 

Adjustments 
/Clarifications 

Needed 

Not Impactful/ 
Address Other 

Issues First 
Did Not 

Comment Total 

Low income 0 1 15 18 70 104 

% 0% 1% 14% 17% 67% 100% 

Not low income 3 52 143 368 241 807 

% 0% 6% 18% 46% 30% 100% 

Unkown 0 4 21 35 37 97 

% 0% 4% 22% 36% 38% 100% 

Total 3 57 179 421 348 1008 

% 0% 6% 18% 42% 35% 100% 
 

The survey requested comments only if you selected “No” or “Don’t Know”, so it’s appropriate that there 

were only 3 respondents who left comments indicating it would be personally helpful for them. The most 

common response category was not impactful/address other issues first, at 42 percent of all responses. 

Minority and low-income respondents were less likely to indicate that it was not impactful or that other 

issues needed to be addressed first, at 39 percent and 17 percent, respectively. Instead, minority and low-

income respondents were more likely to not respond at all, at 39 percent and 67 percent respectively, 

compared to 34 percent of respondents as a whole. 

Examples of some of the responses received are below. Categories with no or few responses are labeled 

N/A. 

CATEGORY 1: PERSONALLY HELPFUL 

Minority Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• N/A 
2. No 

• I probably make an income on the higher range of the designated BART low-income discount 
proposed program, but even so, the increase would still be impactful. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• N/A 
2. No 

• N/A 
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CATEGORY 2: HELPFUL FOR EQUITY/COMMUNITY 

Minority Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• I want to encourage whatever helps address equity imbalances while also improving BART 
access by transit and other non-private-car means, and these don't always have to be in 
conflict. 

• Parking should remain affordable for everyone to maintain the level of bart ridership. For 
those who can afford increases, if Parking at bart becomes just as expensive of other 
alternatives ridership will decrease. Many choose bart because it's a low cost alternative and 
increase in fees will change that. 

• Im am for low to free parking for low income and those without easy access to transportation. 
2. No 

• I would likely not qualify for discount parking (unless it is similar to the High-value fare 
discount). However, I highly support a discount program for low-income riders. 

• I think this is a great idea. Even though I’m not low-income I support this because it’s very 
important to not add further financial burden to low income individuals. 

• I don't qualify as low income so this wouldn't impact me. I support this approach to increase 
accessibility for economically challenged riders. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• If it helps why not. 
2. No 

• N/A 

  

CATEGORY 3: PARKING POLICY OR PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS/CLARIFICATIONS NEEDED 

Minority Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• It depends but low income are the not only people who needs it, it's the middle income people 
who needs it the most. 

• I don't know what qualifies as low income. 

• What are your low income thresholds. It is likely to help me but I don't have enough 
information and how will it be enforced. 

2. No 

• A lot of middle income people struggle here in this area to survive. Usually this programs are 
target to benefit very little people. Right now the middle class really can’t afford another 
increase 

• I would not be eligible for a low income benefit, and don’t want it! Make it FAIR! Make it the 
same price for everyone. This kind of program will only make BART more expensive for 
everyone in the long run. The money BART loses by subsidizing low income riders’ tickets will 
have to be made up for somehow. Then they will want to raise prices for parking and other 
fees again. 
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• Why not make BART equitable and lower rates for everyone?  Let’s get cars off the roads and 
not just focus on low income cars.  BART should welcome middle income riders to the system. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• I would have to see the guidlines for what is low income. 

• I would have to know what is being proposed. I would greatly consider any programs that are 
considering the financial well being of its customers. 

• It depends but low income are the not only people who needs it, it's the middle income people 
who needs it the most. 

2. No 

• What is considered low-income? I know there is another Clipper/BART program for low-
income folks but it's only for those of great need. Most of the people that are being impacted 
by these rising costs aren't eligible to enroll in the program. 

• What if I don’t qualify for the discount program? How easy to register for a discount program? 

• you see even though the increased parking is an additional strain on my income due to my 
income bracket I will more than likely fall into the middle-income where you will tell me that I 
am not eligible. I have to intentionally keep myself poor to receive any assistance in this state. 
But if I do that I don't make enough money to even get ahead. It's an unfortunate situation. I 
average 32,000 to 36,000 a year. if you create a program that fits those income brackets then 
maybe it will help. 

  

CATEGORY 4: NOT IMPACTFUL/ADDRESS OTHER ISSUES FIRST 

Minority Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• I am barely between low-income and low-average income, thus would sometimes and 
sometimes not qualify intermittent.  This proposed change would be a colossal hassle to my 
family overall. 

• Depending on how you define low income. I struggle and make $70k a year but I feel this 
approach would not benefit me. 

• Just keep the current parking policy the way it is. 
2. No 

• Parking the way it is, is perfectly fine. Focus on other areas where Bart needs improvement, 
such as safety. Also the suburban working class majority will be predominantly effected. 

• Most people don’t take at advantage of these programs even if they qualify. So more people 
end up paying more anyway. They might not know these programs exist or have access to the 
resources that would help them navigate a discount program. 

• Again despite the fact I can’t really afford to live in the Bay Area I wouldn’t qualify for any so-
called “low-income” program. 

Low Income Respondents 

1. Don’t Know 

• I don't know if a discount program is feasible.  Parking discount program for low-income riders 
is a temporary fix.  If you can request another Bond measure.. BUT you already having 
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homeowners throughout the BART line to pay fees on their taxes now this.  This is not a good 
look for BART.  The trains are filter dirty, homeless smoking cigarettes and marijuana and 
drinking alcohol, plus playing loud music.  The trains are packed with working class people 
who tolerate these inconvenience and uncomfortable situations.  I believe its unfair to increase 
parking fees. 

• Just leave it as it is. 

• Slightly worse because it's still subsidizing driving, but maybe beneficial as an interim measure 
while better public transit is being developed. 

2. No 

• The changes do not personally impact me. 

• I’m not a low income family but not rich either 

• Parking the way it is, is perfectly fine. Focus on other areas where Bart needs improvement, 
such as safety. Also the suburban working class majority will be predominantly effected. 
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Appendix A – BART Parking Methodology 
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Appendix B – Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden (DI/DB) Policy 
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Appendix C - Average Weighted Parking Rate Calculation 
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Original Proposal 
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Updated Proposal 
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Appendix D – Parking Policy Survey 
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Appendix E – Public Participation Report 
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1 Public Participation Purpose 

 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI Circular 4702.1B does not include requirements to perform 
equity analyses on parking programs, policies, or fares, as these operations are considered peripheral to the 
core operations of public transit agencies. The FTA has since advised agencies should consider performing 
equity analyses on any proposed changes to parking which may affect the customer’s cost to access public 
transit service. The FTA recommends parking fees be evaluated as a component of public transit fares but are 
allowing agencies discretion in how they assess parking fees6 as part of their compliance with Title VI 
requirements. 

