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Introduction 
The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART or the District), as a federal grant recipient, is required 

by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to conform to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its 

amendments (Act). Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that no person in the United States, on the 

grounds of race, color or national original be excluded from, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to 

discrimination, under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. Executive Orders issued in 

2025 have not been applied to the Triennial Program update as the Circular has not been updated to reflect 

any referenced Executive Orders that have now been rescinded (i.e. Executive Order No. 12898 "Federal Actions 

to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations; Presidential Executive 

Order No. 13166 "Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency" addresses services 

to those individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)). The District awaits further FTA guidance on future 

Program updates resulting from the rescission of these Executive Orders.   

The District is committed to enforcing the provisions of Title VI and all applicable laws and regulations that 

affect the District and those organizations—both public and private—which participate in or benefit from its 

programs. To assure conformance with the Act, BART is required to conduct a triennial assessment and 

document that services and benefits are provided on a nondiscriminatory basis. 

This report includes the required updated assessment of BART’s Title VI Program that demonstrates compliance 

with the Act as defined by FTA Circular 4702.1B, dated October 1, 2012, entitled TITLE VI REQUIREMENTS AND 

GUIDELINES FOR FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION RECIPIENTS. This triennial report covers the period January 1, 2022, to 

December 31, 2025. 

General Requirements and Guidelines 

Notification to Beneficiaries of Protection Under Title VI 
To comply with 49 CFR Section 21.9(d), BART provides information to the public regarding its Title VI obligations 

and apprises members of the public of the protections against discrimination afforded to them by Title VI 

(Appendix 1A). BART’s Title VI Statement of Policy, Complaint Procedures and Complaint Form (Appendix 1B) 

are available upon request from the Office of Civil Rights and on bart.gov/titlevi. 

Title VI Complaint Procedures and Complaint Form 
BART is committed to ensuring that no person is discriminated against on the basis of race, color, or national 

origin, as prohibited by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. To ensure compliance with 49 CFR Section 21.9(b), 

BART developed procedures for investigating and tracking Title VI complaints filed. Any person who believes 

that they are a victim of such discrimination may file a complaint with BART’s Office of Civil Rights within one-

hundred and eighty (180) calendar days of the last alleged incident. 

http://www.bart.gov/titlevi
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BART’s Title VI Statement of Policy, Complaint Procedures and Complaint Form (Appendix 1B) are available 

upon request from the Office of Civil Rights and can be downloaded from bart.gov/titlevi. Both the Title VI 

Complaint Form and Title VI Complaint Procedures have been translated into the 21 languages identified in the 

Title VI Language Assistance Plan (Appendix 5). A translation summarizing staff assistance and language 

assistance availability is included in the Title VI Complaint Procedures. 

Recording and Reporting of Title VI Investigations, Complaints, and 
Lawsuits 
To comply with 49 CFR Section 21.9(b), BART’s Office of Civil Rights maintains a list of all active complaint 

investigations which name the recipient and/or subrecipient that allege discrimination on the basis of race, 

color, or national origin. This list includes the date of the investigation, lawsuit, or complaint filed; a summary of 

the allegation(s); the status of the investigation, lawsuit or complaint; and actions taken in response to the 

investigation, lawsuit, or complaint. Appendix 1D, outlines a list of the District’s investigations, lawsuits, and 

complaints. 

Promoting Inclusive Public Participation 
Pursuant to FTA Title VI regulatory guidance, federal funding recipients and subrecipients should seek out and 

qualitatively consider the viewpoints of minority, low income and Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations 

in public participation activities. To meet these requirements, in 2011 BART developed the Public Participation 

Plan (PPP), a guide for how BART will deepen and sustain its efforts to engage diverse community members 

throughout its service area. A copy of the PPP is available to the public and can be accessed online at 

bart.gov/titlevi. BART has continued to follow the methodology for public outreach.  

The PPP includes example public participation strategies, designed using the PPP goals, principles, and 

methods. The PPP guides BART’s ongoing public involvement endeavors to ensure the most effective means of 

providing information and receiving public input on transportation issues, with particular emphasis on involving 

traditionally underrepresented groups. 

BART continues to outreach for inclusive public participation in the following ways: 

• Manage two advisory committees:  Title VI/Environmental Justice and LEP advisory committees 

focused on Title VI compliance. 

o BART just completed a recruitment effort to onboard new, additional members to start in 

2022-2024. 

• Maintain and annually update its database of community-based organizations which has proven 

helpful for both recruitment and dissemination of information. 

o For example, the collaboration with Metropolitan Transportation Commission and regional 

operators for the Clipper Bay Pass project and the upcoming Clipper 2.0 review.  

http://www.bart.gov/titlevi
http://www.bart.gov/titlevi
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• Improved outreach and increase public participation from riders by publicizing events and survey links 

through station signage and electronic destination signs (DSS), through social media (Twitter, 

Facebook, BART.gov website), hosting more events at stations, and utilizing staff/interpreters at 

outreaches during peak commute hours. 

• Collect information on riders’ demographic data through multi-lingual print and online surveys. Input of 

such demographic information is optional for the survey respondent. 

• Quarterly office hours with the Title VI/environmental Law Committee, Limited English Proficiency 

Committee, and the BART Accessibility Task Force.  

A review of the 2011 PPP determines that it is still relevant and applicable to BART’s current public participation 

practices and policies. The review also determined that it is following FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI regulations. 

Accordingly, rather than change the compliant and effective PPP, in October 2015, BART created a condensed 

document of the PPP, called the Public Participation Procedures (PPPro), for BART internal use. The PPPro was 

designed as a quick reference guide for BART staff when conducting public participation outreach, particularly 

outreach to the minority, low-income, and LEP communities. The PPPro continues to adds value to BART’s PPP 

and remains a helpful resource for BART staff because the manual ensures and encourages staff to outreach 

appropriately to the priority communities defined by BART Title VI policies. A recent ongoing review of the 

PPPro finds that the content is still applicable. A copy of the PPPro is provided in Appendix 2A. Prior to the next 

Triennial Program update, BART staff will continue to perform a comprehensive update to the PPP and PPPro 

to capture emerging inclusive public participation best practices. 

While there are many projects where staff reached out to the Office of Civil Rights for guidance on public 

participation, staff compiled a list of BART’s Title VI Public Participation activities from January 1, 2023 to 

December 31, 2025 in Appendix 2B as examples of inclusive public participation. 

Providing Meaningful Access to LEP Persons 
BART supports the goals of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, DOT’s implementing regulations to provide 

meaningful access to its services by individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP). Under these regulations, 

programs and activities normally provided in English must be accessible to persons who have a limited ability 

to speak, read, write, or understand prior Triennial Updates - Chapter II General Requirements and Guidelines - 

Page 5 English. BART conducted its four-factor analysis to identify appropriate language assistance measures 

needed to improve access to BART’s services and benefits for LEP persons. BART’s updated Language 

Assistance Plan (LAP) is attached to this report (Appendix 3).  

Minority Representation on Planning and Advisory Bodies 
To comply with 49 CFR Section 21.5(b)(1)(vii), BART’s Office of Civil Rights maintains a voluntary list depicting 

the racial breakdown of the membership if its transit-related non-elected planning boards, advisory councils 

and committees and descriptions of efforts made to encourage the participation of minorities on its 
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committees. Each of Title VI team members participate in personal outreach to encourage minority committees 

include sourcing contact lists from minority committee members, doing outreach to organizations within the 

BART network that support minority communities, and communicating broadly to the minority contact list of 

board opportunities during committee meetings and “office hours”. Table 1 illustrates BART’s non-elected 

advisory councils and committees, followed by a description of each committee’s roles and responsibilities. 

TABLE 1. MINORITY REPRESENTATION ON BART NON-ELECTED ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

Non-Elected 
Advisory 
Committee 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Black/African 
American 

Hispanic 
/Latino 

American 
Indian White Unknown 

Total # 
of 

Members 

Accessibility 
Task Force 9% 9% 0% 0% 63% 19% 16 

Bicycle 
Advisory Task 
Force 

11% 0% 11% 0% 44% 34% 14 

Business 
Advisory 
Council 

20% 40% 0% 0% 0% 40% 12 

BART Police 
Citizen Review 
Board 

0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 90% 10 

LEP Advisory 
Committee 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 90% 8 

Title VI/ 
Environmental 
Justice 
Advisory 
Committee 

33% 50% 0% 0% 0% 16% 11 

Transit 
Security 
Advisory 
Committee 

66% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 5 (1) 

Bond 
Oversight 
Committee 

0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 4 

* Percentages may not add to 100% as several committee members identify as more than one race or ethnicity and 
numbers are rounded. 
** Numbers in parentheses indicate alternate committee members. 
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Non-Elected 
Advisory 
Committee 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Black/African 
American 

Hispanic 
/Latino 

American 
Indian White Unknown 

Total # 
of 

Members 

 
 

 

BART Accessibility Task Force 
The BART Accessibility Task Force advises the BART Board of Directors and staff on disability-related issues and 

advocates on behalf of people with disabilities and seniors to make the BART system accessible to and useable 

by people regardless of disability or age. All meetings are open to the public. Membership on the BART 

Accessibility Task Force is by appointment by the Board of Directors. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/accessibility. 

Bicycle Advisory Task Force 
The Bicycle Task Advisory Force is charged with reviewing and working with BART to improve bicycle access to 

and on BART, including advising on project priorities that affect bicyclists using the BART system. The task force 

structure allows for fifteen members: three from each of the five counties that BART serves (Alameda, Contra 

Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara). Members are appointed by each county’s Bicycle Advisory 

Committee or its primary bicycle advocacy organization. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/bicycle. 

Business Advisory Council 
The Business Advisory Council (BAC) advises BART in its efforts to ensure that Disadvantaged, Minority, 

Women, and Small Business Enterprises are afforded opportunities to participate in construction contracts, 

professional and technical services agreements, and goods and services contracts. The BAC includes 

representatives from local businesses and community organizations. The BAC looks at contracting and business 

practices and advises on ways to improve and promote opportunities for small businesses, including minority 

and women-owned businesses. The Office of Civil Rights looks for representatives from businesses in the areas 

of professional services, construction, and procurement to ensure a balance of representation in these three 

areas. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/business. 

BART Police Citizen Review Board 
The BART Police Citizen Review Board (BPCRB) shall have the authority to exercise its duties and 

responsibilities as outlined in the BART Citizen Oversight Model, with regard to law enforcement and police 

activities or personnel operating under the authority of the District. The BPCRB consists of 11 members 

https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/accessibility
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/bicycle
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/business
https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/BART%20Citizen%20Oversight%20Model%20-%20Amended%2007.12.18%20%282%29_0.pdf
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appointed as follows: Each BART Director appoints one member, the BART Police Managers’ Association and 

BART Police Officers’ Association jointly appoint one member, and the Board of Directors appoint one public-

at-large member. All appointments or re-appointments are for two-year terms. Members of the BPCRB will 

work to increase the public’s confidence in BART’s policing services by reviewing, recommending and 

monitoring the implementation of changes to police policies, procedures and practices, receiving citizen 

allegations of on-duty police misconduct, advising Board of Directors, General Manager, Independent Police 

Auditor and Police Chief, participating in recommending appropriate disciplinary action, meeting periodically 

with representatives of the BART Police association, and participating in community outreach. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/crb. 

Limited English Proficiency Advisory Committee 
The Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Advisory Committee consists of members of community-based 

organizations (CBOs) that serve LEP populations within the BART service area. The committee 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 ability. The committee consists of members or 

active participants of CBOs within BART’s service area that serve LEP populations. To recruit new members, 

staff directly contact CBOs to notify them of the application process to participate on the committee. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/lep. 

Title VI Advisory Committee 
The Title VI Advisory Committee ensures the District is taking reasonable steps to incorporate Title VI policy 

principles in its transportation decisions. It is BART policy that changes to services, capital programs, plans, or 

policies neither cause a disproportionate share of adverse effects nor deny equal access to benefits to a 

segment of the population because of race, ethnicity, national origin, or socioeconomic characteristics. 

Through the committee, the District encourages the full and fair participation of minority and low-income 

populations in the District’s transportation decision-making process. Committee members provide input on 

effective methods to engage with communities impacted by Title VI policies. The committee consists of 

members or active participants of CBOs within BART’s service area that are involved in advancing Title VI issues. 

To recruit new members, staff directly contact CBOs to notify them of the application process to participate 

on the committee. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/titleviej. 

Transit Security Advisory Committee 
In 2011, Assembly Bill 716 granted BART police officers the authority to issue prohibition orders to offenders 

who are cited or arrested for certain offenses. In 2017, Assembly Bill 730 made this authority permanent. The 

goal of prohibition orders is to reduce the number of crime-related disruptions in the BART system. As 

mandated by law, the BART Transit Security Advisory Committee (TSAC) was created; it meets with BART staff 

https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/crb
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/lep
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/titleviej
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at least every quarter to ensure nondiscrimination in the administration and enforcement of prohibition orders. 

Board-appointed members of TSAC are professionals in the areas of mental health, homelessness, public 

safety, youth advocacy, and cultural awareness. More specifically, TSAC meets to provide recommendations 

regarding training for individuals with responsibility for issuance and enforcement of prohibition orders; 

identify services and programs to which persons that are homeless or mentally ill may be referred by BART 

Police prior to or in conjunction with the issuance of a prohibition order; monitor the issuance of prohibitions 

orders; and provide an annual report to the BART Board of Directors and the California State Legislature. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/tsac. 

Measure RR Bond Oversight Committee 
In November 2016, voters passed Measure RR, which authorized BART to issue bonds for $3.5 billion to rebuild 

the aging BART system.  The overall goal of the rebuilding program is to make the system safer and more 

reliable and to reduce traffic.  Measure RR required BART to establish an independent Bond Oversight 

Committee (BOC) to verify BART spends the bond revenues as promised. 

More information can be found at bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/bond. 

Assisting and Monitoring Subrecipients 
In accordance with FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART developed procedures to provide assistance to subrecipients, 

distribute funds in an equitable and nondiscriminatory way, and to monitor subrecipients’ compliance with Title 

VI. BART requires subrecipients to document that FTA funding was distributed in accordance with the 

requirements of Title VI by submitting an annual self-certification and assurance. The annual review requires 

subrecipients to demonstrate compliance by asserting whether they: developed Title VI complaint procedures; 

kept records of all Title VI investigations, complaints, and lawsuits; provided meaningful access to persons with 

limited English proficiency; and provided notice to beneficiaries under Title VI. 

For this triennial reporting period, BART has one subrecipient subject to FTA Circular requirements. For this 

subrecipient, BART developed a Title VI subrecipient training program and held a Title VI Subrecipient 

Monitoring Workshop to inform them of their requirements under Title VI as well as a schedule of the due 

dates for their respective program updates. During the workshop BART provided a subrecipient monitoring 

checklist which serves to document that the subrecipient has implemented or will be able to implement the 

required process and procedures. 

A copy of the Subrecipient Monitoring Checklist and PowerPoint workshop presentation can be found in 

appendices 4A and 4B. Sample program documents were also provided to subrecipients which included: Title 

VI Program Updates, Notices to the Public, Complaint form, Public Participation Plan, and Language Assistance 

Plan. 

Once BART receives a subrecipient’s Title VI Program Update, BART will inform the subrecipient in writing that 

BART has received the Title VI Program Update and a review will be completed within 60 days. After a review 

https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/tsac
https://www.bart.gov/about/bod/advisory/bond
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of the subrecipient’s Program Update, BART will determine if the update is compliant or noncompliant with the 

FTA Circular requirements. If the Program Update is compliant, BART will send written notification informing 

the subrecipient of their compliance and the next triennial due date for its Title VI Program Update. If the 

subrecipient’s Program Update is noncompliant, BART will inform the subrecipient in writing of the deficient 

areas and offer assistance to correct deficiencies. 

BART has received completed Title VI Program Updates from its sole subrecipient. A copy of the Title VI 

Subrecipient Annual Certification form can be found in Appendix 4C. BART will continue to provide its 

subrecipient with assistance via in-person or conference call meetings to support subrecipients in their 

compliance efforts. 

Determination of Site or Location of Facilities 
To ensure compliance with 49 CFR Section 21.9(b)(3), BART is to conduct a Title VI equity analysis for new 

locations or facilities to ensure locations are selected without regard to race, color, or national origin. BART 

purchased a new BART Police headquarters, and a siting analysis was completed and approved by the Board of 

Directors.  Appendix 5 

BART Board Approval of 2025 Title VI Program Update 
To comply with 49 CFR Section 21.9, BART is required to document its Title VI compliance by submitting a Title 

VI Program to its FTA regional civil rights office once every three years, or as otherwise directed by the FTA. 

The Title VI Program must be approved by the BART Board of Directors prior to submission to the FTA. 

Appendix 6 contains BART’s Board Materials from the meeting where the Board approved BART’s Title VI 

Program Update. 
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I. Requirements and Guidelines for Fixed Route Transit Providers 
To efficiently meet the requirements and regulations of the FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART staff have combined the 

‘System-wide Service Standards and Policies’, ‘Collection and Reporting of Demographic Data’, and ‘Monitoring 

Transit Service’ requirements into one section. 

System-wide Service Standards and Policies 
In accordance with 49 CFR Section 21.5(b)(2), Section 21.5(b)(7) and Appendix C to 49 CFR part 21, Section (3)(iii), 

BART shall set service standards and policies for each specific fixed route mode of service provided. Service 

standards and policies ensure that service design and operation do not result in discrimination on the basis of 

race, color, or national origin. Appendix 7 contains BART’s System-wide Service Standards and Policies as 

originally approved and adopted by the Board of Directors in 2014.  contains BART’s Major Service Changes 

Policy, Public Participation Report, Board Approval Minutes (2016), and FTA Waiver Communication. There are 

no new service standards or policies for this period. This report considers the Board-adopted policies when 

monitoring system-wide service.  