As a result, while BART understands parking fees can add to a customer’s cost to ride and it considers providing 
parking itself to be an access amenity. While all customers using BART are impacted by BART fare changes, not 
all customers are impacted by parking. BART only provides parking at stations that can accommodate parking 
lots; urban stations with heavy use and limited real estate have either limited or no BART parking spaces. These 
stations inherently have higher rates of alternative access mode shares, such as biking, walking, and public 
transit, and riders at these stations are less likely to be impacted by changes to BART’s parking programs. In 
fact, BART policies heavily encourage non-motorized means of accessing its stations as well as the 
development of station property which may result in fewer station parking spaces. Additionally, some riders 
may consciously choose not to park at BART, though transit research generally distinguishes between these 
“choice riders” and protected populations that may have limited access to certain mode shares. As a result, an 
analysis based solely on a combined fare + parking fee framework may not be easily applied across the BART 
system and may not adequately capture potential impacts to Title VI protected populations.  

BART’s focus is on public transit and ensuring the District is providing all riders safe and reliable transit service 
which is accessible. Parking must be reviewed under Title VI, but staff believe it should not be weighted equally 
to transit fares for the reasons stated above. Accordingly, while staff considered FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART’s 
Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy (DI/DB Policy), and BART’s Public Participation Plan as a guide 

 
6 BART participates in a Title VI Working Group with Region IX agencies. Based on discussions within the Working Group, 
other agencies have developed their own methodologies for how to treat parking.   

1.1 Purpose 
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when reviewing or analyzing parking programs. Based on the abovementioned interpretation, the staff will 
analyze parking differently from fares.   

BART conducted public participation to collect input on its parking policy pricing proposal. Staff administered 
a survey from Monday, November 28, 2022, through Friday, December 16, 2022, and conducted targeted 
outreach to our priority populations joint meeting of the Title VI/Environmental Justice and LEP Advisory 
Committees on November 16, 2022. Staff plans to return to the Board to seek approval of the Title VI equity 
analysis in Spring 2023.      

The following sections describe the outreach and community engagement conducted by BART staff, followed 
by an analysis of survey responses by protected groups. All comments in this report have been transcribed as 
written by the respondent with the redacting of any profanity and personal identifying information.    
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2 Public Participation Process 

 

BART staff traveled to parking facilities at the stations listed below during the parking policy update outreach efforts.  

Parkers were provided informational postcards in English with a QR code and the hyperlink for the online BART 

survey: www.bart.gov/parkingsurvey. Taglines in several languages were included on the postcards so LEP parkers 

could obtain additional information in their preferred language(s). 

The survey period began Monday, November 28th, 2022, and ended Friday, December 16, 2022. Digital surveys were 

made available to riders in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and Russian. A $130 Clipper card 

was offered as a prize in a drawing for those who completed an online survey.    

BART sought public input on the parking policy update at BART parking outreach events on the following dates and 

times: 

 

Table 2-1: Dates, Outreach Locations, and Times 

Date Station Time 
Minority 
Station 

Low-Income 
Station 

Tuesday, November 29, 2022 San Leandro 2:00pm – 4:00pm x x 

Wednesday, November 30, 2022 El Cerrito del Norte 2:00pm – 4:00pm x x 

Thursday, December 1, 2022 Pittsburg/Bay Point 2:00 pm– 4:00pm x x 

Saturday, December 3, 2022 Fruitvale 10:30am - 12:30pm x x 

Tuesday, December 6, 2022 Daly City 2:00pm – 4:00pm x  

Wednesday, December 7, 2022 Fruitvale 2:00pm – 4:00pm x x 

Thursday, December 8, 2022 MacArthur 2:00pm – 4:00pm  x 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1 Outreach Events 

 

http://www.bart.gov/parkingsurvey
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Fruitvale Parking Outreach December 2022 

  

 

The survey was publicized through print and digital methods. BART staff worked to ensure information related 
to the proposed parking policy update and the survey was available to riders in multiple languages. The next 
sections describe how BART advertised outreach events and the survey link. 

2.2.1 Multilingual Newspaper Ads 
Multilingual newspaper/media ad placements with readership covering BART’s five-county service area were 
placed prior to and during outreach. The ads ran several times (depending on the newspaper’s publication 
schedule) and advertised the upcoming parking outreach events and a QR code and hyperlink to the BART 
survey. The following newspaper publications had ads placed. Copies of some ads can be found in Appendix 
PP-D.  

- La Opinión de la Bahía (Spanish) 
- Visión Hispana (Spanish)  
- Viet Nam Daily News (Vietnamese) 
- Korea Times & Daily News (Korean)  
- Sing Tao Daily (Chinese)  
- World Journal (Chinese) 

2.2.2 Electronic Destination Sign System 
On all BART station platforms, there are multiple electronic destination signs (DSS) that inform riders of train 
arrivals and display other important BART information. Throughout the survey period (Monday, November 28, 

2.2 Publicity 
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2022, through Friday, December 16, 2022), the DSS regularly displayed the www.bart.gov/parkingsurvey link to 
alert riders to take the survey.  

2.2.3 BART Advisory Committees  
BART also distributed information on the outreach events and survey link to the Title VI/Environmental Justice 
(EJ) and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Advisory Committees to distribute to the communities they serve.  

 

BART staff presented the proposed parking policy update to BART’s Title VI/EJ and LEP Advisory Committees. 
The joint meeting was held Wednesday, March 29, 2023, from 2:00 pm – 4:30 pm via Zoom. The meeting was 
open to the public and the agenda was noticed at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. 

The Title VI/EJ Advisory Committee consists of members of community-based organizations (CBOs) and 
ensures that the District is taking reasonable steps to incorporate Title VI and EJ Policy principles in its 
transportation decisions. The LEP Advisory Committee, which also consists of members of CBOs, assists in the 
development of the District’s language assistance measures, and provides input on how the District can 
provide programs and services to customers, regardless of language proficiency.  

Committee members expressed concern about the parking rate/price update. One of the main concerns is that 
there is a proportion of parkers who do not qualify for Clipper® STARTSM. Committee members inquired about 
the potential for carpool discounts as well as senior discounts in the future. Customer Access staff assured 
members that they are researching solutions. At the meeting, Committee members expressed a desire to 
participate in the survey and provide detailed feedback regarding the proposed parking policy updates.     

 

2.3 Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency Advisory 
Committees 

 

http://www.bart.gov/parkingsurvey
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3  Outreach Results 

 

These public outreach efforts resulted in 1,269 survey responses. This survey serves as the dataset for this 
analysis and all uses of the generic term “survey” in this report refer to the November 2022 Parking Policy 
Survey. The survey was designed as a qualitative input survey to hear from community members, particularly 
protected parkers. It was open to everyone to complete and did not rely on a random sampling methodology. 
As such, these survey results cannot be projected to the overall population and statistical calculations such as 
margins of error cannot be computed. 

All the surveys received during the open survey period were completed online. Table 3-1 provides the 
breakdown of where and how many surveys were received.  

 
Table 3-1 Total Number of Surveys Received 

 
Location No. of Surveys Collected 

Online 1,269 
Total Surveys Received 1,269 

 

 

3.2.1 Minority 
A “White/non-minority” classification refers to those respondents who self-identified as “White.” A “minority” 
classification includes the combined responses from all other races or ethnic identities including those 
identifying as other or multi-racial. For reference, according to 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey responses, 
67% of BART riders identified as “minority.” 

3.1 Title VI Outreach Surveys    

        

3.2 Survey Demographic Data 
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3.2.2 Income 
Consistent with BART’s Title VI Triennial Program standards, low-income is defined as 200% of the federal 
poverty level. This broader definition is used to account for the region’s higher cost of living when compared 
to other regions. This level is approximated by considering both the household size and household income 
category of respondents to the 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey. The household size and household income 
category combinations that comprise “low-income” are as follows:  

 
Table 3-2 

LOW INCOME THRESHOLD BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
Household 

Size Household Income 
1+ Under $30k 
2+ Under $40k 
3+ Under $50k 
4+ Under $60k 
5+ Under $65k 
6+ Under $75k 

 

For example, a household of two or more people with an income of $36,000 would be considered low-income. 
For reference, according to 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey responses, 29% of BART riders identified as low 
income. 
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Table 3-3 provides a demographic breakdown of all survey respondents. 

 
Table 3-3 Survey Demographic Summary: All Respondents (N=1137/1125) 

Minority Status 
89% of survey respondents 

answered this question Count 
Minority 55% 628 
White/Non-Minority 45% 509 
Total responses  100% 1137 

Ethnicity 
89% of survey respondents 

answered this question Count 
White 45% 509 
Black/African American 5% 57 
Asian or Pacific Islander 26% 297 
American Indian 1% 10 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 17% 194 
Other or multi-racial, non-Hispanic 6% 70 
Total responses  100% 1137 

Low-income Status 
91% of survey respondents 

answered this question Count 
Low-income 14% 152 
Non-low income 86% 972 
Total responses  100% 1124 
Annual household income   Count 
Under $30,000 8% 86 
$30,000 - $39,999 4% 42 
$40,000 - $49,999 5% 52 
$50,000 - $59,999 6% 62 
$60,000 - $64,999 5% 52 
$65,000 - $74,999 8% 88 
$75,000 - $99,999 14% 156 
$100,000 - $149,999 21% 234 
$150,000+ 31% 353 
Total responses 100%  1125 

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered each survey 
question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 
**Low-income and non-low-income percentages factor in both household size and annual household income, so this sample size includes only respondents 
that answered both survey questions. 

***The sample size for annual household income exceeds the sample size for income status since both household size and annual household income are 
required to determine income status and, therefore, there were fewer surveys that responded to both questions. 
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4 Public Comment Overview 

 

By reaching out to the public via station parking outreach events, newspaper advertisements in other 
languages, and via the Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency Advisory Committees 
meetings and email blasts, BART received 1,269 survey responses. The survey asked respondents about the 
proposed parking policy update, including their level of support (strongly support, somewhat support, neutral, 
somewhat oppose, strongly oppose, and don’t know) for the changes and an open-ended question about how 
the changes would affect them. All open-ended comments have been categorized, sorted, and color-coded by 
general theme in Appendices PP-B. 

 

While comments can be generally categorized and reviewed for popular themes, any numerical analysis or 
reporting should be done with caution as the Title VI Outreach survey does not employ a random sampling 
methodology and comment grouping is subjective. Categorizing the comments, however, provides a general 
understanding of the points survey respondents wished to communicate. See Sections 5-7 for more detailed 
information on the grouping methodology.  

 

 

4.1 Overview 

 

4.2 Public Comment Grouping Analysis: General Methodology 
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5 Proposed 2024 Parking Policy Update 

 

Questions 9 – 12 of the 2024 Parking Policy Update Survey asked respondents to choose a level of support for 
the proposed parking policy changes and provide comments on how the changes would impact them. 

Question 9: Do you support or oppose these proposed changes to BART’s parking rates? 

o Strongly support  

o Somewhat support  

o Neutral  

o Somewhat oppose  

o Strongly oppose  

o Don’t know 

 

Of the 1,269 surveys received, 1,266 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which is approximately 
99% of all respondents.  

Question 10: Do you have any comments on how these changes would impact you? 

1,008 respondents, or approximately 79%, provided a comment on how this proposed change would impact 
them. The grouping methodology for this tenth question is described in Section 5.4 below. 

Question 11: BART currently charges for parking Monday - Friday from 4 am - 3 pm, but is 
considering expanding the hours from 4 am - 6pm, as well as charging for parking on the 
weekends. Do you support or oppose BART expanding the hours it charges for parking? 

 

o Strongly support  

5.1 Proposed 2024 Parking Policy Update Survey Questions 
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o Somewhat support  

o Neutral  

o Somewhat oppose  

o Strongly oppose  

o Don’t know 

 

Of the 1,269 surveys received, 1,259 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which is approximately 
99% of all respondents.  

Question 12: Do you have any comments on how these changes would impact you? 

1,008 respondents, or approximately 79%, provided a comment on how this proposed change would impact 
them. The grouping methodology for this twelfth question is described in Section 5.5 below. 

 

5.2.1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status 
Table 5-1 shows that significantly fewer respondents (23%) supported the parking rate change compared to 
those who opposed it (67%). Of the remaining respondents, 8% were neutral and 1% selected “Don’t know.” 
While this outreach survey did not use a randomized sampling methodology needed to accurately report out 
population-level findings, a higher proportion of minority respondents oppose the proposed increase (71%) 
than White respondents (61%), and a smaller proportion support it (20%) compared to White respondents 
(30%). 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2 Question 9: Summary of Levels of Support 
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Table 5-1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status (n=1,266) 

 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose Neutral 

Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

Don’t 
Know Total 

 Minority 351 94 52 56 68 6 627 
% 56% 15% 8% 9% 11% 1% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

445 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
124  

71% 20% 
White / Non-Minority 222 86 43 66 86 4 507 

% 44% 17% 8% 13% 17% 1% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

308 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
152  

61% 30% 
Unknown1 89 10 10 10 11 2 132 

% 67% 8% 8% 8% 8% 2% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

99 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
21  

75% 16% 
TOTAL 662 190 105 132 165 12 1,266 

% 52% 15% 8% 10% 13% 1% 100% 

 

TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

852 

 