Service Standards & Monitoring 
BART monitors its Service Standards and Policies on a line-by-line basis for each of its five lines. As shown in 

the system map below, BART’s five lines are currently identified by the following colors and, as of 2025 provide 

the following basic service: Yellow (Antioch to SFO/Millbrae), Blue (Dublin/Pleasanton to Daly City), Orange 

(Richmond to Berryessa/North San José), Green (Berryessa/North San José to Daly City), and Red (Richmond to 

Millbrae/SFO). 
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FIGURE 1. BART SYSTEM MAP IN 2025

 
BART uses the BART Ridership Model (BRM), developed in 2015 and based on the results of its Station Profile 

Study of the same year, to determine station catchment areas. BART performed a new Station Profile Study in 

2025, but the results were not available as of the date of this report. BART extended service on the Yellow Line 

in May 2018 east of the Pittsburg/Bay Point station using standard gauge, diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains. This 

new service, called eBART, extends service by an additional 9 miles and includes two stations, serving Pittsburg 

Center and Antioch. While BART is actively monitoring this service, there is currently insufficient data to 

perform a robust service standard analysis on these two stations. Because eBART uses different systems than 

standard BART, further review is needed to determine how to collect the appropriate data. BART also extended 

direct service on the Green and Orange lines in June of 2020 into Santa Clara County, serving stations at 

Milpitas and Berryessa. 

Since BART began providing direct service between Millbrae and San Francisco International Airport (SFO) in 

2019, the way it’s operated has changed to address various customer and operational needs.  This service has 

been operated as a “shuttle” with a single train traveling back and forth between the two stations. At other 

times, it operates as an extension of cross-bay service. Trains operating the Red Line serving Richmond now 

operate to both Millbrae and SFO; when that is not in service, the Yellow Line from Antioch is extended from 

SFO to Millbrae. When the shuttle is being operated as a separate service from the Red or Yellow Lines, it will 

be noted as such; otherwise, it will be considered part of the other Lines.   
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BART also provides shuttle service between the Coliseum station and Oakland International Airport (OAK). This 

discrete system uses automated guideway transit (AGT) technology and only provides direct service to the 

airport. As a result, it represents a different service model and, similar to BART to Antioch, further review is 

needed to determine whether an alternative analysis methodology should be implemented going forward. 

Collection and Reporting of Demographic Data 
Summary of BART Ridership Demographics 
BART serves a diverse population within five counties in the San Francisco Bay Area. According to the most 

recent onboard survey of weekday and weekend passengers, the 2024 BART Customer Satisfaction Survey 

(conducted in fall 2024)1, BART’s customer base is approximately 71% minority. This compares to a service area 

minority population of approximately 68% (2019-2023 ACS: 5-year estimates for the five-county service area)2.  

Looking at household income, serves a disproportionate share of low-income riders. In 2024, 28% of BART’s 

riders could be classified as low-income, compared to 18% of five-county households (2023 ACS 5-year 

estimates). 

BART has adopted a definition of 200% of the federal poverty level to identify low-income households. This 

definition accounts for the high cost of living in the Bay Area and is consistent with the region’s metropolitan 

planning organization, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s definition. For reference, this threshold 

defined a four-person household with an annual household income under $62,400 as low income in 2024. 

BART uses this 200% threshold when compiling information about the service area’s low-income population. 

When compiling information specifically about BART’s ridership using survey data, the low-income definition 

has been modified slightly to make use of the survey income categories. (BART does not ask riders for their 

exact household incomes.) For example, a passenger who reports a household size of four and a household 

income of under $60,000 (vs. under $62,400) would be classified as low income in reported Customer 

Satisfaction 2024 survey data. 

TABLE 2. 2025 POVERTY GUIDELINES: FEDERAL* AND THE BART SERVICE AREA 

PERSONS IN FAMILY/HOUSEHOLD POVERTY GUIDELINE (FEDERAL) 200% (BART SERVICE AREA) 

1 $15,650 $31,300 

2 $21,150 $42,300 

3 $26,650 $53,300 

4 $32,150 $64,300 

 
 
2 The ACS data for 2019-2023 are used throughout this report as the 5-year data for 2024 are not expected to be 
released until 12/11/25. 



   
 

2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update| 16  
 

5 $37,650 $75,300 

6 $43,150 $86,300 

7 $48,650 $97,300 

8 $54,150 $108,300 

* For the 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia 
Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services 

Ridership Survey Data: 2024 BART Customer Satisfaction Study 
BART conducts a system-wide survey of weekday and weekend passengers every two years. BART has 

conducted 13 of these surveys, the first in 1996 and the most recent in 2024.  The primary purpose of the survey 

is to track key customer satisfaction measures and service attributes, so BART can stay in tune with its 

customers and focus its resources on key areas with the greatest impact potential. In addition to collecting 

passengers’ satisfaction ratings, the survey asks passengers to provide some demographic information. This 

allows BART to compare its passengers’ demographics against the demographics of the five-county service 

area. 

The 2024 Customer Satisfaction questionnaire was available in English, Spanish, and Chinese. Of the 

4,687questionnaires collected, 4,489 were completed in English, 155 in Spanish, and 43 in Chinese.  

Unless otherwise stated, the system-wide survey data presented in this report are from the 2024 Customer 

Satisfaction Study. The full 2024 BART Customer Satisfaction Study report is included in Appendix 9. 

Ridership Survey Data: 2015 BART Station Profile Study 
BART conducts an additional large survey of weekday passengers at every station approximately every five to 

ten years. This survey is designed to have a large enough sample size at each station to facilitate station-level 

analysis. It gathers data on trip origins and destinations, station access and egress modes, as well as passenger 

demographics. Data are used for modeling, access planning, and regulatory compliance. Data from the 2015 

study directly informed BART’s Ridership Model (BRM), which was used to establish station catchment areas 

based on home-station information collected through the survey. Station-level analysis, generally, makes use 

of the BRM. 

While the most recent survey was conducted in 2024/2025, the data have not been finalized yet, so the 2015 

data are used in this report where station-level data are. The 2015 survey was administered primarily via 

interviewers using tablet computers. Bilingual interviewers (primarily Spanish or Chinese) were present and 

print versions of the survey were available in English, Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese. 

A total of 43,989 surveys were completed and processed, including 42,893 in English, 622 in Spanish, 281 in 

Chinese, 6 in Vietnamese, 1 in Korean, and 9 in other non-English languages. (The language in which the survey 

was conducted was undetermined for 177 surveys). 
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Unless otherwise stated, the station-level survey data presented in this report are from the 2015 Station Profile 

Survey. More details about this study, as well as additional data and maps, are available at 

bart.gov/stationprofile. https://www.bart.gov/about/reports/profile  

Station-level survey data are not available for five stations that have opened since the 2015 study: Warm 

Springs/South Fremont, Pittsburg Center, Antioch, Milpitas, and Berryessa/North San José. Placeholder data 

from adjacent stations have been used in this report until the updated survey data are available. In addition, 

SFO and OAK airport stations do not have home-based populations, so home-based trip data are not shown 

for these stations. 

Demographic Maps and Charts 
Appendix 3 provides service area and ridership demographic profile maps and charts. 

Minority and Non-Minority BART Lines and Stations 
Chapter IV, Section 6.a. of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1b defines a minority transit route 

(or line) as one in which at least one-third of the line’s revenue miles are located within areas where the 

percentage minority population exceeds the percentage minority population of the transit provider’s service 

area. To make this determination, BART has calculated the minority and non-minority populations for the 

catchment areas for each of its stations using ACS 2019-2023 data.3 For the purposes of this report, the District 

used the 2019-2023 ACS data to determine the service area average of 68% as the ‘minority’ threshold. 

Once the demographic composition of station catchment areas has been established, the next step in 

determining minority lines is to add up the revenue vehicle miles serving minority stations. The results are 

shown in Table 3, which documents the minority revenue-miles for each of BART’s five lines and then compares 

it to the total revenue miles of those lines. Any line where more than one-third total revenue miles are 

considered minority is designated as a minority line. 

As shown in Table 3, all BART lines are minority lines as their respective minority revenue miles (above BART’s 

systemwide minority average) exceed one-third of their total revenue miles.4 

 
3 The determination of which Census tracts are assigned to which BART stations was made in the development of 
the BART Ridership Model (BRM) and is based on the home origin of surveyed BART station users from BART’s 
2015 Station Profile Study. Please see the description in the Service Standards & Monitoring Section above for the 
methodology used for new stations. 
4 The FTA Circular suggests that transit providers may supplement the Census determination of minority and non-
minority lines with ridership survey data to see if a different demographic profile for a station’s ridership exists. 
Staff completed this alternative analysis in Appendix 3 and found no difference in the minority line designations. 

https://www.bart.gov/about/reports/profile


   
 

2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update| 18  
 

TABLE 3. MINORITY AND NON-MINORITY BART LINES, US CENSUS ACS 2019-2023 

Line 

Minority Total Minority Share 

of Revenue 

Miles 

Line 

Determination Revenue Miles*,** 
Revenue 

Miles*,** 

Green 
Berryessa/North San 

José–Daly City 
43.82 50.80 86.26% Minority 

Orange 
Berryessa/North San 

José–Richmond 
40.14 51.39 78.11% Minority 

Yellow Antioch–SFO+Millbrae 28.83 57.27 50.33% Non-minority 

Red 
Richmond–

Millbrae+SFO 
16.85 34.53 48.79% Non-minority 

Blue 
Dublin/Pleasanton–

Daly City 
26.47 35.37 74.83% Minority 

* TRANSBAY TUBE WAS EXCLUDED. 
** REVENUE MILE CALCULATIONS INCLUDE THE ORANGE AND GREEN LINE EXTENSIONS TO BERRYESSA, AND THE YELLOW LINE EXTENSION 

TO ANTIOCH. 
*** THE YELLOW AND RED LINE WILL BE USED AS NON-MINORITY LINES FOR ALL DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN TESTS, 
BECAUSE THEIR MINORITY SHARE OF REVENUE MILES FALLS BELOW THE REGIONAL AVERAGE. 

 

TABLE 4. MINORITY BART STATIONS 

(2019-2023 MINORITY POPULATION EXCEEDS 68% 

Coliseum 

Richmond 

South Hayward 

Bay Fair 

Hayward 

Balboa Park 

Fremont 

Warm Springs* 

Milpitas* 

Berryessa/North San Jose* 
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Union City 

San Leandro 

South San Francisco 

El Cerrito del Norte 

Fruitvale 

Pittsburg/Bay Point 

Pittsburg Center* 

Antioch* 

Glen Park 

Daly City 

Lake Merritt 

 

TABLE 4. NON-MINORITY BART STATIONS 

(ACS 2019-2023 Minority Population is Less than 68%) 

12th St. / Oakland City Center 

Colma 

Castro Valley 

San Bruno 

West Oakland 

Millbrae 

Powell St. 

19th St. Oakland 

West Dublin / Pleasanton 

Dublin / Pleasanton 

El Cerrito Plaza 

MacArthur 

Concord 
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North Concord / Martinez 

Embarcadero 

Civic Center / UN Plaza 

Montgomery St. 

24th St. Mission 

Downtown Berkeley 

16th St. Mission 

Ashby 

Pleasant Hill / Contra Costa Centre 

North Berkeley 

Rockridge 

Orinda 

Walnut Creek 

 Lafayette 

 

The process of assigning Census tracts to stations was based on the home origin stations provided by BART 

riders surveyed for the 2024 Station Profile Survey. Updated station profile survey information was not 

available at the time of the report. Where required, 2015 data is used for compliance reporting. The 

demographics data for these tracts were updated using the American Community Survey 2019-2023 5-year 

estimates. Note that BART’s systemwide minority threshold increased from 65% to 68% based on the American 

Community Survey data.  

Disparate Impact Test for 2023 – 2025 
The BART Board of Directors approved a Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy (DI/DB Policy) in 

2013. The policy set thresholds for: across-the-board fare changes, fare type changes, major service changes, 

and new services and fares. These thresholds have been adapted to evaluate vehicle loads, vehicle headways, 

on-time performance, service availability, distribution of transit amenities, and vehicle assignment, as described 

below. 

Based on the above analysis of ACS 2019-2023 data and BART’s 2024 Station Profile Study, all BART lines meet 

the FTA’s definition of ‘minority’ lines. In order to perform Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden tests 
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between lines, the Yellow line will be used as the comparison, non-minority line consistent with BART 

methodology, because it has the smallest proportion of minority revenue miles. 

The new service lines—BART to Antioch and BART to Berryessa/North San José—either have limited data or use 

alternative technologies. The five (5) stations (Pittsburg Center, Antioch, Warm Springs/South Fremont, 

Milpitas, and Berryessa/North San José) were not open at the time of the 2015 survey, and therefore 

catchment areas based on survey data can't be created. As a proxy, data from the nearest station was applied. 

Once updated data is obtained via the ACS and a new Station Profile Study, staff will update the catchment 

information and classifications as necessary. BART to Antioch, including Pittsburg Center, was accounted for in 

the minority line determinations and staff have assigned minority status utilizing the Pittsburg/Bay Point 

station. Similarly, Warm Springs/South Fremont, Milpitas, and Berryessa/North San José were classified utilizing 

the catchment data of the Fremont station.  

System-wide Service Monitoring 
This section details BART’s Service Standards and Policies, as well as the Monitoring Results. It is divided into six 

sections corresponding to the four standards and two policies established in Circular 4702.1B for service 

monitoring: Vehicle Load, Vehicle Headway, On-Time Performance, Service Availability, Distribution of Transit 

Amenities, and Vehicle Assignment. The methodology and standards developed for each of these metrics are 

described below and are consistent with the standards established in the 2019 Triennial Update unless 

otherwise noted. BART concludes that there no negative disparate impacts in the levels of service which it 

provides to minority communities. 

Definitions 
Line. For discussions of service, BART defines a “line” as a continuous service between discrete pairs of terminal 

locations.  Many segments of BART’s network are shared by multiple lines of service. 

BART lines of service defined by map color are: 

Line Station Range 

Green Line Berryessa/North San José to Daly City 

Orange Line Berryessa/North San José to Richmond 

Yellow Line Antioch to San Francisco Airport (SFO)+Millbrae 

Red Line Richmond to Millbrae via San Francisco Airport (SFO) 

Blue Line Dublin/Pleasanton to Daly City 

OAC Oakland Airport to Coliseum 

While most of BART’s lines operate over the central 5’6”-gauge, third-rail electric network from terminal to 

terminal, we have some exceptions.  The Yellow Line from just beyond Pittsburg/Bay Point to Antioch operates 
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on standard-gauge track with Diesel-electric multiple unit (DEMU) trains. Passengers transfer between the two 

systems at a platform located just beyond the Pittsburg/Bay Point station. From a service perspective the two 

operations are considered a single, continuous line of service. In addition, after Red Line service terminates, the 

Yellow Line continues from SFO to Millbrae, requiring the train operator to change ends within operation of 

the Line. 

The Oakland Airport Connector/OAC uses automated guideway transit (AGT) technology to connect between 

the Coliseum station and the Oakland International Airport. 

Minority Threshold. Using ACS 2019-2023 Census data, the percent of the population that is minority in BART’s 

five-county (Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara) service area was determined 

to be 67.6%. Stations were designated as “minority” when the minority share of their station catchment area 

exceeded this percentage. Lines were designated “minority” when more than one-third of their revenue miles 

were considered minority revenue miles. 

Peak Direction. While COVID has impacted both total ridership and travel patterns, 54% of weekday travel still 

occurs during peak periods.  BART’s morning peak period ridership is dominated by westbound service towards 

the center of the system in San Francisco and Oakland. In the evening a similar travel pattern occurs in the 

eastbound direction. The AM peak direction is, therefore, westbound while the PM peak direction is eastbound. 

One route, the Orange Line, does not cross the Bay, providing north – south service in the East Bay only.  Its 

peak patterns differ from the other routes. In addition to connecting Berryessa and Richmond, it also serves as 

supplemental service to San Francisco-bound passengers between Richmond and Ashby as there is a timed 

transfer to Yellow Line trains serving San Francisco. Until 2025, The AM peak on the Orange Line has historically 

occurred in the northbound direction (peaking at Lake Merritt Station) until 2025 when southbound traffic 

exceeded northbound, occurring between Ashby and MacArthur Station.  Similarly, in the PM peak direction 

northbound loads exceeded southbound loads for the first time, with peak loads occurring between 

MacArthur and Ashby Station.   

Revenue Vehicle. A revenue vehicle is a single rail car used to transport paying passengers via BART’s electric 

heavy rail, DEMU or AGT services. 

Consist of. A consist is a group of rail cars coupled into a train. BART heavy rail cars are coupled most frequently 

as consists of 10, 9, 8, 6, 5, or 4 cars. Articulated DEMU vehicles operated in eBART service have two passenger 

compartments and are each defined as 2 cars by FTA.  Coupled in consists of up to three DMUs, they comprise 

trains of 2, 4 or 6-cars. OAC trains are cable-driven sets of three integrally-connected, articulated passenger 

compartments, run independently as single consists. 

Vehicle Headways Service Standard 
In September 2023, BART adjusted schedules to better match service with changing post-covid ridership.  

Service shifted from 15-minute headways on weekdays and 30-min Saturday and Sunday service to base 20-
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minute headways seven days a week.  Hours of service saw slight adjustments with this change across all lines 

of service.  Schedule changes made in 2023 were evaluated but did not meet the threshold for a Major Service 

Change. 

Hours 

of 

service 

are 

based 

on trip 

departure times.  