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 

297 

 67% 23% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

5.2.2 Summary of Responses by Income Status 
Table 5-2 shows that significantly fewer low-income respondents (17%) supported the parking rate change 
than opposed it (70%). Of the remaining low-income respondents, 10% were neutral. A slightly higher (70%) of 
low-income respondents opposed the change compared to (66%) of those identifying as non-low income. 
Additionally, only (17%) of low-income respondents support the change as opposed to (25%) of non-low-
income. 
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Table 5-2 Summary of Responses by Income Status (n=1,266) 

 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose Neutral 

Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

Don’t 
Know Total 

Low-Income 90 16 15 10 16 5 152 
% 59% 11% 10% 7% 11% 3% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

106 TOTAL  
SUPPORT  

26   
  70% 17% 

Non-Low Income 487 152 79 106 139 6 969 
% 50% 16% 8% 11% 14% 1% 100% 

  TOTAL 
OPPOSE  

639 
  TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
245   

  66% 25% 
Unknown* 85 22 11 16 10 1 145 

% 59% 15% 8% 11% 7% 1% 100% 

  TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

107 
  TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
26   

  74% 18% 
TOTAL 662 190 105 132 165 12 1,266 

% 52% 15% 8% 10% 13% 1% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

OPPOSE 
852 

 

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 

297 

 67% 23% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information (household size or 
household income level). 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

5.3.1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status 

Table 5-3 shows that significantly fewer respondents (25%) supported the parking hours expansion compared 
to those who opposed it (61%). Of the remaining respondents, 12% were neutral and 1% selected “Don’t know.” 
While this outreach survey did not use a randomized sampling methodology needed to accurately report out 
population-level findings, a higher proportion of minority respondents oppose the proposed increase (64%) 
than White respondents (55%), and a smaller proportion support it (24%) compared to White respondents 
(31%). 

5.3 Question 11: Summary of Levels of Support 
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Table 5-3 Summary of Responses by Minority Status (n=1,259) 

 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose Neutral 

Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

Don’t 
Know Total 

 Minority 331 69 70 59 92 5 626 
% 53% 11% 11% 9% 15% 1% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

400 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
151  

64% 24% 
White / Non-Minority 217 62 69 68 89 3 508 

% 43% 12% 14% 13% 18% 1% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

279 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
157  

55% 31% 
Unknown1 82 11 15 4 13 0 125 

% 66% 9% 12% 3% 10% 0% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

93 
 TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
17  

74% 14% 
TOTAL 630 142 154 131 194 8 1,259 

% 50% 11% 12% 10% 15% 1% 100% 

 

TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

772 

 

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 

325 

 61% 25% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 
 

5.3.2 Summary of Responses by Income Status 
Table 5-4 shows that significantly fewer low-income respondents (24%) supported the parking hours 
expansion than opposed it (67%). Of the remaining low-income respondents, 12% were neutral. A higher 
proportion of low-income survey respondents oppose the proposed increase (67%) than those who identified 
as not low-income (59%), and slightly lower proportion support it (24%) compared to non-low income (27%). 

  



88 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

Table 5-4 Summary of Responses by Income Status (n=1,259) 

 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose Neutral 

Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

Don’t 
Know Total 

Low-Income 90 12 12 10 27 1 152 
% 59% 8% 8% 7% 18% 1% 100% 

 TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

102 TOTAL  
SUPPORT 

37   
  67% 24% 

Non-Low Income 460 115 123 106 158 7 969 
% 47% 12% 13% 11% 16% 1% 100% 

  TOTAL 
OPPOSE  

575 
  TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
264   

  59% 27% 
Unknown* 80 15 19 15 9 0 138 

% 58% 11% 14% 11% 7% 0% 100% 

  TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

95 
  TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
24   

  69% 17% 
TOTAL 630 142 154 131 194 8 1,259 

% 50% 11% 12% 10% 15% 1% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

OPPOSE 
772 

 

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 

325 

 61% 25% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information (household size or 
household income level). 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

5.4.1 Methodology 

As noted above, the tenth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed parking rate increase 
was an open-ended question that asked respondents if they had any comments on how the proposed parking 
rate changes would impact them. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and 
grouped them into the following categories:  

5.4 Question 10: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments) 
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Table 5-5 Question 10 Grouping Methodology 
 Personal Impacts Survey respondent indicated they would be personally 

negatively impacted by the proposed rate changes. 

 Impacts to Others/General 
Impacts 

Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the 
proposed parking rate changes would have on other riders, the 
greater community, and/or BART as an agency. 

 No Impacts Survey respondent indicated that they would not be personally 
impacted by the proposed parking rate changes 

 General BART/Parking 
Remarks 

Survey respondent provided general comments about BART 
operations or service, or miscellaneous comments on parking. 

 Did Not Comment Survey respondent did not respond to Question 10 or 
responded with “no comment “or something similar. 

 

1,008 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 10; 168 of these respondents either stated that they 
have no comment, something similar, or the comment was illegible, so for the purposes of comment sorting 
and review, 840 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 10. Tables 5-6 and 5-7 shows the 
breakdown of those who chose to comment. 
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5.4.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status 

 
Table 5-6 Summary of Responses by Minority Status  

(Public Comments, n=840) 

 

Personally 
Impacted 

Impacts 
to Others 

Not 
Impacted 

General 
BART/ 

Parking Total 
Minority 202 70 40 100 412 

% 49% 17% 10% 24% 100% 
White/Non-Minority 127 55 54 113 349 

% 36% 16% 16% 32% 100% 
Unknown* 26 12 6 35 79 

% 33% 15% 8% 44% 100% 
TOTAL 355 137 100 248 840 

% 42% 16% 12% 30% 100% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-6 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking rate change, 
the largest proportions indicated that they would be personally impacted by the proposed parking rate change 
(42%), or they provided a general comment about BART or Parking (30%). An additional 16% cited potential 
impacts to others, while only 12% indicated that there would be no impacts from the proposed parking rate 
change. White respondents were significantly more likely to provide general comments on BART or Parking 
(32%).  
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5.4.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status 
 

Table 5-7 Summary of Responses by Income Status (Public Comments, n=840) 

 

Personally 
Impacted 

Impacts 
to Others 

Not 
Impacted 

General 
BART/Parking Total 

Low-Income 50 16 7 23 96 
% 52% 17% 7% 24% 100% 

Non-Low Income 277 108 89 190 664 
% 42% 16% 13% 29% 100% 

Unknown* 28 13 4 35 80 
% 35% 16% 5% 44% 100% 

TOTAL 355 137 100 248 840 
% 42% 16% 12% 30% 100% 

*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-7 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking 
rate change, the majority indicated that they would be personally impacted by the increase (52%). An 
additional 24% opted to provide general comments on BART/ Parking. A large proportion of respondents who 
did not identify as low-income opted not to respond to this question; of those that did, the majority cited 
personal impacts from the proposed increase (42%) or general comments about BART/Parking (29%). A small 
proportion of those who identified as low-income and those that didn’t cited that they would not be impacted 
by the increase (7% and 13% respectively). 

 

5.5.1 Methodology 
As noted above, the twelfth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed parking hour changes 
was an open-ended question that asked respondents if they had any comments on how the proposed parking 
hour changes would impact them. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and 
grouped them into the following categories: 

 

5.5 Question 12: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments) 
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Table 5-8 Question 12 Grouping Methodology 
 Personal Impacts Survey respondent indicated they would be personally 

negatively impacted by the proposed parking hour changes. 

 Impacts to Others Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the 
proposed parking hours changes would have on other riders, 
the greater community, and/or BART as an agency. 

 No Impacts Survey respondent indicated that they would not be personally 
impacted by the proposed parking hour changes. 

 General Comments about 
BART/Parking Remarks 

Survey respondent provided general comments about BART 
operations or service, or miscellaneous comments on parking. 

 Did Not Comment Survey respondent did not respond to Question 12 or responded 
with “no comment” or something similar  

 

1,008 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 12; 387 of these respondents either stated that they 
have no comment, something similar or the comment was illegible, so for the purposes of comment sorting 
and review, 621 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 12. Tables 5-9 and 5-10 shows the 
breakdown of those who chose to comment. 
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5.5.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status 

 
Table 5-9 Summary of Responses by Minority Status  

(Public Comments, n=621) 

 

Personally 
Impacted 

Impacts 
to Others 

Not 
Impacted 

General 
BART/ 

Parking Total 
Minority 91 64 40 108 303 

% 30% 21% 13% 36% 100% 
White/Non-Minority 92 41 52 80 265 

% 35% 15% 20% 30% 100% 
Unknown* 11 14 5 23 53 

% 21% 26% 9% 434 100% 
TOTAL 194 119 97 211 621 

% 31% 19% 16% 34% 100% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-9 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking hour 
changes, a large proportion indicated that they would be personally impacted by the proposed parking hour 
changes (31%), or they provided a general comment about BART/Parking (34%). An additional 19% cited 
potential impacts to others, while only 16% indicated that there would be no impacts from the proposed f 
parking hour changes. Minority respondents were significantly more likely to provide general comments on 
BART/Parking (36%).  
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5.5.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status 
 

Table 5-10 Summary of Responses by Income Status (Public Comments, n=621) 

 

Personally 
Impacted 

Impacts 
to Others 

Not 
Impacted 

General 
BART/Parking Total 

Low-Income 24 14 6 22 66 
% 36% 21% 10% 11% 100% 

Non-Low Income 160 93 83 163 499 
% 32% 19% 17% 32% 100% 

Unknown* 10 12 8 26 56 
% 18% 21% 15% 46% 100% 

TOTAL 194 119 97 211 621 
% 31% 19% 16% 34% 100% 

*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-10 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking 
hour changes, the majority indicated that they would be personally impacted by the increase (36%). An 
additional 11% opted to provide general comments on BART/Parking. A large proportion of respondents who 
did not identify as low-income opted not to respond to this question; of those that did, the majority cited 
personal impacts from the proposed increase (32%) or general comments about BART/Parking (32%). A small 
proportion of those who identified as low-income and those that didn’t cited that they would not be impacted 
by the parking hour change (10% and 17% respectively). 
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5.6.1 Methodology 
As noted above, the thirteenth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed low-income parking 
discount program was an open-ended question that asked respondents, who said the program would not help 
them or did not know if it would, to further explain. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of 
impact and grouped them into the following categories: 

Table 5-11 Question 13b Grouping Methodology 
 Personally Helpful Survey respondent addressed they would be positively 

personally impacted by the proposed discount. 

 Helpful for 
Equity/Community 

Survey respondent addressed potential impacts that the 
proposed discount would have on other riders, the greater 
community, and/or equity in general. 

 Parking Policy or Program 
Adjustments/Clarifications 
Needed 

Survey respondent commented about the perceived need for 
adjustments or clarifications to the rate/administration of the 
discount and/or to overall parking policy. 

 Not Impactful/Address 
Other Issues First 

Survey respondent indicated that the proposed discount would 
have no impact personally or in general, and/or would be 
without impact until other issues (perceived as more important) 
are addressed. 

 Did Not Comment Survey respondent did not respond to Question 13b or 
responded with “no comment “or something similar. 

 

1,008 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 13; 348 of these respondents either stated that they 
have no comment, something similar or the comment was illegible, so for the purposes of comment sorting 
and review, 660 out of 1,269 survey respondents answered Question 13. Tables 5-12 and 5-13 shows the 
breakdown of those who chose to comment. 

5.6 Question 13: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments) 
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5.6.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status 
 

Table 5-12 Summary of Responses by Minority Status  
(Public Comments, n=660) 

 

Personally 
Helpful 

Helpful for 
Equity/ 

Community 

Parking 
Policy or 
Program 

Adj./ 
Clarifications 

Needed 

Not 
Impactful/

Address 
Other 

Issues First Total 
Minority 1 18 91 190 300 

% 1% 6% 30% 63% 100% 
White/Non-

Minority 
2 37 66 200 305 

% 1% 12% 21% 66% 100% 
Unknown* 0 2 22 31 55 

% 0% 4% 40% 56% 100% 
TOTAL 3 57 179 421 660 

% 1% 8% 27% 64% 100% 
*“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-12 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking discount 
program, the smallest proportions indicated that the proposed parking discount program would be personally 
helpful (1%). The largest proportion indicated that BART needed to address other issues first (64%). An 
additional 8% cited potential the program would be helpful for equity/community while 27% indicated that 
the parking policy or program needed adjustments, or they needed more clarification. White respondents were 
slightly more likely to indicate that other issues needed to be addressed first (66%).  
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5.6.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status 
 

Table 5-13 Summary of Responses by Income Status (Public Comments, n=660) 

 

Personally 
Helpful 

Helpful for 
Equity/ 

Community 

Parking 
Policy or 
Program 

Adj./ 
Clarifications 

Needed 

Not 
Impactful/Address 
Other Issues First Total 

Low-Income 0 1 15 18 34 
% 0% 3% 44% 53% 100% 

Non-Low Income 3 52 143 368 566 
% 1% 9% 25% 65% 100% 

Unknown* 0 4 21 35 60 
% 0% 7% 35% 58% 100% 

TOTAL 3 57 179 421 660 
% 1% 8% 27% 64% 100% 

*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information. 
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered 
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys. 