  

Line Route 
FY23 (to 9/23) Current (FY24 & Beyond) 

M-F Sat Sun M-F Sat Sun 

Green 
Berryessa / 

Daly City 

4:30 am  

to  

7 pm 

6 am  

to 

6:30 pm 

8am  

to  

6:30 pm 

4:30 am 

to 

7:30 pm 

5:30 am 

to 

7:30 pm 

7:30 am 

to 

7:30 pm 

Orange 
Richmond / 

Berryessa 

5 am 

to 

12:30 am 

6 am 

to 

12:30 am 

8 am 

to 

12:30 am 

5 am 

to 

12:30 am 

6 am 

to 

12:30 am 

8 am 

to 

12:30 am 

Yellow Antioch / SFO 

4:30 am 

to 

8:30 pm 

5:30 am 

 to  

8:30 pm 

7:30 am 

to 

7 pm 

4:30 am 

to 

midnight 

6 am 

to 

midnight 

7:30 am 

to 

midnight 

Yellow 
Antioch / 

Millbrae via 

SFO 

8:30 pm 

to 

midnight 

8:30 pm 

to 

midnight 

7 pm 

 to  

midnight 

7:30 pm 

to 

midnight^ 

7:30 pm 

to 

midnight^ 

7:30 pm 

to 

midnight^ 

Red 
Richmond / 

SFO via 

Millbrae 

5 am 

to 

8 pm 

6 am 

to 

 7:30 pm 

7:30 am 

 to  

7:30 pm 

5 am 

to 

9 pm 

6 am 

to 

9 pm 

8 am 

to 

9 pm 

Blue 
Dublin / Daly 

City 

4:30 am 

to 

12:30 am 

5:30 am 

to 

12:30 am 

7 am 

to 

12:30 am 

5 am 

to 

1:00 am 

6 am 

to 

1:00 am 

8 am 

to 

1:00 am 

Shuttle^ SFO / Millbrae    
9pm 

 to  
midnight 

9 pm 
to 

midnight 

9 pm 
to 

midnight 

OAC 
Coliseum / 

OAK 

5 am 

to 

midnight 

6 am 

to 

midnight 

8 am 

to 

midnight 

5 am 

to 

midnight 

6 am 

to 

midnight 

8 am 

to 

midnight 

^Millbrae-SFO Shuttle integrated into Red Line for all trips starting 3/21. After Red Line service, Yellow Line 

provided service between Millbrae and SFO until 1/25 when shuttle service was reinstated to allow for 

construction.   
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Table 6. Hours of Service 

 

  

Line 

FY23 (to 9/23) Current (FY24 & Beyond) 

Peak  

Period 
Midday Evening 

Saturday &  

Sunday Weekday 

 

Saturday & 

Sunday 

7-days a 

week 

Evening 

Green 15 15  30 20 20 0 

Orange 15 15 30 30 20 20 20 

Yellow 15 15 30 30 10 20 10 

Red 15 15  30 20 20 0 

Blue 15 15 30 30 20 20 20 

Shuttle^        15 

OAC 9 9 20* 9 9 9 20* 

^Millbrae-SFO Shuttle integrated into Red Line for all trips starting 3/21. After Red Line service, Yellow Line provided 

service until 1/25 when shuttle reinstated to allow for construction.   

* After 11 pm 
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TABLE 7. WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND HEADWAYS 

In September 2023, BART shifted from 15-minute weekday service and 30 minute weekend service to provide 

20 minutes service on all lines seven days a week.  Additional service is provided on the Yellow Line between 

Pittsburg Bay/Point and SFO weekdays from start of service until 7:30pm5 to compensate for the fact that that 

segment of the network is the longest corridor with only one line of service and that peak period ridership is 

highest on that corridor.  

In the core of the BART system, multiple lines operate over common segments and serve through the same 

stations. Stations in the core of the network therefore see more frequent trains than those in outlying parts of 

the system, as described in Table 7 above. Beyond these base levels, train lengths may be adjusted to refine the 

balance among passenger loadings across all lines. As shown in Table 7 Green and Red Line service terminate at 

7 pm and 9pm respectively, reducing the composite headways on these lines.  Weekday frequencies between 

MacArthur and 12th St are also impacted by the end of 10-minute Yellow Line service, making evening service 

the same across all days of the week. Orange and Yellow Line service are scheduled to allow for transfers 

between lines in the MacArthur to 12th St segment, operating two minutes apart southbound and in parallel 

northbound, significantly impacting actual average passenger evening wait times.  

 

 

 
5 9:30 pm until 1/25 when it shifted to 7:30pm.  
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TABLE 8. COMPOSITE HEADWAYS ON THE INTERIOR PART OF THE BART SYSTEM  

(1/2025 SCHEDULE) 

Line Section Lines  
Serving  
Section 

Weekday Saturday & 
Sunday 

7-days a 
week 

Evening 

MacArthur to  
12th Street3 

Yellow 
Red* 

Orange 

5 minutes 
(3-7 

minutes) 

6.67 minutes 
(3-12 

minutes) 

19 minutes 
(18-20 

minutes) 

Bay Fair to  
Lake Merritt 

Green* 
Orange 

Blue 

6.67 
minutes 

(3-10 
minutes) 

6.67 minutes 
(3-10 

minutes) 

10 minutes 
(7-13 minutes) 

West Oakland  
to Daly City 

Yellow 
Red* 

Green* 
Blue 

4 minutes 
(2-8 

minutes) 

5 minutes 
(2-10 

minutes) 

5 minutes 
(2-10 minutes) 

 

TABLE 9. BRANCH HEADWAYS OF THE BART SYSTEM  

(1/2025 SCHEDULE) 

Line Section Lines  
Serving  
Section 

Weekday Saturday & 
Sunday 

7-days a 
week 

Evening 

Hayward to 
Berryessa 

Orange  
Green* 

10 minutes 
(6-18 

minutes) 

10 minutes 
(6-18 

minutes) 

20 minutes 

Castro Valley to 
West 
Dublin/Pleasanton 

Blue 20 minutes 20 minutes 20 minutes 

Rockridge to 
Pittsburg/ Bay 
Point 

Yellow 
 

10 minutes 20 minutes 20 minutes 

Pittsburg/ Bay 
Point to Antioch 

Yellow 
DMU  

20 minutes 20 minutes 20 minutes 
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Ashby to 
Richmond 

Orange 
Red* 

 

10 minutes 
(8-12 

minutes) 

10 minutes 
(8-12 

minutes) 

10 minutes 

Daly City to SFO Yellow 
Red* 

7 minutes 
(2-10 

minutes) 

10 minutes 
(8-12 

minutes) 

20 minutes 

SFO to Millbrae Red or 
Yellow 

20 minutes 
(Red) 

20 minutes 
(Red) 

20 minutes 
(Yellow) 

* No evening Red or Green Line service. 

** After 11pm  

Disparate Impact Test for Vehicle Headways 
Using BART’s DI/DB Policy as guidance, BART applies a 5% threshold to the analysis of its Vehicle Headways. A 

disparate impact on minority riders would exist when minority lines a different level of service provided by 

BART’s base headways.   

As of September 2023, frequencies on all BART lines are the same, except for the Yellow Line, which has 10-

minute headways during weekdays.  Of the five branches of the BART network, Rockridge to Pittsburg/Bay 

Point is the longest section that is served by only one line of service. The three branches listed in Table  with 

20-minute headways combined serve six of 50 total stations (12%) but make up only 6% of total ridership. It 

also has higher commute ridership than any other branch as illustrated by the loading analysis in the next 

section.  Of the three, Pittsburg/ Bay Point to Antioch and SFO to Millbrae are served by lines defined as non-

minority lines.  Castro Valley to West Dublin/Pleasanton is served by the Blue Line, which ranks 3rd and 4th for 

Peak and Off-peak crowding respectively.  Saturday and Sunday ridership trends are fairly similar with higher 

ridership on Saturdays vs Sundays.  Sunday’s lower ridership exacerbates the differential between minority and 

non-minority lines on Sundays, which are presented in Table 11.   

TABLE 10. WEEKDAY PASSENGER FLOW  

(AVERAGE OF APRIL/MAY FOR 2023-2025) 

Line 
Avg Daily Passenger 

Flow (both 
directions) 

Weekday 
Headways 

Base 
Train 

Length 

Average 
Passengers  

per Train 

Average 
Passengers  

per Car 

Average 
Passenger 
Car Load 
by Stop* 

Rank 

Green 23,262 20 min 7.5 242 32 11.2 3 

Orange 21,377 20 min 6.7 171 25 8.5 5 

Yellow 63,600 10 min 8.5 339 40 12.6 1 
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Red 31,230 20 min 7.9 330 42 14.4 2 

Blue 25,797 20 min 7.0 209 30 11.0 4 

Total 33,053  7.6 264 35 11.5 

Minority Lines 70,436  7.0 204 29 10.1 

Non-Minority 
Lines 

94,830  8.3 336 41 13.2 

% Difference Minority vs Non-Minority -16% -50% -33% -27% 

* Average Passenger Car Load by Stop is defined by the number of passengers on board at each stop 

the train makes.  The same average daily passenger flow could have higher or lower average 

passenger loads by Stop depending on the number of stops each passenger rides for. 

TABLE 11. SUNDAYS PASSENGER FLOW 

Line 

Avg Daily 
Passenger 
Flow (both 
directions) 

Base 
Headways 

Average 
Train 

Length 

Average 
Passengers  

per Train 

Average Passengers  
per Car 

Average 
Passenger 
Car Load 
by Stop* 

Rank 

Green 10,196 20 min 7.1 163 23 7.4 3 

Orange 10,501 20 min 6.6 112 17 6.0 5 

Yellow  23,695 20 min 8.6 227 26 9.3 2 

Red 15,518 20 min 7.3 245 34 11.5 1 

Blue 12,595 20 min 6.7 142 21 7.4 4 

Total 
14,555 

 
 

7.3 175 24 8.2 

 

Minority Lines 33,366  6.8 135 20 6.8 
Non-Minority 

Lines 39,554 
 8.2 233 29 10.1 

% Difference Minority vs Non-Minority 
-19% -56% -36% 

40
%  

* Average Passenger Car Load by Stop is defined by the number of passengers on board at each stop 

the train makes.  The same average daily passenger flow could have higher or lower average 

passenger loads by Stop depending on the number of stops each passenger rides for.  
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Peak and Off-Peak Vehicle Headway Disparate Impact Test Results 
All lines received scheduled service which matched BART’s Peak and Off-Peak Headway standards. Passenger 

loading on minority lines relative to non-minority lines are lower during weekdays and weekends. While train 

lengths are shorter on minority lines compared to non-minority lines, both weekday and weekend service 

provide more service per passenger to minority lines as shown by the greater negative percent difference in 

passengers per service than base train length between minority and non-minority service.  

 

Corrective Actions 
No corrective actions are required. 

 

Vehicle Load Service Standard 
BART’s vehicle load levels are measured at points on the system where trains are observed to carry the 

greatest number of passengers in a given direction during the three consecutive hours of greatest throughput 

for each line. 

BART’s highest loadings occur during its busiest three hours in the morning and in the afternoon. While 

ridership can change on a day-to-day basis, and the peak loads on the lines of service can occur over different 

three-hour periods, the AM Peak typically occurs between 7:00 AM and 10:00 AM, westbound from the East 

Bay towards Oakland and San Francisco. Since West Oakland is the station from which the highest loads depart 

in the morning (toward San Francisco), the peak period is calculated from when trains arrive at West Oakland. 

The PM peak occurs between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM, eastbound from Oakland and San Francisco to the East 

Bay. AM and PM peak loads for all Transbay lines (Yellow, Green, Red, and Blue) occur between Embarcadero 

and West Oakland. Maximum loadings for the Orange Line, operating between Richmond and Berryessa, 

historically have occurred between 12th St. Oakland and Lake Merritt. In 2024 peak loading started shifting 

southward with the AM Peak between Fruitvale and Lake Merritt.  In 2025 the AM Peak occurred between 

Coliseum and Fruitvale and the PM peak between Lake Merritt and Fruitvale.  

Peak Period Peak Direction Vehicle Load Standard 
BART’s Vehicle Load standard is expressed in terms of the average number of seated and standing passengers 

per revenue vehicle (car), averaged over the length of a train. 

The Transit Cooperative Research Programs (TCRP)’s “Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual” states 

that 5.4 square feet per standee (2 standees per square meter) represents a comfortable occupancy without 

body contact, reasonably easy circulation, and similar space allocation as that for seated passengers. BART has 

used this standard to set its Peak Vehicle Loading standard, which works out to 115 passengers per car (PPC) 

per train on average across for BART the combined populations of ‘D’ and ‘E’ cars. It is important to note that 
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historically during peak periods, per-car loadings on all lines have regularly exceeded this load standard, 

although BART hasn’t come close that that since the Covid pandemic.  

Off-Peak Vehicle Load Standard 
During off-peak periods (early morning, midday, nights), BART aims to maximize seating utilization, while 

allowing for easy access for passengers with personal mobility devices, bicycles, and luggage. Consequently, 

the Off-Peak Vehicle Load standard is 85 passengers per car. 

BART’S VEHICLE LOAD STANDARD 

Period of Service Load Standard 

AM/PM Peak Period / Peak Direction 115 passengers per car 

Off-Peak 85 passengers per car 

 

Disparate Impact Test for Vehicle Load Levels 
Guided by BART’s Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy (the DI/DB Policy), BART applies a 5% 

threshold to the analysis of its Vehicle Load Levels. During the six hours of daily Peak Periods, a disparate 

impact on minority passengers would exist when the average per-car passenger loadings on all minority lines in 

the peak direction is 5% greater, in aggregate, compared to non-minority lines. The same test applies for Off-

Peak train runs. 

Vehicle Load Service Monitoring         
Actual data on Vehicle Load levels for each of BART’s five lines was collected from samples taken between 

April and May on all weekdays.  Prior to September 2023 (in Q1 of FY 24) all routes operated at 15 minute 

headways during the day. All lines operated with 10-car consists except the Orange Line, which operated with 

8-car consists in order to ensure adequate passenger spacing to limit COVID-19 transmission.  Starting in 

September 2023, in addition to significantly changing the schedule to 20-minute service seven days a week 

with 10-minute service on the Yellow Line during the day, loading standards returned to historic levels of 115 

passengers per car during the peak and 85 passengers per car off-peak. Train lengths were reduced to 6-car 

consist on all lines, except for the Yellow Line where trains operated with 8-car consists. After an initial run 

with this schedule, specific peak trips on the Green, Red and Blue Lines were lengthened to 8-car consist to 

keep individual trips below the peak loading standard.  

Peak Period-Peak Direction Disparate Impact Test Results 
Table 6 below lists each of the five BART lines, using the Yellow and Red lines as BART’s non-minority line for 

DI/DB calculation purposes. The table summarizes the PPC at the maximum loading point on each line for the 

six hours of daily peak period over the last three years. Peak vehicle loads include loads from morning 

westbound trips and evening eastbound trips only; reverse commute trips are considered off-peak. As defined 
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above, BART uses a Peak Period Vehicle Load Level of 115 passengers per car. Trains lengths vary based on line 

and time of day. Average Peak Vehicle Loads never exceeded the peak standard of 115 passengers per car on 

any line during any year of the evaluation.  

 

 

TABLE 12. THREE YEAR SUMMARY OF PEAK VEHICLE LOAD LEVELS BY LINE 

PEAK PERIOD STANDARD IS 115 PASSENGERS PER CAR 

Line Station Range Minority 2023 2024 2025 
3 year 
avg. 

Rank 

Green 
Berryessa/North San José–

Daly City 
Yes 37.8 65.7 74.5 54.3 

2 

Orange 
Berryessa/North San José–

Richmond 
Yes 20.1 34.7 37.7 28.9 

5 

Yellow Antioch–SFO+Millbrae No 65.5 61.3 69.2 65.2 1 

Red Richmond–Millbrae+SFO No 38.7 53.4 74.5 51.5 4 

Blue Dublin/Pleasanton–Daly City Yes 37.8 64.3 64.9 52.7 3 

Minority Line 
32.3 55.2 59.3 45.7 

 

Non-Minority Line 
52.2 58.9 70.8 60.1 

 

Difference Minority vs. Non-Minority 
-19.9 -3.8 -11.4 -14.5 

 

% Difference Minority vs. Non-Minority -38% -6% -16% -24%  

During the six hours of weekday Peak Periods, a disparate impact on minority passengers would exist when the 

average Vehicle Load Level in the Peak Direction is 5% greater in aggregate on all minority lines than it is on 

non-minority lines and exceeds the 115 PPC Peak Period Vehicle Load standard. As noted in Table 6, over the 

past three years the average vehicle load level in the Peak Direction was 24% lower on BART’s minority lines 

than its non-minority lines. At an average of 46, the peak passenger load per car was well below the Peak 

Vehicle Load standard for minority lines. 

Off-Peak Period (and Reverse Commute Direction during the Peak Period) Disparate Impact Test 
Results 
A similar calculation of Vehicle Load Levels was conducted with April/May sample data for Off-Peak trips. The 

results of this analysis are shown in Table 7 below:   
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TABLE 13. THREE YEAR SUMMARY OF OFF-PEAK VEHICLE LOAD LEVELS BY LINE 

OFF-PEAK PERIOD STANDARD IS 85 PASSENGERS PER CAR 

 

Line Station Range Minority 2023 2024 2025 
3 year 

avg. 
Rank 

Green 
Berryessa/North San José–

Daly City 
 

13.9 24.4 27.7 20.0 
3 

Orange 
Berryessa/North San José–

Richmond 
 

11.9 18.3 19.0 15.7 
5 

Yellow Antioch–SFO+Millbrae  24.1 23.9 26.9 25.0 1 

Red Richmond–Millbrae+SFO  18.4 24.5 37.3 24.7 2 

Blue Dublin/Pleasanton–Daly City  13.6 21.7 23.2 18.6 4 

Minority Line 13.2 21.2 22.9 18.0  

Non-Minority Line 21.5 24.0 29.6 24.9  

Difference Minority vs. Non-Minority -8.4 -2.8 -6.7 -6.9  

% Difference Minority vs. Non-Minority -64% -13% -29% -38%  

 

Applying the same DI/DB test for Off-Peak train runs, a disparate impact on minority passengers would exist 

when the average Vehicle Load Level is 5% greater in aggregate on all minority lines than it is on non-minority 

lines and exceeds the 85 passenger per car standard. As shown in Table 7, Off-Peak vehicle load levels for 

minority lines was 18 passengers per car compared to 25 passengers per car on non-minority lines, a -38% 

difference. In addition, no line exceeded BART’s 85 PPC Off-Peak Load standard. 