 

Table 5-13 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the parking 
discount program, the smallest proportion indicated that they would be personally helped by the increase 
(0%). An additional 53% remarked that there are other issues BART should address first or that the program 
would not be impactful. A large proportion of respondents who did not identify as low-income cited almost 
no personal impacts from the proposed discount program (1%) or remarked that there were other issues that 
needed to be addressed first (65%). A small proportion of those who identified as low-income and those that 
didn’t cited that the program would be helpful for equity/community (3% and 9% respectively). 
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The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed parking rate change by level of 
support from protected respondents. Appendix PP-B contains all comments received. 

5.7.1 Oppose 
Minority Respondents 

• Increased parking fees may push me to use a bus to go into work. Bart fare and parking may cost me 
$18/day. 

• While I understand the need for BART to have substantial cash reserves for proper planning and 
services, and support a strong and lasting BART system, if the parking fees went up dramatically it 
would no longer be competitive versus driving (for my commute and likely many others). At a 
certain point of increased costs I would return to driving in to work periodically, or frequently. 

• The extra cost would require a cut somewhere else to balance the budget. With all costs going up I 
don't know how to make this work. I may be force to park in neighborhoods and walk to bart. 

• The rates for riding Bart are increased each year already. Increasing the rates for parking at Bart will 
only deter people from riding Bart instead they will drive to work or use other alternatives. Bart 
ridership is already low this would only add to this. 

• The fee increase diminishes money available for everyday necessities like food and housing. As the 
costs of food continues to exponentially increase, the increased cost to travel to school and work 
compounds the problem. The increased costs will create a financial burden on those who can least 
afford it, thereby segregating parking to those who can and cannot afford the fee. The daily increase 
may seem minimal but an additional $20 a month can result in a lost meal. 

• They wouldn't impact me, but I know they would be significant for people who commute into the 
city on BART, especially as many of these people are already stretching their budgets with parking 
and BART to commute to work. 

• I like how cheap BART prices are especially compared to Caltrain's exorbitant pricing. The California 
bay area is already such a high cost living area and making public transportation more expensive will 
only deter potential passengers from utilizing the BART more. The current parking rates also remind 
me of NJ(my home state) public transportation parking rates which I think is more than fair. I'd love 
to see bay area citizens engage more with their local public transportation lines and I think keeping 
cost lows will help keep both high income and low income passengers. 

5.7 Question 10: Public Comments 
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• These changes would not impact me much as I don't park often enough a month to make it hurt for I 
would imagine for other people who are more reliant on BART to head into SF this would be an 
expensive increase to their monthly commute 

Low-Income Respondents 

• BART is already kind of expensive for me, so it would add to that, and increase the likelihood that I 
would avoid the fee by parking on the street, not arriving during the charge hours, or biking. 

• I am a minimum wage worker and the price off gas is hurting me financially so if the Bart fees for 
parking is raised this will indeed negatively impact my well being. 

• Increasing the cost of parking would make me want to take BART less than I currently do. It would 
cost me more to park and ride BART than it would to drive to work 

• Please do not raise parking rates. It would exclude so many that are barely making ends meet as it is. 
It would also scare people off from parking their cars at a station. 

• I understand that Bart wants to plan for the future but financially not everyone can afford these 
changes if they are approved. Please consider not increasing the amounts. 

• Parking and taking BART currently doesn't cost me that much more than just driving into San 
Francisco. Raising fees may disincentivize other people from opting to leave their cars at a BART 
station and instead pack themselves onto already packed highways. 

 

5.7.2 Support 
Minority Respondents 

• Parking requires valuable land in Fremont and it should be charged accordingly. There should be 
strong push to drive people away from parking and this is a great way to do so. Having cars sit idly 
for hours is a poor use of space, therefore the parking price increase is necessary. 

• Those new proposed rates are still an absolute steal. We should not be subsiding parking so heavily, 
and this is an okay--if timid--first step 

• I do not drive, so this would not impact me. I am in strong support of making more incentives for 
folks to get to BART without having to drive, and I've heard that many lots traditionally are not at 
full capacity, so I think this increase could help address this and also not make it terribly inaccessible 
for those who still must take a car. 

• Less people will want to park there which incentivizes less people driving their cars. This will impact 
me by having less traffic to get to BART and making walking around the BART station less 
dangerous. The increase isn't too high so its still affordable for people who have to drive. 
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Low-Income Respondents 

• I suppose more expensive parking would cause me to drive less to BART—I occasionally will park at 
Ashby during times when it’s free, but if it’s more expensive then I’d probably continue walking to 
Downtown Berkeley to get to BART 

• First, I didn't know I could reserve parking at the station.  I usually do the single-day pass upon 
arriving to the station, paying $3 for the day.  If the price went to $8 for the same single-day parking, 
that would be an extreme increase for me as a low-income rider. 

• Not in my budget of transportation 
• Reducing subsidies to driving would improve my world and quality of life. 
• Cars negatively impact cities as a whole, so decrease their incentive to be used. 
• I think that these changes are great because it disincentives driving and brings in more revenue for 

BART to work with. More money for BART is beneficial for everyone who relies on public transport. 

 

5.7.3 General Comments on BART/Parking 
Minority Respondents 

• If price is increased, the increase should be implemented in phases. 
• I get the reason for increasing the prices. I think the 8 dollars maximum is a little steep. That's 160 dollars 

a month for a regular commuter just to park at BART, not including the ride itself! Maybe a maximum 
of 5 or 6 dollars would be more reasonable. 

• Very concerned about stations like North Berkeley where parking will be drastically reduced with new 
development. BART has done no studies to show impacts on surrounding neighborhoods. BART must 
do more to plan for major traffic and parking impacts on neighborhoods. 

• I understand the BART is looking for additional revenue. I remember that this was already discussed 
prior to the pandemic. But instead of looking to increase parking fees, Bart needs to look at gate 
jumpers. Gate jumpers do not pay fares. I see them every day when I pay my fare and exit BART.  I’m 
only at the gate for about 20/30 seconds. During this 20 to 30 seconds,3 to 4 gate jumpers would pass 
me by. Enforcement of BART fares needs to be in place . Paying more for parking is not going to solve 
BART’S lack of revenue. 

• Parking should be free to those riding BART. BART should also allow for overnight for those taking 
BART to the airports for short-term business trips. IMPORTANT!!!  need more police in the trains, on 
stations, and in parking lots.  I most don't feel safe on BART, especially after dark.  

• Let’s focus on the trains being on time,Track maintenance, Cleanliness on the trains and overall Bart 
safety before you raise parking fees. Bart ridership is still low, Bart does not have a great public favor. 
Increasing parking when tickets prices were increased not to long ago is a bad move. This would be 
more negative pr. 
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Low-Income Respondents 

• I'd want to know why these changes are happening and how the company came up with these 
numbers. Transparency is key 

• As long as the funds helps expansion of the BART system and reduces car usage. There needs to be 
more frequent and extended modes of transit to get to these stations (busses). 