No negative disparate impact on minority lines exists because the disparate impact was beneficial to the 

minority line. 

Corrective Actions 
No corrective actions are needed to address overall Peak and Off-Peak Vehicle Load Levels. 

On-Time Performance Service Standard 
BART measures on-time performance in two ways: Train On-Time and Customer On-Time. Train On-Time is a 

measure of train runs completed as scheduled. It is measured as the percentage of scheduled runs that 

dispatch from the proper start station, provide service at all stations along planned routes without any run-

throughs, and finish at the planned end station no more than 5 minutes after the scheduled arrival time. The 

Train On-Time Goals stayed steady for 2023-2025 at 91%. Customer On-Time measures when a passenger 
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arrives at their station relative to their scheduled arrival time. It is measured as the percentage of riders who 

arrive at their destination station neither one minute before, nor five minutes after, the scheduled arrival time 

for their respective stations. For 2023-2025, the Customer On-Time goal stayed steady at 94%. 

BART tracks monthly and annual On-Time performance against these two metrics for system-wide 

performance. BART has historically tracked Train On-Time performance, shown in Table 15. Starting in 2023, 

BART now has the capacity to store and analyze passenger on-time performance in more detail including by 

Line as illustrated in Error! Reference source not found..  Table 14 below presents the On-Time Performance 

relative to the goals for each year.   

Disparate Impact Test for On-Time Performance 
Guided by BART’s DI/DB Policy, BART applies a 5% threshold to the analysis of its On-Time Performance. A 

disparate impact on minority riders exists when the average aggregate Train On-Time Performance for minority 

lines is 5% below the average aggregate for non-minority lines and does not meet BART’s On-Time 

Performance goals. Given that Customer On-Time performance is not evaluated on a line-by-line basis, there is 

no disparate impact test for customer on-time performance. 

On-Time Performance Service Monitoring 
System-wide On-Time Performance goals and actual performance results for each year are documented in 

Table 10 below. BART struggled with a number of challenges between 2023 and 2025 and did not meet its Train 

On-Time Performance or Customer On-Time Performance goals during any of the last three years. 

TABLE 14. THREE YEAR SYSTEM-WIDE ON-TIME PERFORMANCE 

Fiscal 

Year 

Customer On-Time Train On-Time 

Actual Goal Actual Goal 

2023 87% 94% 67% 91% 

2024 91% 94% 76% 91% 

2025 88% 94% 70% 91% 

 

Train On-Time Performance results shown in Table 154 are based on data from Fiscal Year 2023-2025. While no 

lines were able to achieve BART’s 91% train on time standard, the Yellow Line had the lowest average Train On-

Time performance (67%) over the three-year period and the Blue Line the highest at 75%. 

Customer On-Time Performance results shown in Error! Reference source not found. are based on data from 

Fiscal Year 2023-2025. While no lines were able to achieve BART’s 94% train on time standard, the Orange Line 

had the lowest average Train On-Time performance (87%) over the three-year period and the Blue Line the 

highest at 91%  
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It should be noted that the Orange Line schedule is coordinated to hold to allow customers Orange Line 

customers between Richmond-Ashby to transfer to Yellow Line San Francisco trains. The Orange Line 

Passenger On-Time performance is worst in the evenings when those trains hold for Yellow Line trains from 

San Francisco to allow those customers more options to head north toward Richmond. Customers originating 

on both the Yellow and Orange (or Blue) Line trains exiting between Richmond and Ashby are included as 

Orange Line customers for purposes on Passenger On-Time. The Orange Lin e waiting for the lowest On-Time 

performance Yellow line may lower Orange Line On-Time performance overall.    
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TABLE 15. TRAIN ON-TIME PERFORMANCE BY LINE 

Line 
Fiscal Year 

2023 
Fiscal Year 

2024 
Fiscal Year 

2025 
Average Rank 

Green 67% 77% 69% 71% 3 

Orange 68% 76% 69% 71% 3 

Yellow 59% 71% 69% 67% 5 

Red 73% 80% 71% 74% 2 

Blue 71% 77% 76% 75% 1 

Average 67% 76% 70% 71% 

Minority Lines 69% 77% 71% 72% 

Non-Minority Lines 65% 74% 69% 70% 

% Difference  
Minority vs Non-Minority 

4% 2% 2% 3% 

 

Train On-Time Performance Disparate Impact Test Results 
As noted in Table 15 above, the non-minority Yellow Line had the lowest on-time performance on the system.  

Combined, minority lines had better on-time performance than the non-minority lines by approximately 3%. 

For passenger on-time performance, the difference between minority and non-minority lines varies up to 1% 

per year. 

The Disparate Impact Test for this standard is that minority lines, in the aggregate, both preform no lower than 

the system-wide standard and no more than 5% lower than non-minority lines. BART’s minority lines’ aggregate 

on-time performance is better than BART’s non-minority lines and does not exceed the 5% threshold. While the 

minority lines’ performance in aggregate are below BART’s On-Time Performance goal of 91%, both provisions 

of the test must be met for a disparate impact to be found. Similarly for Passenger On-Time Performance, while 

BART falls below the goal of 94% on-time for all customers, the difference between minority and non-minority 

lines never exceeds 1%, falling below the 5% discrepancy threshold. BART is working to resolve its on-time 

performance issues through on-going track maintenance, a new operations control center, and ongoing 

replacement of the legacy revenue fleet with new rail cars.  

Corrective Actions 
No corrective actions are required. 

Service Availability Service Standard 
BART’s service area includes all census tracts in the five counties which it currently serves (Alameda, Contra 

Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara). In addition to passenger fares, BART is largely funded 



   
 

2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update| 36  
 

through sales tax and property tax levies imposed in BART District counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, and San 

Francisco). San Mateo and Santa Clara counties are not members of the BART District. San Mateo County 

contributes to BART operations within the county’s boundaries through a county-wide sales tax. Santa Clara 

county, via Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), contributes to BART operations through a direct payment for 

net operating expenses.   

BART’s Service Availability can be represented by the distribution of its 5 lines and 48 stations across this five-

county service area. To develop a quantitative measure of this distribution, BART calculates the linear distance 

in miles from the population-centroid of each Census tract within these five-counties to their nearest BART 

station. 

Disparate Impact Test for Service Availability 
Using as guidance BART’s DI/DB Policy, BART applies a 5% threshold to the analysis of its Service Availability. A 

disparate impact on minority riders exists when minority Census tracts have, on average, a 5% greater linear 

distance to their nearest BART station than non-minority Census tracts. 

TABLE 16. TRAVEL DISTANCE TO NEAREST BART STATION 

Category Number of Census Tracts Linear Distance to BART (Miles) 

Minority Census Tracts 716 3.42 

Non-Minority Census Tracts 723 4.89 

% Difference Minority vs. Non-Minority -30.01% 

 

Service Availability Disparate Impact Test Results 
A disparate impact on minority riders exists when minority Census tracts have, on average, a 5% greater linear 

distance to their nearest BART station compared to non-minority Census tracts. Because the average travel 

distance from minority Census tracts to the nearest BART station is approximately 30% shorter than that from 

non-minority Census tracts, there is no disparate impact in BART’s Service Availability. 

Corrective Actions 
No corrective actions are required. 

Distribution of Transit Amenities Service Policy 
Except as noted below or otherwise precluded by station design considerations, the following amenities shall 

be distributed equitably across all stations on the BART system, and generally be in proportion to each station’s 

ridership: 
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• Customer Information Services (a combination of time tables, public address systems, digital 

information systems, and station agents, in proportion to ridership, station size, and passenger flow 

density)  

• Restrooms (where appropriate given the security needs of BART patrons and the BART system)  

• Platform Area Benches 

• Trash Receptacles 

• Route Maps 

• Arrival Information Systems 

• Automated Fare Collection Equipment (Ticket and Clipper Vending Machines, Add fares, and 

Change Machines) 

• Emergency (Courtesy) Telephones 

• Elevators and Escalators 

• Parking Spaces (unless otherwise limited by local geographic, planning, and funding considerations) 

• Bicycle Parking and Storage 

• Bus Access Facilities (where space is available on BART station property and service is provided by 

local bus operators) 

BART’s Service Monitoring Procedure furthermore describes the following methods for analyzing the equity of 

the distribution of these Transit Amenities: 

• BART will produce an inventory of the availability of the following amenities at each of its heavy rail 

stations (currently 48): customer information services, restrooms, benches, trash receptacles, route 

maps, timetables, informative publications, arrival information displays, ticket vending machines, 

change machines, emergency (or courtesy) telephones, elevators, escalators, parking facilities, and 

bicycle and bus access facilities (where appropriate). 

• BART will identify a number of station pairs which have similar ridership levels and locations along 

the BART system (urban or suburban). One station in each pair will be a minority station and the 

other will not. The station pairs could, by illustration, include: two low volume suburban stations, 

two high volume suburban stations, two urban fringe stations, et al. 

• BART will provide a detailed description of each station pair and will then conduct a comparison of 

the station amenities available. 

BART determines whether each of its stations serves a predominantly minority population by comparing the 

station’s catchment area demographics to District’s service area minority threshold of 68% (ACS 2019-2023), 

summarized in Table 17. 

TABLE 17. MINORITY STATUS BY STATION CATCHMENT AREA 

(AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 2019-2023) 
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Station % Minority % White 

Coliseum 89% 11% 

Richmond 87% 13% 

South Hayward 84% 16% 

Bay Fair 83% 17% 

Hayward 83% 17% 

Balboa Park 83% 17% 

Fremont 82% 18% 

Warm Springs* 82% 18% 

Milpitas* 82% 18% 

Berryessa / North San Jose* 82% 18% 

Union City 80% 20% 

San Leandro 78% 22% 

South San Francisco 76% 24% 

El Cerrito del Norte 76% 24% 

Fruitvale 74% 26% 

Pittsburg / Bay Point 72% 28% 

Pittsburg Center* 72% 28% 

Antioch* 72% 28% 

Glen Park 72% 28% 

Daly City 72% 28% 

Lake Merritt 69% 31% 

12th St. / Oakland City Center 67% 33% 

Colma 66% 34% 

Castro Valley 65% 35% 

San Bruno 65% 35% 

West Oakland 65% 35% 

Millbrae 62% 38% 

Powell St. 61% 39% 
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Station % Minority % White 

19th St. Oakland 61% 39% 

West Dublin / Pleasanton 60% 40% 

Dublin / Pleasanton 60% 40% 

El Cerrito Plaza 60% 40% 

MacArthur 57% 43% 

Concord 57% 43% 

North Concord / Martinez 57% 43% 

Embarcadero 57% 43% 

Civic Center / UN Plaza 57% 43% 

Montgomery St. 56% 44% 

24th St. Mission 54% 46% 

Downtown Berkeley 54% 46% 

16th St. Mission 53% 47% 

Ashby 53% 47% 

Pleasant Hill / Contra Costa Centre 47% 53% 

North Berkeley 45% 55% 

Rockridge 43% 57% 

Orinda 43% 57% 

Walnut Creek 38% 62% 

Lafayette 34% 66% 

Total Five-County Average 68% 32% 
* The five stations in italics were not open at the time of the 2015 survey, and therefore 

catchment areas based on survey data can’t be created.  As a proxy, the percentages 
from the nearest station were applied. 

 

This table shows the minority and non-minority percentages within a station’s catchment area using tract-level 

data from ACS 2019-2023. Trip origin data from BART’s 2015 Station Profile Study were used to define a station’s 

catchment area using Census tracts within the five-county area.  Stations where the minority percentages 

exceed the five-county average of 68% are highlighted. 
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Including the five newer stations where minority percentages were estimated, BART has 21 stations which can 
be categorized as minority stations. Disparate Impact Test for Station Amenities 
 

A disparate impact on minority riders would exist when, considering station design limitations, the majority of 

minority stations sampled have fewer transit amenities than non-minority stations in a majority of the amenity 

categories evaluated. BART has 24 amenity categories included in this analysis, so a disparate impact would 

exist if the minority stations had fewer amenities than non-minority stations in 13 or more categories. 

Station Amenities Service Monitoring – Analysis of Station Pairs 
Any methodology for comparing transit amenities between the 50 stations in the BART system will have 

shortcomings as no two BART stations are identical. Built over a span of approximately 40 years, they were 

designed by different architects to fit into different sites and to serve different topographic and community 

conditions.  

Methodology 
In accordance with the Service Monitoring Procedures, BART has attempted to conduct a meaningful 

comparison of transit amenities by identifying eight station pairs with similar ridership levels and locations 

along the BART system (urban or suburban). One station in each pair is a minority station and the other is not. 

TABLE 18. BART STATION PAIRS FOR TRANSIT AMENITIES ANALYSIS 

Pair # Minority Station Non-Minority Station 

1 San Leandro Rockridge 

2 Bay Fair Walnut Creek 

3 Union City El Cerrito Plaza 

4 South Hayward Orinda 

5 South San Francisco Lafayette 

6 Pittsburg/Bay Point Concord 

7 Hayward North Berkeley 

8 Lake Merritt Downtown Berkeley 

 

Twenty-four amenity categories were analyzed for each station pair. In order to compare amenities between 

minority and non-minority stations, the analysis of each station pair tabulates the number of categories in 

which the minority station has fewer transit amenities than the non-minority station. A disparate impact exits 
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when, considering certain limitations, minority stations have fewer amenities than non-minority stations in a 

majority (at least 9 out of 24) of the categories evaluated. 

Findings 
As shown in Table 19 below, there were no cases among the eight station pairs analyzed where minority 

stations had fewer transit amenities than non-minority stations in more than 9 of the 24 Transit Amenity 

Categories. For detailed results of the Station Pair Analysis, see Appendix 11.  

TABLE 19. RESULTS SUMMARY OF STATION PAIRS ANALYSIS 

Station 

Pair 
Minority Station 

Non-Minority 

Station 

# of Categories with Fewer 

Amenities at Minority 

Station 

1 San Leandro Rockridge 4 

2 Bay Fair Walnut Creek 6 

3 Union City El Cerrito Plaza 3 

4 South Hayward Orinda 3 

5 South San Francisco Lafayette 4 

6 Pittsburg/Bay Point Concord 7 

7 Hayward North Berkeley 4 

8 Lake Merritt Downtown 

Berkeley 

2 

Average Minority Non-Minority 4.12 

 

Some variances may appear to favor some stations, particularly for escalators/elevators, parking spaces, 

bicycle spaces, and bicycle lockers. However, upon closer examination, the variances were proportionate to 

each station’s ridership needs attributable to station location or design considerations. These variances are 

described below. 

Escalator/Elevator Amenities 
Some stations have more elevators/escalators because of station design constraints. Center platform stations, 

which constitute about half of the District’s non-subway stations, will generally require a single elevator and 

often a single escalator to serve their passenger demand. Side platform stations have two platforms, one 

serving the inbound direction and one serving the outbound directions, flanking a double trackway in the 
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center of the station. These stations will generally require two escalators and two elevators (one set for each 

platform) to serve their passengers. 

Parking Space Amenities 
BART’s 36 parking facilities at stations vary in terms of type of parking facility (i.e. garage, lot, or on-street curb) 

and number of spaces. The variance in the number of parking spaces among stations is due to the station 

location and design considerations, funding constraints, and varying demand for parking by station. 

In June 2016, the BART Board adopted the Station Access Policy (http://www.bart.gov/about/planning/station-

access/policy) that guides access practices and investments through 2025. A station typology was developed 

as part of this policy, where stations were categorized as auto dependent (with more auto mode share), 

intermodal – auto reliant, balanced intermodal, urban with parking, and urban (with less auto mode share). 

Stations that are auto dependent, such as Dublin/Pleasanton, generally have a greater number of parking 

spaces than stations that are urban with parking, such as Ashby.  

Bicycle Spaces and Lockers 
Another amenity category where measurable variation exists is for bicycle parking. In most cases, negative 

variances in bike racks and lockers are the result of riders’ access mode to the station. The San Leandro 

(minority)/Rockridge (non-minority) and the 12th St. (minority)/Downtown Berkeley (non-minority) station 

comparisons are examples.  As documented in BART’s Bike Program Capital Plan (June 2017), bicycle parking is 

allocated to stations based on the current and projected demand for such facilities. The availability of local 

funding can influence the type and quantity of bicycle parking at individual stations. As such, bicycle parking 

facilities are generally more robust at stations where demand is strong. 

Station Amenities Disparate Impact Test Results 
A disparate impact on minority riders would exist when, considering the limitations identified above, the 

majority of minority stations sampled have fewer transit amenities than non-minority stations in a majority of 

the amenity categories evaluated. There was not a single case out of the 8 station pairs analyzed in this report 

where a non-minority station had more amenities than a minority station in a majority (13) of the 24 categories. 

Accordingly, BART finds that Transit Amenities at its stations are distributed equitably and consistent with the 

District’s standards for station amenity distribution.  

Corrective Actions 
No corrective actions are required. 

Vehicle Assignment Service Policy 
A homogeneous fleet of revenue cars, designated ‘D’ (control cab) and ‘E’ (non-control), are operated on the 
main (5’6” gauge, third rail) BART network, having replaced the legacy fleet of ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ cars. The D and E 
cars all have similar performance characteristics, amenities, and interior space. Starting in 2018, the first of these 

http://www.bart.gov/about/planning/station-access/policy
http://www.bart.gov/about/planning/station-access/policy
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cars, called the ‘Fleet of the Future’ (FOTF), began to be delivered and placed in service, replacing the older ‘A’, 
‘B’, and ‘C’ cars. 

 Legacy cars were operated in revenue service for the last time in September of 2023; enabling BART to 
provide uniform service, undifferentiated by types of vehicles, for the life of the D and E car fleet. Maintenance 
requirements and differences in the number of trains used per line made it challenging to maintain equitable 
distribution of the new and old trains throughout the service, with the percent of FOTF on a given line at a 
given time may have varied as much by as much as 85%, efforts were made to adjust balance the availability of 
FOTF on each line over time.  Overall, Minority Lines had a higher percent of new FOTF trains than non-minority 
lines in FY23 and there was an equal distribution in FY24 before all of the old trains were replaced.    

TABLE 20. DISTRIBUTION OF FLEET OF THE FUTURE VEHICLES 

Line 2023 
2024 

through 
9/11/23 

Weighted 
Average 

Rank 

Green 37% 44% 38% 4 

Orange 69% 75% 70% 1 

Yellow 59% 86% 63% 2 

Red 46% 47% 46% 5 

Blue 58% 89% 62% 3 

Average 54% 73% 57% 

Minority Lines 54% 71% 57% 

Non-Minority Lines 52% 71% 55% 

% Difference  
Minority vs Non-Minority 

2% 1% 2% 
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A. Title VI & Environmental Justice Policies



 
Revision 06/23 
 

 
 
 

TITLE VI NON DISCRIMINATION POLICY                            
 
 
The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (District) is committed to ensuring that 
no person is excluded from participation in, or denied the benefits of its services or 
programs on the basis of race, color, national origin or language proficiency.  This 
commitment includes an intention to avoid or minimize any disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority or low-income populations. 
 
 

 
Statement of Policy: 

The District, as a federal grant recipient, must ensure that all its programs and activities 
comply with federal law known as Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its related 
regulationsi.  Title VI requires, in part, that the District consider the impacts of its 
decisions on minority and low-income populations, including any decisions related to fare 
changes, major service changes, service standards, or service policies.  The District 
intends to ensure that, while neutral on their face, its decisions do not have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority or low-income populations without 
substantial legitimate justification. 

Pursuant to federal and state law, the District is committed to ensuring that important 
programs and activities normally provided in English are accessible to persons who have 
a limited ability to speak, read, write, or understand English.   

The District’s commitment to non-discrimination extends to informing the District’s funding 
recipients and contractors that they are also subject to applicable federal and state non-
discrimination laws in all of their programs, activities and services for the District. 
 
The District’s Office of Civil Rights is responsible for providing leadership, direction, and 
policy to ensure compliance with Title VI.  To request additional information regarding the 
District’s non discrimination obligations or to file a complaint, please contact the District’s 
Office of Civil Rights. Retaliation against any party filing a discrimination complaint is 
prohibited by law, and such retaliation may result in legal action.  
 

Office of Civil Rights 
2150 Webster St. 

Oakland, CA  94612 
(510) 874-7333 

(510) 464-7587 (fax) 
officeofcivilrights@bart.gov 

 
 

i This policy adheres to the regulations set and enforced by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title IX of the Education Amendment Act of 1972, Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security regulation 6 C.F.R. Part 19. 

mailto:officeofcivilrights@bart.gov
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B. Title VI Complaint Form and Procedures



SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT TITLE VI 

COMPLAINT FORM 

Stations 2022 

Name of Complainant Home Telephone 

Home Address Work Telephone 
Street City, State Zip 

Race/Ethnic Group Sex Email Address 

Person discriminated against (if other than Complainant) Home Telephone 

Home Address Work Telephone 
Street City, State Zip 

1. SPECIFIC BASIS OF DISCRIMINATION (Check all that apply): 

 Race  Color  National Origin  Sex  Age  Disability 

2. Date of alleged discriminatory act(s):______________________________ 

3. RESPONDENT (individual complaint is filed against) 

Name 

Position Work Location 

4. Describe how you were discriminated against. What happened and who was responsible? For additional space, 

attach additional sheets of paper. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Did you file this complaint with another federal, state or local agency, or with a federal or state court? 

 Yes  No 
If answer is yes, check each agency where complaint was filed: 

 Federal Agency  Federal Court  State Agency  State Court  Local Agency 

Date Filed: _____________________ 

6. Provide contact information for the additional agency or court: 

Name 

Address Telephone 
Street City, State Zip 

Sign complaint in the space below. Attach any supporting documents. 

Signature Date 
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Your Rights Under 
Title VI 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 
This document outlines the Title VI complaint procedures related to providing 
programs, services, and benefits. It does not, however, deny the complainant 
the right to file formal complaints with the California Department of 
Transportation, the Secretary of the US Department of Transportation, 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), or to seek private 
counsel for complaints alleging discrimination, intimidation or retaliation of any 
kind that is prohibited by law. 

 
The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, in compliance with Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and applicable federal and state laws 
and regulations, is committed to ensuring that no person is excluded from 
participation in, or denied the benefits of its services or programs on the basis of 
race, color, national origin, sex, age, or disability. Two Executive Orders 
extend Title VI protections to Environmental Justice, which also protects persons 
of low income, and Limited English Proficiency (LEP). 

 
Title VI Complaint Procedure 

 
1. Any person who believes that they have been subjected to discrimination may 

file a written complaint with the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District’s Office of Civil Rights. Federal and State law requires complaints be 
filed within one-hundred eighty (180) calendar days of the last alleged 
incident. 

 
2. The complainant may download the complaint form from www.bart.gov or 

request the complaint form from the Office of Civil Rights (OCR). The 
complainant may also submit a written statement that contains all of the 
information identified in Section 3, a through g below. 

 
3. The complaint will include the following information: 

 
a. Name, address, and telephone number of the complainant. 
b. The basis of the complaint (race, color, national origin, sex, age, or 

disability). 
c. The date or dates on which the alleged discriminatory event or events 

occurred. 
d. The nature of the incident that led the complainant to feel discrimination 

was a factor. 
e. Names, addresses and telephone numbers of persons who may have 

knowledge of the event. 

http://www.bart.gov/
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f. Other agencies or courts where complaint may have been filed and a
contact name.

g. Complainant’s signature and date. If the complainant is unable to write a
complaint, OCR staff will assist the complainant. If requested by
complainant, OCR will provide a language or sign interpreter.

The complaint may be sent or faxed to the following address: 

Office of Civil Rights 
2150 Webster St, Suite #0414 

Oakland, CA 94612 
(510) 874-7333

(510) 464-7587 (fax)

The complaint may be sent via email to officeofcivilrights@bart.gov. 

Complainants also have the right to complain directly to the appropriate 
federal agency. Complaints must be filed within one-hundred eighty (180) 
calendar days of the last alleged incident. 

4. OCR will begin an investigation within fifteen (15) working days of receipt of a
complaint.

5. OCR will contact the complainant in writing no later than thirty (30) working
days after receipt of complaint for additional information, if needed. If the
complainant fails to provide the requested information in a timely basis, OCR
may administratively close the complaint.

6. OCR will complete the investigation within ninety (90) days of receipt of the
complaint. If additional time for investigation is needed, the Complainant will
be contacted. A written investigation report will be prepared by the
investigator. This report shall include a summary description of the incident,
findings and recommended corrective action.

7. A closing letter will be provided to the complainant. The respondent or
respondent department will also receive a copy of the closing letter. Each will
have five (5) working days from receipt of the report to appeal. If neither party
appeals, the complaint will be closed.

8. If required, the investigation report with recommendations and corrective
actions taken will be forwarded to the appropriate federal agency, the
complainant and the respondent.

mailto:officeofcivilrights@bart.gov
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C. Title VI Notices and Stations Confirmation
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BART Line & Stations
Minority/Non-

Minority

Title VI 
Notices
Posted
(Y/N)

LEP 
Notices
Posted
(Y/N)

"I Speak" 
Cards

Red/ Orange
Richmond Minority Yes Yes Yes
El Cerrito del Norte Minority Yes Yes Yes
El Cerrito Plaza Non-Minority Yes Yes Yes
North Berkeley Non-Minority Yes Yes Yes
Downtown Berkeley Non-Minority Yes Yes
Ashby Non-Minority Yes Yes Yes
Red/ Orange/ Yellow
MacArthur Non-Minority No Yes Yes
19th Street/Oakland Minority Yes Yes Yes
12th Street/Oakland Non-Minority Yes Yes Yes
Green/ Orange/ Blue
Lake Merritt Minority No Yes Yes
Fruitvale Minority No Yes Yes
Coliseum Minority No Yes Yes
San Leandro Minority No Yes Yes
Bay Fair Minority Yes Yes Yes
Hayward Minority Yes Yes Yes
South Hayward Minority Yes Yes Yes
Union City Minority No Yes Yes
Fremont Minority No Yes Yes
Warm Springs/South Fremont Minority Yes Yes Yes
Milpitas Minority Yes Yes Yes
Berryessa/North San Jose Minority Yes Yes Yes
Yellow
Antioch Station Minority No Yes Yes
Pittsburg Center Minority No Yes Yes
eBART Transfer Platform Yes Yes Yes
Pittsburg/Bay Point Minority No Yes Yes
North Concord/ Martinez Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Concord Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Pleasant Hill Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Walnut Creek Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Lafayette Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Orinda Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Rockridge Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Blue
Castro Valley Non-Minority No Yes Yes
West Dublin/ Pleasanton Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Dublin/ Pleasanton Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Yellow/ Red/  Green/ Blue
West Oakland Minority No Yes Yes
Embarcadero Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Montgomery Minority No Yes Yes
Powell Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Civic Center Non-Minority No Yes Yes
16th Street Mission Non-Minority No Yes Yes
24th Street Mission Non-Minority No Yes Yes
Glen Park Minority No Yes Yes
Balboa Park Minority No Yes Yes
Daly City Minority Yes Yes Yes
Yellow/ Red
Colma Non-Minority No Yes Yes
South San Francisco Minority Yes Yes Yes
San Bruno Minority No Yes Yes
SFO Airport Yes Yes Yes
Millbrae Non-Minority No Yes Yes

https://sfbartd-my.sharepoint.com/personal/070570_bart_gov/Documents/Desktop/2025 Amenities Count Checklist (Master)
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Garrett Stanton

From: Raymond Pascual
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 12:44 PM
To: Garrett Stanton
Subject: Re: Response requested: Title VI Report

There are no such lawsuits. 

From: Garrett Stanton <garrett.stanton@bart.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 12:39:46 PM 
To: Raymond Pascual <RPascua@bart.gov> 
Subject: RE: Response requested: Title VI Report  

Hi Raymond, 
Thank you for the quick response and for confirming that there are no active Title VI transit-related lawsuits or 
administrative complaints at the moment. You are absolutely right that Title VI complaints and investigations are 
maintained within our Title VI/OCR unit, and we will handle compiling that portion of the information internally. 
Where I am hoping to get Legal’s assistance is with the lawsuits piece of the requirement. For the Title VI triennial 
report, 49 CFR 21.9(b) asks us to report all Title VI investigations, lawsuits, and administrative complaints for the current 
reporting period, not just those that are currently active. That includes any matters that were filed and resolved during 
the period, even if they are now closed, and that: 

 Name BART and/or a BART subrecipient, and
 Allege discrimination based on race, color, or national origin.

Could you please confirm whether, during the current Title VI reporting period, there were any such Title VI transit-
related lawsuits involving BART or its subrecipients? 

 If there truly were none during the period, a brief confirmation of that would be perfect.
 If there were any, even if closed, it would be extremely helpful if you could either provide a short list with the

filing date, brief summary of the allegation, current/closing status, and any actions taken, or point me to any
existing log or report your office maintains that captures this information.

This will allow us to complete Appendix 1D of the Title VI Report accurately. 
Thank you again for your help with this. 
Best, 
Garrett Stanton 
Senior Administrative Analyst, Office of Civil Rights 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) 
2150 Webster St., 4th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 

From: Raymond Pascual <RPascua@bart.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 10:33 AM 
To: Garrett Stanton <garrett.stanton@bart.gov> 
Subject: RE: Response requested: Title VI Report 

Hi Garrett: The information you’re looking for would typically reside with your Title VI or EEO unit.  The legal 
department wouldn’t keep any Title VI complaints. At the moment, there are no active lawsuits or admin 
complaints that are Title VI and transit-related. -Raymond 
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From: Legal Assignment <legalassignment@bart.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2025 1:10 PM 
To: Legal SP <legal@spmail.bart.gov> 
Subject: FW: Response requested: Title VI Report 

Forward from Legal Assignment 

From: Garrett Stanton <garrett.stanton@bart.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2025 9:08:46 PM 
To: Legal Assignment <legalassignment@bart.gov> 
Subject: Response requested: Title VI Report  

Good afternoon, 

I’m working on the current  Title VI Report and need your assistance with the section on “Recording and Reporting of 
Title VI Investigations, Complaints, and Lawsuits,” in order to comply with 49 CFR Section 21.9(b).  

Specifically, could you please provide a list of all complaint investigations, lawsuits, and administrative complaints that: 

 Name BART and/or any BART subrecipient, and
 Allege discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin.

For each matter, please include: 

 Date the investigation, lawsuit, or complaint was filed
 A brief summary of the allegation(s)
 Current status (open/closed, stage of proceeding, etc.)
 Actions taken in response (e.g., findings, resolutions, corrective actions)

This information will be used to populate Appendix 1D of the Title VI Report, which outlines the District’s investigations, 
lawsuits, and complaints related to Title VI. 

If there is an existing log or report that already captures this information, I’m happy to work from that instead. 

Thank you in advance for your help. 

Title VI 2025 DRAFT.docx 

Garrett Stanton 
Senior Administrative Analyst, Office of Civil Rights 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) 
2150 Webster St., 4th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 



Investigations
1.
2.
Lawsuits
1.
2.
Complaints

1. Case #0001

2. Case #0002

3. Case #0003

List of Investigations, Lawsuits, and Complaints

Date (Month, 
Day, Year)

Summary (include Basis of 
complaint: race, color, or 

national origin)
Status Action(s) Taken

Complainant submitted a formal Title VI 
complaint on June 6, 2022 alleging 
discrimination on the basis of race and 
national origin. An advertisement issued by 
the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) and published on a Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District (BART or District) 
train about the Clipper START Program 
(Clipper START), the Bay Area’s Regional 
Means-Based Fare Discount Program, was 
published in Spanish. The English version of 
the advertisement was not published on 
the same BART train car.

6/6/22

Investigation into  alleged 
discrimination . Said investigation 
yielded findings that illustrated 
there was no discrimination. BART 
confirmed that there were 140 car 
cards (train advertisements) for 
this program in English 
systemwide in July 2020 and then 
a total of 140 car cards total 
(Spanish, Chinese, and English) 
systemwide in January 2022. 

CLOSED

5/11/2023

The complaintant alleges that on April 30, 
2023 a male was allowed to snort crack in 
Powell Station. Additionally the 
complaintant alleges that another male was 
blasting his music in ciolation of BART 
policies. Lastly, the complaintant alleges on 
May 9, 2023 safety signs on a train were 
not avaiable in English. This claims were 
made on the basis of national origin 
discrimination.

CLOSED

The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 
conducted an investigation into 
the alleged discrimination. The 
result of the investigation is that 
the provisions of Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 were not 
violated by these advertisements 
and/or notices.

OCR performed a thorough 
investigation into the incident. 
This included: interviewing station 
agents present at the time of the 
incident, reviewing video footage 
(did not capture incident), and 
reviewing independent evidence.. 
There was nothing uncovered 
during the OCR investigation to 
substantiate the claims made by 
the   complainant. 

CLOSED

The complaintant alledges that on 
September 20, 2022, at Balboa Park station, 
a station agent allowed minority patrons to 
acess Distric facilities without paying. The 
complaintant further aserts that the station 
agent enforced payment for the 
complaintant (a non-minority patron). He 
insists he was discriminated against on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, and sex. 9/30/22
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Transportation Decision Evaluation Form
As a recipient of federal funds, BART must comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Transportation 
Decision Evaluation Form will assist us in determining the steps necessary to ensure compliance with FTA Circular 
4702.1B, CA Government Code Section 11135-11139.7, and/or the BART Environmental Justice Program. You must 
complete this form prior to meeting with the Office of Civil Rights.

Project Name Date

Project Manager Title Department

Anticipated Environmental Review (EIR) N/A

Anticipated Board Action N/A

Anticipated Completion N/A

1. Project Description:

2. What station(s), location(s), residents will be impacted by this project?

3. Will there be any construction for this project? Yes No

4. What is the anticipated project cost? N/A

5. Have there been similar projects of this nature at BART? Yes No

If yes, please list:



Transportation Decision Evaluation Form 

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS Page 2 of 2 Revised December 2022

6. Will there be a need for any signage for this project?  Yes  No

7. Will BART riders and/or the community be impacted by this project? Yes No

If yes, how will they be affected?

8. Do you anticipate any public participation for this project? Yes No

9. Are you planning any changes to current station amenities for this project? Yes No

If yes, what are they?

Please email the completed form to TitleVIOCR@bart.gov. 
If you have any questions, please contact Javieree PruittHill at JPruit2@bart.gov. 

Section below to be completed by Title VI Team 

Recommended Title VI Processes 

Equity Analysis (Service or Fare) Yes No

Public Participation Yes No

Language Assistance Measures Yes No

If yes, what are they? 

Other Comments 

Title VI Team Member Name Date 





Email completed form and supporting documents to TitleVIOCR@bart.gov. 
Submit your request to OCR at least ( ) business days in advance of your deadline. 
If you have any questions, please contact at ext.

Interpretation and Translation Services Request
Office of Civil Rights (OCR)

Request Information

Date of Request:  _______________________
Name/Contact: ________________________
Request Deadline: ______________________

Project Funding

Have funds been identified for this project?

Yes No 

5. If yes, is this a capital-funded project or an

operating-funded project? *

Capital Operating

C. Target Language(s)

6. What language(s) or dialect(s) are you

requesting for interpretation or translation?

Spanish Korean

Vietnamese Tagalog

Chinese Interpretation

Mandarin Cantonese

Chinese Translation

Simplified Traditional

Other:  ____________________________

Not sure/Unknown 

E. Interpretation Request Details

10. Event Date:  __________________________

11. Time:  ______________________________

12. Location:  ____________________________

13. Event format:  ________________________

14. Number of interpreters/languages:  ________

15. Type of Interpretation (pick one):

Consecutive  (Presenter and interpreter alternate.)

Simultaneous (All present at the same time.)

16. Equipment:

Headsets * How many? ________

Other equipment:  ___________________

F. Translation Request Information

17. Delivery Date: ________________________

18. Time: ______________________________

19. Format(s):  ___________________________

20. Word count (if known):  _________________

21. Number of pages/slides:  ________________

22. Formatting and Access:

Formatting (InDesign, PDF, etc.)