• Just add cctv kn parking and fences and guard post in the bart parking 
• Public transit should be cheaper than private driving to encourage ridership. We should not punish 

drivers for using this wonderful resource more often. Many of us drive to bart to avoid parking fees. 
If you want less drivers coming to stations, increase access to bart stations with other forms of 
transit. 

• I don't think BART should charge for parking, especially handicap 
• It is already hard paying for the BART increases when the cleaning less, safety, and equipment 

upkeep is not happening currently. Why give more money when it is not running properly currently. 

 

 

The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed parking hour changes by level of 
support from protected respondents. Appendix PP-B contains all comments received. 

 

5.8.1 Oppose 
Minority Respondents 

• Many people like me who work evenings and weekends would be severely impacted by these 
changes. It would simply not be affordable 

• Charging on weekends will not encourage me to take BART over driving. Traffic isn't as bad on 
weekends so cost for BART needs to be much less than driving for BART to be effective as a driving 
alternative 

• I don’t think I would think about riding bart on the weekends if parking wasn’t free. Bart trains already 
run late and less often on weekends that paying parking on top of having to wait for trains would 
disuade me from using bart on the weekends 

5.8 Question 12: Public Comments 
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• I fear that this will reduce weekend ridership even further making the trains feel even more unsafe 
than they do now. 

• With the prices of nearly everything increasing, it's just an added cost for public transportation at a 
time when persons with less money need to save. 

• I won’t ride in the evenings or weekends 

Low-Income Respondents 

• This will make me use my car more. If the cost of driving and taking the train is on par, a lot of people 
will rather drive. 

• I personally don’t understand the need to do this. Bart has notoriously had these hours of parking 
charges for years, why change it? As a retail worker, I look forward to taking bart every weekend due 
to the free parking. Please do not have us pay more than we already do. 

• I ride on the weekends in addition to during the weekdays. Charging on the weekends would make 
me want to drive to work rather than ride BART.  This is not a great plan if increasing ridership is the 
goal. It would deter more people from riding BART. 

• People on weekends are traveling for leisure and fun. Dont ruin it by charging for parking too! 
• This will hurt the Bay Area financially for the riders and will decline ridership overall. 

 

5.8.2 Support 
Minority Respondents 

• I am ok with paying for parking until 6pm - I usually take the train in the morning anyway so it usually 
won't change anything for me unless the rates also change (which I do not support) 

• I support charging for parking, but on weekends it may change my habits in terms of bart 
• Sometimes I will use BART to go into the East Bay or SF for evening events, which usually allowed me 

to not pay for parking due to arriving after 3pm. I think extending the hours to 6pm would allow BART 
to capture parking fees from these types of riders. This fee extension wouldn't deter me personally 
from parking/BARTing to evening events since parking near venues is definitely more expensive and 
annoying, but it may be a factor for other folks' decisions potentially. 

• Extending the parking period is a penalty. A minimal charge on weekends seems ok say $2 or so. Using 
the lot still causes where and tear. 

 

Low-Income Respondents 

• Yes, would be less stress 
• This would impact trips into the Bay Area on weekends for leisure, but it will be for the best. 
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• The change would likely not impact me since I have a monthly permit, but I don't use it during those 
hours either.  I think it would be fair to charge on the weekends if people are using it. 

• I would support expanding the hours and weekend for charges instead of increasing the cost per 
rider. 

• I would happily pay to park at a BART station on evenings or weekends because it’s going to be 
easier than trying to find parking at my destination and probably cost less too. 
 

5.8.3 General Comments on BART/Parking 

Minority Respondents 

• Some BART lots (like Rockridge) are used by adjacent retail during the current off hours.  Can pay kiosks 
be located outside of fare gates so that BART can collect money from this type of non-rider user? 

• Expanding hours for week days is reasonable. But keep weekends free or charge less on weekends 
• BART should be pushing to build housing on top of BART stations and getting people to avoid using 

single-occupancy vehicles for first-and-last-mile connections. Others should be using connecting bus 
service, walking, and biking to access BART like I do, and parking should be priced at market rate to 
ensure that while BART is in the parking game, the usage of the spots is highly optimized. My BART 
fares and tax monies shouldn't be subsidizing people who use below-market-rate BART parking. 

• First and foremost, BART does not offer a premium service. Until BART can get the homeless problem 
solved, gate jumper solved, graffiti on the trains, broken air conditioners, doors that don’t open on the 
trains, riders getting assaulted, and other issues .The general public would not want to ride BART but 
stay in their cars for the commute. People need to feel safe on BART. Right now, people don’t feel safe.  
Bart needs to solve these issues. 

• Not everyone has a set schedule. Focus on trains being on time and safety before you give riders more 
fees. 

• Parking should be free. Stopping to pay a $3 charge can make people lose their train. Working people 
should not be charged to park their cars in order to access public transit 

• With the prices of nearly everything increasing, it's just an added cost for public transportation at a 
time when persons with less money need to save. 

• Doesn't impact me but I feel like 4am - 5pm is more reasonable 
• No one likes price increases, but it is what it is I guess. 

 

Low-Income Respondents 

• I can understand the charging for the Monday-Friday time change.  However, charging parking on 
weekends I do not know about; if charging does occur, would it be less than the weekday rates?  I 
would hope so. 
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• Drivers who park should pay for parking. 
• Expanded hours would be great perhaps for permit parking. 
• There are a lot of people that do not pay for daily parking permits and this would only hurt people 

who do. Instead Just have more police handing out tickets 
• Unless discounted programs apply to parking, we're already seeing increase in fare plus other costs 

and will only continue 
the monthly salary has not increased and all services including the use of transportation have 
increased.  the service is deficient, the trains are too insecure and dirty.  

• I'm not totally opposed with the idea. I would prefer extending the hours for paid parking than 
increasing the fee. I think there shouldn't be a parking fee on Sundays at least. I think this will just 
deter people on using public transportation given the costs. 

 

 

The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed low-income parking discount 
program by those respondents who remarked that it would either not help or they did not know if it would 
help. Appendix PP-B contains all comments received. 

5.9.1 No 

Minority Respondents 

• I probably make an income on the higher range of the designated BART low-income discount 
proposed program, but even so, the increase would still be impactful. 

• I would likely not qualify for discount parking (unless it is similar to the High-value fare discount). 
However, I highly support a discount program for low-income riders. 

• I think this is a great idea. Even though I’m not low-income I support this because it’s very important 
to not add further financial burden to low income individuals. 

• I don't qualify as low income so this wouldn't impact me. I support this approach to increase 
accessibility for economically challenged riders. 