Digital Access (ADA Section 508 Compliance)

G. Supporting Documents

23. If available, please provide source documents

for interpretation or translation:

Surveys Slides Talking Points

Flyers Other:  ________________

Project/Event Staff Contact Information

Name: _______________________________

Email: _______________________________

Mobile Phone: ________________________

Other Comments
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Federal regulations require that recipients of federal funds take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful 

access to their services and benefits for persons with limited English proficiency.  Under these 

regulations, programs and activities normally provided in English must be accessible to persons who 

have a limited ability to speak, read, write, or understand English.  Otherwise, English-only services 

may be discriminatory on the basis of national origin, in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, as amended, and its implementing regulations. 

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART or the District) supports the goal of Section V of 

the U.S. Department of Transportation LEP Guidance (USDOT 2005) to provide meaningful access 

to its services by LEP persons.  This Language Assistance Plan (LAP), which updates the LAP 

previously approved by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in January 2017, assesses language 

needs in the five-county1 BART service area (Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and 

Santa Clara Counties). 

BART Self-Assessment 

The USDOT LEP Guidance identifies four factors that recipients of federal funds, including BART, 

should consider when determining what reasonable steps should be taken to ensure meaningful access 

for LEP persons.  The four-factor analysis involves the following: 

• Identifying the number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible

service population;

• Determining the frequency with which LEP individuals come into contact with BART’s

programs, activities, and services;

• Gauging the importance to LEP persons of BART’s programs, activities, and services; and

• Assessing the current resources available and the costs to provide language assistance

services.

This four-factor analysis identifies appropriate language assistance measures needed to improve 

access to the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART or District) services and 

benefits for limited English proficient (LEP) persons. 

Identification of LEP Individuals 

For the first step of the four-factor needs assessment, the 

LEP population was defined as those persons 5 years of age 

and older who reported to the U.S. Census Bureau that they 

speak English less than “very well.”  The total eligible 

population, as estimated by the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2013 

to 2017 American Community Survey (ACS), for the five-

county BART service area is 5,924,477.  The LEP 

population was estimated at 1,101,847, or 18.6% of the 

eligible population.  The primary languages spoken in the 

BART service area are Spanish and Chinese (Cantonese 

1 Note that since BART’s last LAP the service area has expanded to include Santa Clara County, in addition to the previous four-counties 

served. 

18.2
%

81.8
%

BART Service Area 
Population English 

Proficiency

Limited
English
Proficie
ntSource: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American 
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and Mandarin) 2  and there are a total of 12 “safe 

harbor” languages with more than 1,000 estimated 

LEP persons.3 The analysis shows that 47.4 % of 

LEP persons live within 1 mile of a BART line, 

which increases the likelihood that they will use 

BART’s services. 

Frequency of Contact by LEP Persons with BART 

Services 

For the second step of the four-factor analysis, 

BART reviewed its Language Line Services requests 

for language assistance services, examined website 

page views, and reviewed its in-person LEP 

encounters.  These reviews disclosed that BART 

personnel come into contact with LEP persons 

frequently. 

Station agents, customer information clerks, and other frontline staff reported that Spanish and 

Chinese were the most frequently encountered languages at BART stations, based on encounters 

reported on the BART Transportation and Station Intranet (and at BART’s telephone customer 

helpline, Transit Information Center).  

Importance to LEP Persons of BART’s Programs, Activities, and Services 

The third step involved identifying critical services and using input from CBOs to identify ways to 

improve these services for LEP populations.  BART engaged its Title VI/Environmental Justice and 

LEP advisory committees, who represent community-based organizations (CBOs) that serve 

minority, low-income, and LEP populations across a diverse spectrum of ethnicities residing in the 

Bay Area.  Staff met with the Title VI/Environmental Justice Advisory Committee, who represent 8 

CBOs, on August 5, 2019 and the LEP Advisory Committee, who represent 7 CBOs, on August 28, 

2019.  

The principal theme of access emerged from this effort.   Access to public transportation continues to 

be a primary need of the LEP population.   Anecdotally, LEP persons, who do not generally have 

private transportation, rely on public transportation for mobility to access employment, health and 

governmental services and recreational activities.    

Available Resources and Costs of Language Assistance Services 

The final step in the four-factor LEP needs assessment was intended to weigh the demand for 

language assistance, including the needs identified in the third step of the factor analysis, with 

BART’s current and projected financial and personnel resources.  BART is committed to providing 

resources, to the extent funding is available, to reduce the barriers encountered by LEP persons in 

accessing its services.   

2 In addition, the ACS estimates that 33.5% of the five-county BART service area population are foreign born . Data from 2013-2017 

American Community Survey, foreign born: 2,104,954.   
3 Under USDOT Guidance, recipients seeking assurance that they comply with written translation requirements are directed to the 

federal “safe harbor” threshold.  USDOT “safe harbor” guidance (USDOT 2005) says that BART may provide “written translation of 

vital documents for each eligible LEP language group that constitutes 5 % or 1,000, whichever is less, of the population of persons 
eligible to be served or likely to be affected or encountered.”  Note that since the last FTA update, there has been a change in language 

codes and how ACS aggregates language data to the most common languages for privacy concerns and small sample sizes. 
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BART continuously evaluates how to consolidate its language assistance measures to deliver the most 

cost-effective services.   For example, in July 2016 the BART Board approved an Agreement with a 

contractor, Language Line Services, to provide all language assistance services for the District.   Since 

costs were standardized through the sole contractor, the Agreement so far has allowed the District 

to save on expenses related to translation and interpretation.  BART will continue to track and 

monitor expenditures and language assistance requests in accordance in order to better serve 

customers through targeted outreach and materials. 

Language Assistance Measures 

BART is committed to full compliance with Title VI and its implementing regulations to provide 

meaningful access and reduce barriers to services and benefits for LEP persons.  BART currently 

provides oral language assistance through its bilingual transit information representatives, Language 

Line Services for over the phone interpretation, and through BART’s own dedicated language 

assistance line.  The District’s written language assistance includes the translation of vital documents 

posted on the BART website and at all stations, and the translation of meeting notices and surveys.  

For most public meetings, BART translates meeting notices and includes instructions for requesting 

translation services and/or meeting interpreters.   

The District established the LEP Advisory Committee in 2011.  BART is currently recruiting for 

additional members for 2020.   In addition, the District is planning new language assistance services 

that include trainings, such as cultural sensitivity, for frontline personnel and bilingual staff.  

Trainings will be developed by BART staff and generally provided by Language Line Services, the 

District’s primary language assistance contractor.  

Vital Documents Guidelines 

As part of its commitment to ensuring that LEP persons receive reasonable access to language 

assistance, BART has established guidelines for the translation of “vital” written materials, or Vital 

Documents.  These Vital Documents are either critical for obtaining services and/or benefits or are 

required by law.  The District has established a three-tier system for identifying, prioritizing and 

translating Vital Documents. 

Tier 1 documents are the most important documents, critical for safety, access to the BART transit 

service, and awareness of legal rights, including the right to language assistance.  Tier 1 documents 

are the first translation priority for the District.  Tier 2 documents enhance or facilitate the customer 

experience, such as information about promotional events.  Based on language requests, the District 

will evaluate whether full translations are needed for Tier 2 documents.  Tier 3 documents provide 

information so that all riders regardless of language ability can participate in long-term transportation 

decisions made at BART.  Oftentimes these documents are long and technical. Translation of Tier 3 

documents may be determined on a case-by-case basis; a translated, abbreviated summary document 

may be sufficient. 

Frequently Encountered Languages & Safe Harbor Languages 

Based on the results of the updated four-factor analysis, Spanish and Chinese are the most frequently 

encountered languages at BART.  Vital Documents will be translated into these languages, pursuant 

to BART's Vital Documents Guidelines.  BART will also endeavor to consider translating its Vital 

Documents into additional languages, if needed and practicable, to be determined on a case-by-case 

basis with feedback from the LEP Advisory Committee and BART's desire for consistency 

throughout its currently planned system expansion.  In addition to the frequently encountered 

languages, the four-factor analysis identified additional "safe harbor" languages for BART.  Pursuant 
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to its Vital Documents Guidelines, BART has translated its Title VI Complaint Form, Notice to 

Beneficiaries of Protection under Title VI, Vehicle Emergency & Safety Instructions (Car Card), and 

Notice of Language Assistance into the additional "safe harbor" languages.   

USDOT “safe harbor” guidance (USDOT 2005) says that BART should provide “written translation 

of vital documents for each eligible LEP language group that constitutes 5% or 1,000, whichever is 

less, of the population of persons eligible to be served or likely to be affected or encountered.” 

Plan Monitoring and Updating 

BART has established procedures to monitor the effectiveness of the LAP.  These procedures reflect 

an ongoing process to solicit feedback from BART employees, LEP persons, the LEP Advisory 

Committee, and CBOs serving LEP populations.  BART will continue to use a combination of 

qualitative and quantitative approaches to monitor whether the LAP effectively meets the needs of 

LEP persons. 

LEP Training 

The USDOT recommends LEP training for employees in public contact positions.  BART has 

developed both an LEP training video and handbook for these employees.  Interactive, in-person 

training is available for BART’s station agents, operations supervisors, transit information clerks, 

customer service representatives, police personnel, survey takers and new hires.  LEP training will be 

provided again at recertification training every two (2) years for train operators and operations 

foreworkers and every three (3) years for station agents. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART or the District) is a rapid transit system 

that travels through five counties in California: Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo, 

and Santa Clara Counties (see Figure 1).  BART operates five service lines covering 122 miles, 

connecting 48 stations, and serving an average weekday ridership of over 400,000 passengers.   

The District supports the goal of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) limited English 

proficient (LEP) guidance to provide meaningful access to its services by LEP persons.  The Federal 

Transit Administration (FTA) notes that transit agencies that provide language assistance to LEP 

persons in a competent and effective manner will help ensure that their services are safe, reliable, 

convenient, and accessible to those persons.  These efforts may attract riders who would otherwise 

be excluded from using the service because of language barriers and, ideally, will encourage riders to 

continue using the system after they are proficient in English and/or have more transportation options. 

Authority and Guidance 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 United States Code 2000d, provides that no person in the 

United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation 

in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 

that receives federal financial assistance.   

Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 

Proficiency,” issued on August 16, 2000, directs each federal agency to publish guidance for its 

respective recipients in order to assist with its obligations to LEP persons under Title VI.  The 

Executive Order states that recipients must take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to their 

programs and activities by LEP persons.  Providing English-only services may constitute national 

origin discrimination in violation of Title VI and its implementing regulations. 

The FTA Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit 

Administration Recipients” (2012), reiterates this requirement.  Chapter IIII states that “FTA 

recipients must take responsible steps to ensure meaningful access to the benefits, services, 

information, and other important portions of their programs and activities for individuals who are 

Limited English Proficient” (page III-6). 

The FTA handbook “Implementing the Department of Transportation’s Policy Guidance Concerning 

Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons” (2007b) suggests that 

addressing the needs of LEP persons may also help increase and retain ridership.  The USDOT LEP 

Guidance notes that effective implementation plans typically include the following five elements: (1) 

identifying LEP individuals who need language assistance, (2) providing language assistance 

measures, (3) training staff, (4) providing notice to LEP persons, and (5) monitoring and updating the 

plan. 

BART’s plan also complies with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines for a Limited 

English Proficiency Plan.  The FHWA “Title VI Implementation Plan Checklist”4 asks, “Does the 

[Title VI] Plan explain how LEP populations are identified statewide and per project as well as how 

4 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/civilrights/programs/docs/Title%20VI%20Implementation%20Plan%20Checklist.pdf 
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the four-factor analysis is applied to each in determining what translations are appropriate?”  A review 

of this current plan update shows that it is applicable and responsive to both the FHWA and FTA 

requirements. 

BART Four-Factor Analysis 

The USDOT LEP Guidance identifies four factors that recipients of federal funds, including BART, 

should consider when determining what reasonable steps should be taken to ensure meaningful access 

for LEP persons.   

The four-factor analysis includes the following: 

• Identifying the number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible

service population;

• Determining the frequency with which LEP individuals come into contact with BART’s

programs, activities, and services;

• Gauging the importance to LEP persons of BART’s programs, activities, and services; and

• Assessing the current resources available and the costs to provide language assistance

services.

This document describes BART’s four-factor analysis and summarizes its LEP outreach efforts. 
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2.0 FACTOR 1: LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT POPULATION 

The first step of the four-factor needs assessment analyzes the number and proportion of persons with limited 

English-speaking proficiency likely to be encountered within BART’s five-county5 service area.  The LEP 

population is those persons who reported to the Census Bureau that they speak English “less than very well.” 

The five-county BART service area, shown in Figure 1, includes Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San 

Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties.  Within this area, the most recent census data from the American 

Community Survey (ACS) estimate that 1,101,847 or 18.6% of the population age 5 years and older is LEP. 

The ACS data shows approximately 12 languages with 1,000 or more LEP persons, the threshold for a “safe 

harbor” language.   

Evaluation Methods and Data Sources 
Service providers should consider languages spoken by the populations within their service areas to determine 

whether language barriers exist.  In accordance with the FTA’s policy guidance, the initial step for providing 

meaningful access to services for LEP persons and maintaining an effective LEP program is to identify LEP 

populations in the service area and their specific language characteristics.  Determining the presence of LEP 

populations in the BART service area was completed through an analysis of several data sources, including: 

• U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010

• U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 to 2017 ACS 5-Year Sample

• California Department of Education (CDE), English Learner Data

There are 918 census tracts in the service area. The San Francisco Airport (SFO) census tract has no 

population, which results in 917 tracts with population. 

Census 2010 

Census 2010 does not provide language proficiency data as it is a short form with ten questions about “resident 

population,” “race,” and “housing occupancy status.”  As a result, the Census Bureau’s American Community 

Survey (ACS), 2013-2017, is a more useful data source for identifying LEP persons.   

American Community Survey (ACS) U.S. Census Bureau (2013-2017) 

The ACS is a continuous nationwide survey of addresses conducted monthly by the U.S. Census Bureau and 

is the most geographically-detailed available dataset.  It is intended to measure changing socioeconomic 

characteristics and conditions on a recurring basis.  It provides census tract level data on the regional 

distribution of specific languages.  As mentioned above, Census 2010 does not provide the necessary language 

data, so the sample data, historically collected on the “long form” in the census, is now collected throughout 

the decade in the ACS.  5-year samples are used to produce comparable estimates to the 2000 Census long 

form.  It is important to note that the ACS does not provide official counts of the population between each 

decennial census, but instead provides weighted population estimates.  This report follows the FTA Handbook 

to use the ACS data to provide an estimate of the number and distribution of LEP persons. 

In addition, since the last Triennial update, there was a change in language codes and how ACS aggregates 

language data to the most common languages for privacy concerns and small sample sizes. The data has 

been changed to reflect the most commonly spoken languages in the United States.  For a detailed 

explanation of the changes, see Appendix A.  Fewer languages are now captured for the “safe harbor” 

5 Note that BART’s last Language Assistance Plan only covered four counties and an additional county, Santa Clara, has been added for this LAP. 



9 | P a g e

language requirement.  To be as inclusive as possible, and since BART’s Title VI notices and complaint 

forms have already been translated in 21 languages, we will continue to keep these current translations up 

and available on our website at www.bart.gov/titlevi.  These 21 languages include the languages in the 

updated ACS languages.  Should ACS decide to change how they breakdown languages to identify more 

languages, BART will update accordingly. 

California Department of Education English Learners Data 

FTA also recommends using public school enrollment data from the CDE to identify LEP populations and 

the types of languages spoken in the BART service area.  The data provides information on the language 

spoken at home by students who are classified as English learners.   English learners receive special services 

from the school districts to improve language proficiency and meet education requirements.   This category 

includes both primary and secondary school students ranging from kindergarten to high school.   While this 

dataset will not identify the number of people above the school age range that speak a language other than 

English, it can be helpful in determining concentrations of the population speaking a similar language.    

There are 93 primary, secondary, and unified school districts within the BART service area. 

LEP Population Identification 

American Community Survey 2013-2017 (ACS 2013-2017) 

For this Factor 1 LEP analysis, the ACS 2013-2017 5-year sample was used to determine English proficiency 

by population, language category, and county, to determine linguistic isolation and primary languages spoken 

at home, and to identify the geographic distribution of these languages. 

FTA describes LEP persons as having a limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand English.  For this 

LEP analysis, LEP is defined as those members of the population age 5 years and older who reported that they 

speak English less than “very well” – meaning “well”, “not well”, or “not at all”.  The total population age 5 

years and older was estimated to be 5,924,477.  The LEP population was estimated at 1,101,847, or 18.6% of 

this eligible population.  Table 1 shows English proficiency by county for the BART service area. San 

Francisco and Santa Clara counties have higher percentage LEP populations than the service area. 

Table 1 ACS 2013-2017 English Proficiency, by County 

County 

Total 

Population 

Ages 5 and 

Over 

Speaks English 

Percentage 

Less than 

Very Well 

Only Very Well 
Less than 

Very Well 

Alameda 1,531,853 849,252 400,659 281,942 18.4% 

Contra Costa 1,058,105 690,049 218,432 149,624 14.1% 

San Francisco 825,057 464,061 190,955 170,041 20.6% 

San Mateo 718,121 386,107 202,785 129,229 18.0% 

Santa Clara 1,791,341 851,966 568,364 371,011 20.7% 

Service Area 5,924,477 3,241,435 1,581,195 1,101,847 18.6% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16001 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME, POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 

The ACS 2013-2017 data, based on a sample of the population, include the number of persons ages 5 and 

older who self-identified their ability to speak English as “very well,” “well,” “not well,” and “not at all.” 

Table 2 displays the data on English language proficiency for the five-county BART service area by the 

http://www.bart.gov/titlevi
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linguistic categories identified by the U.S. Census Bureau, which include Spanish, Indo-European, Asian or 

Pacific Islander, and All Other Languages. 

When considered exclusively for persons 18 years and above, the data in Table 3 suggest that approximately 

20.7% of the adult population residing in the BART service area (approximately 1,028,668 persons in total) 

spoke English “well, “not well,” or “not at all” in 2013-2017. 

Table 3 Limited English Proficient, Speaks English Less than Very Well, by Language 

Category, 18 Years and Above  

Spanish 
Indo-

European 

Asian and 

Pacific 

Islander 

All Other 

Languages 

Total 18 

Years and 

Above LEP 

Population 

Alameda 97,643 27,819 127,734 7,954 261,150 

Contra Costa 74,987 17,438 41,987 3,352 137,764 

San Francisco 32,693 11,665 116,677 1,776 162,811 

San Mateo 55,632 10,496 53,231 1,846 121,205 

Santa Clara 118,542 32,535 189,220 5,441 345,738 

Service Area 379,497 99,953 528,849 20,369 1,028,668 

Total Population Ages 

5 and Over 
4,970,50 20.7% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: B16004 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME, ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH, POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 

Additionally, the ACS 2013-2017 data provide information on linguistically isolated households.  “A 

linguistically isolated household is one in which no member 14 years old and over (1) speaks only English 

and (2) speaks a non-English language and speaks English less than “very well.”  In other words, all 

Table 2 Service Area English Proficiency, by Language Category 

English 

Proficiency 

(Ability to 

Speak 

English) 

Spanish Indo-European 
Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
All Other Languages 

Population 

Percentage 

of Total 

Population 

Population 

Percentage 

of Total 

Population 

Population 

Percentage 

of Total 

Population 

Population 

Percentage 

of Total 

Population 

"Very Well" 580,570 58.3% 332,097 75.8% 616,396 52.5% 52,132 69.9% 

Limited English Proficient 

"Well" 192,021 19.3% 70,362 16.1% 296,354 25.2% 14,244 19.1% 

"Not Well" 162,455 16.3% 28,370 6.5% 187,477 16.0% 6,166 8.3% 

"Not At All" 60,472 6.1% 7,551 1.7% 74,299 6.3% 2,076 2.8% 

LEP 

Subtotal 
414,948 41.7% 106,283 24.2% 558,130 47.5% 22,486 30.1% 

Total 995,518 100.0% 438,380 100.0% 1,174,526 100.0% 74,618 100.0% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: B16004 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME, ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH, POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 
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members 14 years old and over have at least some difficulty with English.”  In total, the ACS 2013-2017 

data identified 2,209,686 households in the five-county BART service area.  The entire membership of a 

linguistically isolated household would be considered LEP.  Table 4 details data for linguistically and non-

linguistically isolated households. 

Table 4 Linguistically Isolated Households, by Language Category 

Spanish Indo-European 
Asian or Pacific 

Islander 

All Other 

Languages 

Category Households 

Percentage 

of Total 

Households 

Households 

Percentage 

of Total 

Households 

Households 

Percentage 

of Total 

Households 

Households 

Percentage 

of Total 

Households 

Linguistically 

Isolated 
63,847 2.9% 23,005 1.0% 122,886 5.6% 4,973 0.2% 

Not 

Linguistically 

Isolated 
264,111 12.0% 176,902 8.0% 334,671 15.1% 26,369 1.2% 

Total 327,958 14.8% 199,907 9.0% 457,557 20.7% 31,342 1.4% 

Total 

Households 
2,209,686 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16002 - HOUSEHOLD LANGUAGE BY LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING STATUS"VERY WELL” 

Table 5 shows the top five non-English languages spoken in the BART service area in 2013-2017 among the 

total population ages 5 years and older (includes both LEP and non-LEP populations).  Although respondents 

to ACS 2013-2017 identified a variety of languages spoken within the BART service area, Spanish, Chinese, 

Tagalog, Vietnamese, and Russian/Polish/other Slavic languages were the primary languages. 

Table 5 Primary Languages Spoken in the BART Service Area, ACS 2013-2017 

Language 

Population 

Speaking Non-

English Language 

Margin of Error 
Percentage of 

Total Population 

Spanish 995,518 ± 12742 16.8% 

Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese) 530,711 ± 13171 9.0% 

Tagalog (incl. Filipino) 217,634 ± 11056 3.7% 

Vietnamese 167,419 ± 7905 2.8% 

Russian, Polish, or other Slavic languages 65,296 ± 6011 1.1% 

All Other Languages 706,464 ± 44513 11.9% 

Total Speaking Non-English Languages 2,683,042 ± 95398 45.3% 

Total Population 5,924,477 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16001 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME, POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 

Figure 2 identifies LEP census tracts where the proportion of the population speaking English less than “very 

well” is greater than or equal to the service area average. 47.4% of the LEP population lives in a census tract 

within 1 mile of a BART line. A Spanish language map is provided in the following section. The study team 

did not prepare maps showing “Indo-European” and “Asian or Pacific Islander” due to the large number of 

languages within these broad categories and geographic distribution would be inconclusive. 
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USDOT “safe harbor” guidance (USDOT 2005) says that BART should provide “written translation 

of vital documents for each eligible LEP language group that constitutes 5% or 1,000, whichever is 

less, of the population of persons eligible to be served or likely to be affected or encountered.”  As 

mentioned previously, in 2016 ACS aggregated their languages (see Section 2.1 for more detailed 

explanation).  The consolidation of certain languages has limited staff’s ability to apply the USDOT 

“safe harbor” guidance the way it has in the past to determine the “safe harbor” languages (from 21 

identifiable languages to approximately 12 languages within 9 languages groups).  Table 6(a) below 

shows the new breakdown of approximately 12 languages with more than 1,000 estimated LEP 

persons. 

Table 6 (a) ACS 2013-2017 Languages Spoken by LEP Persons Age 5 and Older

Languages Spoken at Home 

LEP 

Population 

Estimates 

Margin of 

Error 

Percentage of 

Total 

Population 

Spanish 414,948 ± 10860 7.00% 

Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese) 293,301 ± 9615 4.95% 

Vietnamese 100,120 ± 5232 1.69% 

Tagalog (incl. Filipino) 75,999 ± 5823 1.28% 

Korean 25,211 ± 3143 0.43% 

Russian, Polish, or other Slavic languages 24,268 ± 3148 0.41% 

Arabic 9,328 ± 2308 0.16% 

French, Haitian, or Cajun 4,503 ± 1129 0.08% 

German or other West Germanic languages 2,927 ± 833 0.05% 

Other 151,242 ± 13330 2.55% 

Total LEP Population 1,101,847 ± 55421 18.60% 

Total Service Area 5,924,477 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16001 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME FOR THE POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 
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Table 6(b) below shows the ACS 2010-2014 languages spoken.  This table is from the last LAP 

(included in the January 1, 2014-December 31, 2016 FTA update).  It is more inclusive than Table 

6(a) and, accordingly, BART will continue to keep its Title VI notices, complaint form, and 

brochures translated into these 21 languages on its BART.gov/titlevi website and consider this more 

inclusive list of languages when translating other vital documents.  It’s important to note that the 

top 5 languages in both tables are the same. 

Table 6    (b) ACS 2010-2014 Languages Spoken by LEP Persons Age 5 and Older

Languages Spoken at Home 

LEP Population 

Estimates 
Margin of Error 

Percentage of Total 

Population 

Spanish 291,838 ± 9,205 40.53% 

Chinese 207,472 ± 6,055 28.81% 

Tagalog 53,721 ± 4,414 7.46% 

Vietnamese 27,547 ± 3,137 3.83% 

Korean 16,721 ± 2,544 2.32% 

Russian 13,393 ± 1,886 1.86% 

Persian 9,644 ± 1,777 1.34% 

Japanese 9,354 ± 1,604 1.30% 

Arabic 8,195 ± 1,880 1.14% 

Hindi 7,547 ± 1,481 1.05% 

Portuguese 4,517 ± 1,183 0.63% 

French 3,693 ± 1,165 0.51% 

Thai 3,157 ± 1,011 0.44% 

Cambodian 2,809 ± 1,050 0.39% 

Italian 2,735 ± 822 0.38% 

Gujarati 2,230 ± 786 0.31% 

Laotian 1,924 ± 810 0.27% 

German 1,837 ± 598 0.26% 

Urdu 1,785 ± 747 0.25% 

Serbo-Croatian 1,242 ± 642 0.17% 

Armenian 1,100 ± 571 0.15% 

Greek 876 ± 388 0.12% 

Polish 709 ± 364 0.10% 

Hungarian 552 ± 370 0.08% 

Hebrew 414 ± 288 0.06% 

Scandinavian 373 ± 315 0.05% 

Hmong 336 ± 321 0.05% 

Yiddish 46 ± 120 0.01% 

Navajo 20 ± 93 0.00% 

Other 44,275 ± 10,317 6.15% 

Total 720,062 ± 29,574 18.17% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

Table: B16004 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME, ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH, POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 
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Table 7 shows the geographic distribution of the LEP population by county within the BART 

service area for the top six languages spoken at home. 

Table 7 ACS LEP Population, by County 

Spanish Chinese Vietnamese Tagalog Korean Russian Other 
LEP 

Population 

Total 
Population 

Ages 5 

and Over 

Alameda 

107,952 78,116 14,949 18,789 6,999 3,174 51,963 281,942 1,531,853 

7.0% 5.1% 1.0% 1.2% 0.5% 0.2% 3.4% 18.4% 100.0% 

Contra 

Costa 

83,084 18,031 4,316 11,075 3,361 3,746 26,011 149,624 1,058,105 

7.9% 1.7% 0.4% 1.0% 0.3% 0.4% 2.5% 14.1% 100.0% 

San 

Francisco 

34,760 96,338 6,049 8,989 2,958 6,593 14,354 170,041 825,057 

4.2% 11.7% 0.7% 1.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.7% 20.6% 100.0% 

San 

Mateo 

60,453 28,367 1,346 15,944 1,647 3,618 17,854 129,229 718,121 

8.4% 4.0% 0.2% 2.2% 0.2% 0.5% 2.5% 18.0% 100.0% 

Santa 

Clara 

128,699 72,449 73,460 21,202 10,246 7,137 57,818 371,011 1,791,341 

7.2% 4.0% 4.1% 1.2% 0.6% 0.4% 3.2% 20.7% 100.0% 

BART 

Service 

Area 

414,948 293,301 100,120 75,999 25,211 24,268 168,000 1,101,847 5,924,477 

7.0% 5.0% 1.7% 1.3% 0.4% 0.4% 2.8% 18.6% 100.0% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16001 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME FOR THE POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 

Shown in Figure 3 below, more than 41.7% of the Spanish language speaking population is LEP in 

the five-county BART service area.  Figure 3 shows the census tracts where the proportion of the 

LEP Spanish speaking population is greater than or equal to the 41.7% of the Spanish language 

average.  It highlights that this LEP population is clustered primarily around the BART system, 

underscoring the importance of BART’s services as an important means of increasing mobility. 

As shown in Figures 5 and 8, Vietnamese and Russian are similarly concentrated near to the BART 

lines. While census tracts along the BART lines have higher than average populations of Korean 

and Tagalog, Figures 6 and 7, these populations also have large concentrations in more rural areas 

who may be less dependent on public transit for their general mobility needs. 

Discussion 

As shown in Tables 6(a) and 6(b), the top six languages spoken by LEP persons age 5 and older in 

the BART service area are: Spanish, Chinese (Cantonese and Mandarin), Tagalog, Vietnamese, 

Korean, and Russian.  These top six languages are consistent between the four-factor analysis 

performed in 2016 using 2010 Census data and 2010-2014 ACS data.  While BART generally 

provides language assistance services in its top two frequently encountered languages, Spanish and 

Chinese, taglines are usually provided on translated documents in the additional languages and any 

other languages as identified by the population and as necessary to the project.  For example, when 

doing outreach at the Silicon Valley/Berryessa Project, an underserved population not generally 
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included in our language measures was Hindi, and accordingly language assistance measures such as 

translation into Hindi documents was provided.   

The following maps show BART’s top languages: Spanish, Chinese (Cantonese and Mandarin), 

Tagalog, Vietnamese, Korean, and Russian.    
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California Department of Education 

In addition to considering the 2013-2017 ACS, the Factor 1 analysis considered language data from 

the California Department of Education (CDE) English Learners Database.  The database is another 

tool for identifying potential LEP populations based on recent public-school enrollment data.   

This data includes statistics on the language spoken at home by students who are “English Learners.”  

The data includes information on primary and secondary school students ranging from kindergarten 

to high school.  It is assumed that if children are identified as speaking a language other than English 

and are considered “English Learners,” their parents or adult guardians are likely to speak the same 

language at home.  While this dataset will not identify the number of people above the school age 

range that speak a language other than English, it can be helpful in determining concentrations of the 

population speaking a similar language.   

CDE reported a 2018-2019 enrollment of 828,662 students within the 93 primary, secondary, and 

unified school districts in the five-county BART service area.  Table 8 shows the breakdown for 20 

languages that are spoken by more than 500 English learners.  The CDE language data reported 64 

separate languages spoken by students in the service area.   

Table 8 English Learners, by Language Spoken at Home 

Language English Learners Percentage of Total Enrollment 

Spanish 108,794 13.1% 

Vietnamese 8,330 1.0% 

Cantonese 8,036 1.0% 

Mandarin (Putonghua) 6,685 0.8% 

Filipino (Pilipino or Tagalog) 5,017 0.6% 

Arabic 3,749 0.5% 

Japanese 1,831 0.2% 

Hindi 1,805 0.2% 

Russian 1,728 0.2% 

Korean 1,721 0.2% 

Punjabi 1,718 0.2% 

Telugu 1,699 0.2% 

Farsi (Persian) 1,524 0.2% 

Portuguese 1,161 0.1% 

Tamil 1,015 0.1% 

Urdu 752 0.1% 

Hebrew 603 0.1% 

French 580 0.1% 

Pashto 514 0.1% 

Tongan 504 0.1% 

Other Languages 11,916 1.4% 

Total ELL Population 170,104 

Total Enrollment 828,662 
Source: 2018-2019 Number of English Learners by Language, California Department of Education DataQuest 

2018-2019 English Learners by Language and Grade, California Department of Education DataQuest 
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Table 9 shows the distribution of English learners by county, based on CDE’s data.  This analysis 

provides a second point of reference on the overall geographic distribution of languages within the 

BART service area.  For this analysis, enrollments of primary schools were grouped and combined 

by secondary school district. 

Table 9 English Learners, by County 

Total Enrollment English Learners 
Percentage of English 

Learners 

Alameda 228,125 45,423 19.9% 

Contra Costa 177,940 28,982 16.3% 

San Francisco 61,139 17,088 27.9% 

San Mateo 94,234 20,227 21.5% 

Santa Clara 267,224 58,384 21.8% 

Service Area 828,662 170,104 20.5% 
Source: 2018-2019 Number of English Learners by Language, California Department of Education DataQuest 

2018-2019 English Learners by Language and Grade, California Department of Education DataQuest 

Discussion 

The CDE data provides a similar picture of the mosaic of languages spoken within the BART service 

area shown by the 2013-2017 ACS data (Table 6), with some slight differences.  These results are 

consistent with the ACS findings when Chinese languages are combined. Spanish is by far the most 

prevalent language, then Chinese (including Cantonese and Mandarin), and then Vietnamese.  While 

the BART five-county service area still has Tagalog, Korean, and Russian ranked as the next 3 

languages after Spanish, Chinese, and Vietnamese, in the list of languages with more than 500 English 

learners (Table 8), Korean and Russian are different in ranking compared to the ACS data set.  

Summary 

This Factor 1 analysis used two sources of data recommended by FTA to describe the LEP population 

within the five-county BART service area.  These sources are the 2013-2017 ACS 5-year sample and 

the CDE 2018-2019 data.  The descriptions of these data sources above include tabular material 

showing the languages spoken at home by LEP persons as well as graphics showing the geographic 

distribution of languages. 

These sources reflect both the evolution of the population over the past decade as well as differences 

in data collection methods.  The ACS data are estimates based on data gathered from a sample of the 

population (approximately 1 in 40 households) rather than the full population, which invariably may 

undercount the actual number of people who speak English less than very well.  ACS estimates are 

published with their margins of error at the 90% confidence level. Similarly, the CDE data does not 

count household size, so does not provide a count of the total LEP population in the service area. 
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3.0 FACTOR 2: FREQUENCY OF CONTACT WITH LEP 

PERSONS 

Through its analysis of available census and school district data, the Factor 1 analysis identifies 

significant LEP populations within the five-county BART service area.  The second step of the four-

factor LEP needs assessment is an evaluation of the current frequency of contact between LEP 

individuals and BART programs, activities, and services.  The USDOT “Policy Guidance Concerning 

Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons” (USDOT 2005) advises 

that: 

Recipients should assess, as accurately as possible, the frequency with which they have or 

should have contact with LEP individuals from different language groups seeking assistance, 

as the more frequent the contact, the more likely enhanced language services will be needed. 

The steps that are reasonable for a recipient that serves an LEP person on a one-time basis 

will be very different than those expected from a recipient that serves LEP persons daily. 

Additionally, in applying this standard, recipients should consider whether appropriate 

outreach to LEP persons could increase the frequency of contact with LEP language groups.  

Following this guidance, BART reviewed its encounters with LEP individuals and requests for 

language assistance service through the Transportation and Station Intranet System and Language 

Line Services, reviewed the number of translated website page views, and reviewed its 2018 on-board 

Customer Satisfaction Survey.  From these reviews, BART determined that its frontline personnel 

are in frequent contact with LEP persons.   

The language groups with the highest frequency varied depending on the data source.  At the Transit 

Information Center (TIC), Spanish and Chinese (including Cantonese and Mandarin), were most 

frequently reported.  Japanese speakers have a high frequency of contact with the BART website, 

likely because of the large number of tourists from this country. 