• A lot of middle income people struggle here in this area to survive. Usually this programs are target 
to benefit very little people. Right now the middle class really can’t afford another increase 

• I would not be eligible for a low income benefit, and don’t want it! Make it FAIR! Make it the same 
price for everyone. This kind of program will only make BART more expensive for everyone in the 

5.9 Question 13b: Public Comments 
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long run. The money BART loses by subsidizing low income riders’ tickets will have to be made up for 
somehow. Then they will want to raise prices for parking and other fees again. 

• Why not make BART equitable and lower rates for everyone?  Let’s get cars off the roads and not 
just focus on low income cars.  BART should welcome middle income riders to the system. 

• Parking the way it is, is perfectly fine. Focus on other areas where Bart needs improvement, such as 
safety. Also the suburban working class majority will be predominantly effected. 

• Most people don’t take at advantage of these programs even if they qualify. So more people end up 
paying more anyway. They might not know these programs exist or have access to the resources 
that would help them navigate a discount program. 

• Again despite the fact I can’t really afford to live in the Bay Area I wouldn’t qualify for any so-called 
“low-income” program. 

Low-Income Respondents 

• While I get a partial transit subsidy through my employer and I qualify for the clipper start card for 
now, I’m still paying a bit for transit to work out of pocket. I’m anticipating that I won’t qualify for 
clipper start next year because I think I’ll be above the threshold by a little bit and even a small increase 
in fares will be a lot to take on in addition to paying full fare price. 

• May people are still impacted due to the pandemic and the increased inflation on every day products, 
this will negatively affect us severely 

• I love riding bart, but usually I can't justify the cost over Muni. I also see public transit as a public 
utility. I understand that in order to accomplish that, more funding is needed. However, that burden 
should not be put on riders, who already struggle to pay fares. Higher taxes are needed instead of a 
fare increase. 

• What is considered low-income? I know there is another Clipper/BART program for low-income folks 
but it's only for those of great need. Most of the people that are being impacted by these rising 
costs aren't eligible to enroll in the program. 

• What if I don’t qualify for the discount program? How easy to register for a discount program? 
• you see even though the increased parking is an additional strain on my income due to my income 

bracket I will more than likely fall into the middle-income where you will tell me that I am not 
eligible. I have to intentionally keep myself poor to receive any assistance in this state. But if I do 
that I don't make enough money to even get ahead. It's an unfortunate situation. I average 32,000 to 
36,000 a year. if you create a program that fits those income brackets then maybe it will help. 

• The changes do not personally impact me. 
• I’m not a low income family but not rich either 
• Parking the way it is, is perfectly fine. Focus on other areas where Bart needs improvement, such as 

safety. Also the suburban working class majority will be predominantly effected. 
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5.9.2 Don’t Know 

Minority Respondents 

• I want to encourage whatever helps address equity imbalances while also improving BART access by 
transit and other non-private-car means, and these don't always have to be in conflict. 

• Parking should remain affordable for everyone to maintain the level of bart ridership. For those who 
can afford increases, if Parking at bart becomes just as expensive of other alternatives ridership will 
decrease. Many choose bart because it's a low cost alternative and increase in fees will change that. 

• Im am for low to free parking for low income and those without easy access to transportation. 
• It depends but low income are the not only people who needs it, it's the middle income people who 

needs it the most. 
• I don't know what qualifies as low income. 
• What are your low income thresholds. It is likely to help me but I don't have enough information and 

how will it be enforced. 
• I am barely between low-income and low-average income, thus would sometimes and sometimes not 

qualify intermittent.  This proposed change would be a colossal hassle to my family overall. 
• Depending on how you define low income. I struggle and make $70k a year but I feel this approach 

would not benefit me. 
• Just keep the current parking policy the way it is. 

Low-Income Respondents 

• If it helps why not. 
• I  would have to see the guidlines for what is low income. 
• I would have to know what is being proposed. I would greatly consider any programs that are 

considering the financial well being of its customers. 
• It depends but low income are the not only people who needs it, it's the middle income people who 

needs it the most. 
• I don't know if a discount program is feasible.  Parking discount program for low-income riders is a 

temporary fix.  If you can request another Bond measure.. BUT you already having homeowners 
throughout the BART line to pay fees on their taxes now this.  This is not a good look for BART.  The 
trains are filter dirty, homeless smoking cigarettes and marijuana and drinking alcohol, plus playing 
loud music.  The trains are packed with working class people who tolerate these inconvenience and 
uncomfortable situations.  I believe its unfair to increase parking fees. 

• Just leave it as it is. 
• Slightly worse because it's still subsidizing driving, but maybe beneficial as an interim measure while 

better public transit is being developed. 
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The majority of respondents do not support the proposed parking rate changes and cited anticipated personal 
impacts if it were to take effect. Respondents cite the financial burden of overall rising inflation being worsened 
by impacts of the proposed parking rate changes. Additionally, the majority of respondents were opposed to 
the proposed parking hour changes, citing the potential personal impacts that such a change would create. 
Lastly, most respondents felt a potential parking discount program would not be impactful or that BART had 
other issues that needed to be addressed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.10 Comments Summary 
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6 Appendix PP-A: Parking Policy Update Survey 
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7 Appendix PP-B: Public Comments 
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*Note on Public Comments: The following public comments are segmented by the questions they 
responded to. All comments on record have been included. 

 

Question 10: Comments on Proposed Parking Rate Changes 

Question 12: Comments on Proposed Parking Hour Changes 

Question 13b: Comments on Potential Parking Discount Program 

 



125 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



126 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



127 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



128 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



129 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



130 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



131 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



132 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



133 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



134 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



135 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



136 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



137 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



138 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



139 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



140 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



141 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



142 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



143 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



144 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



145 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



146 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



147 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



148 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



149 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



150 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



151 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



152 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



153 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



154 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



155 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



156 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



157 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



158 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



159 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



160 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



161 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



162 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



163 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



164 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



165 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



166 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



167 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



168 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



169 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



170 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



171 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



172 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



173 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



174 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



175 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



176 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



177 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



178 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



179 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



180 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



181 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



182 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



183 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

 



184 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



185 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



186 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



187 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



188 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



189 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



190 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



191 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



192 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



193 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



194 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



195 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



196 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



197 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



198 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



199 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



200 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



201 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



202 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



203 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



204 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



205 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



206 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



207 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



208 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



209 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



210 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



211 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



212 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



213 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

 



214 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



215 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



216 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



217 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



218 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



219 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



220 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



221 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



222 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



223 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



224 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



225 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



226 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



227 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



228 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



229 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



230 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



231 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



232 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



233 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



234 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



235 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



236 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



237 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



238 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



239 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



240 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

 



241 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

8 Appendix PP-C: Parking Policy Update Postcard 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



242 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



243 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



244 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



245 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



246 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



247 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 



248 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
 

 

 



249 | TITLE VI PARKING POLICY ANALYSIS  
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10 Appendix PP-E: BART News Announcement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following link navigates to the BART News Announcement for this survey: 
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