For purposes of estimating the frequency of contact with LEP individuals, BART has reviewed the 

relevant programs and services and has collected and analyzed data from the following sources:   

• Transportation and Station Intranet System

• Transit Information Center

• Language Line Services

• BART’s website page views

• BART’s 2018 Customer Satisfaction Survey

• BART’s 2015 Station Profile study

LEP Contacts through the Transportation and Station Intranet 

In July 2010, BART implemented the LEP Language Specific Counter to track contact with LEP 

persons.  Frontline BART personnel – police officers, community service officers, station agents, 

operations supervisors, and operations foreworkers – access this counter through the Transportation 

and Station or TSIWeb intranet system (TSI).   Personnel are required to complete the LEP Language 

Specific Counter after assisting each LEP customer.  From January 2017 through September 2019, 

10,341 contacts with non-English and limited-English speaking individuals were documented 

through TSI.   



26 | P a g e

Table 10 provides a summary of the contacts recorded by BART personnel from January 1, 2017 to 

September 30, 2019.  Spanish and Chinese are the language groups most frequently encountered by 

frontline staff.   

Table 10 LEP Encounters through the Transportation and Station 

Intranet January 1, 2023 – September 30, 2025
Language LEP Encounters 

Spanish 976
Chinese* 721
French 22
Hindi 10
Portuguese 12
Korean 13
Tagalog 1
Punjabi 14
Tongan 0
Japanese 2
Bengali 1
Vietnamese 39
Italian 2
German 3
Other Languages** 98
Total 1,914

Source: BART Transportation and Station Intranet January 1, 2023 – September 30, 2025
*Chinese languages the following dialects: Cantonese, Mandarin, and other Chinese dialects

**Includes 54 additional languages 

Calls to the Transit Information Center 

The Transit Information Center (TIC) is staffed between 8:00 am and 6:00pm Monday 

through Friday.  It employs 6 transit information representatives and 1 supervisor who speak the

following languages: English (6) and Spanish (1).  From January 1, 2023 to September 30,

2025, the TIC documented 155 encounters with non-English and limited-English speaking

individuals. LEP individuals who call the TIC have direct access to the Spanish speaking transit 

representative.  For other languages, LEP individuals can be connected to the Language Line 

Services. 

Table 11 shows calls received from LEP contacts into the TIC.  Spanish is the most 

frequently encountered language. 

Table 11 
BART LEP Contacts 

January 1, 2023 to September 30, 2025
Language LEP Encounters 

Spanish 152
Chinese* 3
Russian 0
Tagalog 0
Korean 0
Total 155

Source: BART Transit Information Center, Transportation and Station 

Intranet January 1, 2023 – September 30, 2025
*Chinese languages the following dialects: Cantonese, Mandarin, other Chinese dialects
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Sticky Note
Completed set by Sharlana Anthony



27 | P a g e

LEP Contacts through the Language Line Service 

BART contracts with Language Line Services to assist frontline staff in providing accurate and 

complete interpretation to LEP customers.  Language Line Services provides over-the-phone 

telephone interpretation services in over 170 languages twenty-four hours a day, seven days a 

week. From January 1, 2023 to September 30, 2025, Language Line Solutions received 1,175

calls from non-English and limited-English speaking individuals.   

Table 12 shows the information assistance provided in multiple languages through Language Line 

Services.  Again, Chinese and Spanish are the top two most frequently encountered language groups. 

Table 12 Calls to Language Line Services 

January 1, 2017 – September 30, 2019 

Language 
LEP Encounters 

Spanish 572 

Chinese* 409 

Vietnamese 25 

Russian 21 

Korean 18 

Japanese 18 

French 16 

Arabic 13 

Mongolian 10 

Italian 10 

Other Languages** 63 

Total 1175 
Source: Language Line Services January 1, 2017 - September 30, 2019 

*Chinese includes Cantonese, Mandarin and other Chinese dialects. 

**Includes 20 additional languages 

BART Website 

The BART website provides basic BART transit information (e.g., service hours, tickets, trip 

planning, airport and transit connections, parking, bicycles, and services for persons with disabilities) 

in seven languages: French, German, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Chinese, and Spanish.  Table 13 

shows the page views of the translated pages on BART’s website from 2017-2019.  However, these 

page views do not reflect all translations of the bart.gov website.  Customers frequently translate other 

pages of the site using third-party services, such as Microsoft Translator and Google Translate. 

Table 13 shows that 29% of the translations were for Japanese pages, 17.3% for Chinese pages, 15.7% 

for French pages and 15.6% for Spanish pages.  The high numbers for Japanese, French, and German 

translation requests are not proportional to the size of these language groups relative to the Chinese 

and Spanish speaking groups in the BART service area.  These higher numbers could be attributable 

to tourist language groups, since BART serves international airports with a high percentage of tourist-

riders.  According to the San Francisco Convention and Visitors Bureau (2017), the top 5 international 

markets for Bay Area travel are Mexico, China, the United Kingdom, Canada, and Germany.6 

6 https://www.sftravel.com/sites/sftraveldev.prod.acquia-sites.com/files/San%20Francisco%20Fact%20Sheet%202017.pdf 
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Table 13 BART Website Translated Page View Summary 

Language Number of Page Views Percentage of Page Views 

Japanese 33,930 30.3%

Chinese 14,827 13.26%

French 12,714 11.37%

Spanish 22,276 19.92%

German 17,514 15.66%

Italian 8,261 7.39%

Korean 2,319 2.07%

Total Translated Page 

Views per Year 
98,572

Source: BART, January 1, 2023 - September 30, 2025

The basic BART transit information pages includes airport and transit connections used by visitors 

to the San Francisco Bay Area.  BART has not collected statistics for standalone files such as the 

‘pdf’ brochures in Spanish and Chinese at www.bart.gov/guide/brochures.aspx. 

BART Customer Satisfaction Survey 

This on-board survey is conducted every 2 years to track customer satisfaction and is available in 

Spanish and Chinese,  in addition to English.   In 2018, a total of 5,197 completed questionnaires 

were collected, including 52 in Spanish and 45 in Chinese. 

The 2018 questionnaire included questions regarding English proficiency.  As outlined in Table, 41% 

of respondents speak a language other than English at home – 73% report that they speak English 

very well, and approximately 24% report they speak English “Well,” “Not Well,” or “Not at 

all.”  (The remaining 4% did not answer the question regarding English proficiency.) 

Table 14 English Language Proficiency 

Speak only English at home 57% 

Speak another language at home 41% 

 Speak English “very well” 73% 

 Speak English “well” 18% 

 Speak English “not well” 5% 

 Speak English “not at all” <1% 

 Don’t know/No answer 4% 

No response re: language spoken at home 2% 

Source: BART 2018 Customer Satisfaction Study 

BART 2015 Station Profile Study 

In 2015, BART administered its largest customer survey, the Station Profile Study, of nearly 44,000 

weekday customers to assess station access modes, origin and destination locations, and 

demographics.  Table 15 shows an estimate of LEP riders using the BART system produced using 

2013-2017 ACS data in combination with select percentages from the BART 2015 Station Profile 

Study, 2018 Customer Satisfaction Survey, and Fiscal Year 2019 (FY19) average weekday 

ridership.  For each of the five counties in the BART service area, the total population and LEP 

population were obtained from the ACS 2013-2017 database.  Next, the number of home-based 

BART riders originating from each of the five counties was estimated using BART’s internal data.  

http://www.bart.gov/guide/brochures.aspx
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An estimate of potential LEP encounters in each county was created by applying a little more than 

half the percentage (53%) of the LEP population in that county, based on 2013-2017 ACS data, to 

the FY19 BART ridership originating from that county.  Based on this analysis, it is estimated that 

on an average weekday about 9% of BART’s total riders are LEP.   

Table 15 Estimated LEP Ridership, by County 

County 

Total 

Population 

Ages 5 and 

Over 

Speak 

English 

Less than 

Very Well 

Percentage 

LEP 

FY 2019 

Avg. 

Weekday 

Home-

Based 

Ridersa

Percentage 

LEP 

Ridersb 

LEP 

Riders 

Alameda 1,531,853 281,942 18.4% 86,417 10% 8,453 

Contra Costa 1,058,105 149,624 14.1% 41,392 8% 3,111 

San Francisco 825,057 170,041 20.6% 27,366 11% 2,997 

San Mateo 718,121 129,229 18.0% 21,528 10% 2,059 

Santa Clara 1,791,341 371,011 20.7% 4,947 11% 545 

Total 5,924,477 1,101,847 18.6% 181,650 9% 17,165 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

Table: C16001 - LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME FOR THE POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER 
a Assumes 45.8% of weekday trips originate form home, based on 2015 Station Profile Survey (weekdays). Percentages 

by county based on 2018 Customer Satisfaction Survey (weekdays). 
b LEP population rides subway/rail at about half (53%) of the rate of general population per 2013-2017 ACS data. 

2019 Employee Survey 

In August 2019, BART conducted a Districtwide online and paper survey of its staff, including 

frontline staff,  station agents, police personnel, transit information representatives and 

administrative staff to determine the frequency of contact with LEP persons, as well as the language 

spoken by the LEP groups.  A copy of the survey is included in Appendix C.   

Based on the 162 responses received online (151) and in paper (11), about 6% of the respondents 

answered that they encountered a customer seeking assistance who was unable to communicate 

well in English “many times a day.”  About 7% reported encounters a “few times a day.”7 

Employee respondents identified Spanish (49%) and Chinese, including Cantonese, Mandarin, and 

other Chinese dialects, (42%) as the most commonly encountered languages used by LEP 

customers.8  Tables 16-18 show a breakdown of the employee survey results.    

Table 16 Question 3: How often do you typically encounter customers seeking 

language assistance (persons unable to communicate well in English)? 

Total Percentage 

Rarely or never 38 23% 

Less than once a month 25 15% 

A few times a month 23 14% 

A few times a month 17 10% 

A few times a day 12 7% 

Many times a day 10 6% 

Total Responded 129 75% 

Total Skipped 33 25% 

Total Surveyed 162 100% 

Source: BART 2019 Employee Survey 

7 It’s important to note that 30% of respondents responded that they “rarely or never” interact with BART customers. 
8 Percentage may not add up to 100% because participants can select multiple options. 
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Table 17 Question 8: Based on your contact with BART Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) customers, which of the following languages are most commonly 

encountered? Select all that apply. 

Total Percentage 

Spanish 80 69% 

Chinese-Cantonese 58 42% 

Chinese-Mandarin 53 54% 

Tagalog 9 16% 

Vietnamese 10 15% 

Korean 5 11% 

Not Applicable 36 7% 

Other Language 16 6% 

Total Responded 102 63% 

Total Skipped 60 37% 

Total Surveyed 162 100% 

Source: BART 2019 Employee Survey 

Table 18 Question 6: In general, describe your experience(s) communicating with 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) customers? 

Total Percentage 

Very difficult 6 4% 

Somewhat difficult 44 27% 

Somewhat easy 33 20% 

Very easy 7 4% 

Not applicable – I don't encounter 

these customers 
5 3% 

Total Responded 1016 62% 

Total Skipped 61 38% 

Total Surveyed 162 100% 

Source: BART 2019 Employee Survey 

Assessment of BART Outreach Efforts 

BART shows its consideration for LEP populations by providing the numerous outreach efforts 

outlined above.  BART also has conducted additional efforts to reach frequently encountered LEP 

populations.  For example, when conducting Title VI outreach, BART always translates surveys into 

its 2 most frequently encountered languages, Spanish and Chinese, with additional taglines for other 

languages to ensure that we are capturing input from these populations.  To ensure our language 

assistance measures are effective and meet the needs of LEP persons, BART also relies on its LEP 

Advisory Committee for input. For example, prior to the BART to Antioch Stations’ revenue service 

beginning, input was gathered from the LEP Advisory Committee on appropriate signage for LEP 

persons who needed assistance at the stations, since stations agents would not be present at the 

stations.  BART has continued to follow up with the LEP Advisory Committee, as some members 

live in that area, to ensure that the signage is still effective. 
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Conclusion 

The Factor 2 analysis showed that there is frequent contact between LEP individuals and BART 

personnel.  Language Line Services calls, Transit Information Center website page views, and the 

employee TSI LEP encounter data all show a frequent use by LEP persons of BART programs.   

4.0 IMPORTANCE OF BART SERVICES TO LEP PERSONS 

The third step in the four-factor LEP needs assessment is an evaluation of the importance of BART 

services to persons with limited English proficiency.  The first component of the Factor 3 analysis 

was to identify critical services.  Next, input received from community organizations and focus groups 

was used to identify ways to improve these services for LEP populations.  The USDOT “Policy 

Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons” 

(USDOT 2005) advises that: 

The more important the activity, information, service, or program, or the greater the 

possible consequences of the contact to the LEP individuals, the more likely 

language services are needed.  The obligations to communicate rights to an LEP 

person who needs public transportation differ, for example, from those to provide 

recreational programming.  A recipient needs to determine whether denial or delay 

of access to services or information could have serious or even life-threatening 

implications for the LEP individual .  .  .  providing public transportation access to 

LEP persons is crucial.  An LEP person’s inability to utilize effectively public 

transportation may adversely affect his or her ability to obtain health care, 

education, or access to employment.   

Pursuant to this guidance, the assessment of the importance of BART’s activities, programs, or 

services to LEP persons relies on input directly solicited from LEP communities. 

 Critical Services 

Public transit is a key means of mobility for LEP persons.  Nationally, according to Census 2010 data, 

more than 11% of LEP persons 16 years or older use public transit as the primary means of 

transportation to work.  In contrast, about 4% of English-speaking persons use public transit for their 

journeys to work, illustrating that BART’s services are critical to LEP persons. 

BART currently offers language assistance services at its stations and through its TIC and website.  

The TIC provides direct access to a Spanish speaking transit information representative for BART 

riders and Language Line Services translations for an additional 170 languages. 

The BART website provides basic BART transit information (e.g., service hours, tickets, trip 

planning, airport and transit connections, parking, bicycles, and services for persons with disabilities) 

in seven languages: Korean, Chinese, Spanish, French, German, Italian, and Japanese.   BART’s 

Basics Guide, Fare & Schedule, and Safety Guide are in print and PDF format in English, Spanish, 

and Chinese at BART stations and are available in English, Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and 

Vietnamese on the BART website. 

BART additionally rolled out a free official BART mobile app in November 2018.  Note that the 

app is not a replacement for the BART website, which is still the recommended go-to for 
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comprehensive BART information.  However, the app offers convenient services for BART riders, 

such as end-to-end trip planning, real-time departures with data straight from BART, service 

advisories, and the ability to save favorite trips and stations.  The most exclusive feature to the 

BART app (that isn’t available on any other third-party app) is BART’s new Trip Planner offering 

end-to-end multi-modal trip itineraries.  It allows BART riders, public transit users, and those who 

walk, bike or drive to our stations to plug in their starting point and destination to get the most 

transit-friendly and fastest route.  The new Trip Planner includes 31 transit operators and provides 

interactive, personalized itineraries using the many modes of transportation and transit the Bay 

Area offers.  The app is currently available in Spanish and Chinese.  

 Community-Based Organization Surveys   

Community-Based Organization Surveys  

Staff met with BART’s Title VI/Environmental Justice Advisory Committee on August 5, 2019 and 

the LEP Advisory Committee on August 28, 2019 to better understand how to increase access to the 

BART system by LEP persons .  The Title VI/Environmental Justice Advisory Committee represents 

8 CBOs and the LEP Advisory Committee represents 7 CBOs (see Appendix B for a list of CBOs 

represented on the Advisory Committees). 

An LEP questionnaire was provided to all members.  The questionnaire asked a series of 

recommended questions from the FTA handbook “Implementing the Department of Transportation’s 

Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) 

Persons” (FTA 2007b).  A copy of the survey is in Appendix D. 

The Advisory Committee members’ CBOs typically deal with populations living in the immediate 

vicinity of their offices, but they also serve greater Bay Area populations.  The size of populations 

served by CBOs respondents’ range from 100 to over 40,000 persons.  Most CBOs also reported that 

in the past 5 years there has been an increase in size of populations served.   The CBOs indicated that 

they serve populations speaking a broad range of languages, including Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, 

Korean, Arabic, and Tagalog. 

Committee members indicated that their service population rely on public transportation to access 

employment, school, medical appointments and for recreation, and expect efficient and reliable 

service.   

According to the Advisory Committee members, the expressed needs of LEP populations regarding 

language assistance include the following: 

• Access to public transportation: LEP persons typically rely on public transportation for 

mobility to access employment, health and governmental services and recreational 

activities.    

• Affordable public transportation: Families are moving further away from the city center, 

and rely on BART and buses.  Long commute and wait times are a concern because of 

people living farther away from the core.    

• Safety and security: Safety and security should be prioritized.  

• Repair of Elevators: Senior LEP populations have expressed concerns about difficulty 

accessing BART when elevators are inoperable.   



 

33 | P a g e  

 

 

5.0 AVAILABLE RESOURCES AND COST OF LANGUAGE 

ASSISTANCE SERVICES 

The last step in the four-factor LEP needs assessment is intended to weigh the demand for language 

assistance with BART’s current and projected financial and personnel resources.   The first 

component of the Factor 4 analysis was to identify current language assistance measures and 

associated costs.   The next step was to determine what additional services may be needed to provide 

meaningful access.  The USDOT “Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons” (USDOT 2005) advises that: 

 A recipient’s level of resources and the costs imposed may have an impact on the 

nature of the steps it should take in providing meaningful access for LEP persons.  

Smaller recipients with more limited budgets are not expected to provide the same 

level of language services as larger recipients with larger budgets.  In addition, 

‘reasonable steps’ may cease to be reasonable where the costs imposed substantially 

exceed the benefits. 

Large entities and those entities serving a significant number or proportion of LEP 

persons should ensure that their resource limitations are well substantiated before 

using this factor as a reason to limit language assistance. Such recipients may find 

it useful to be able to articulate, through documentation or in some other reasonable 

manner, their process for determining that language services would be limited based 

on resources or costs.  

BART is committed to reducing the barriers encountered by LEP persons in accessing its services 

and benefits, to the extent resources are available.  While BART currently does not break down all 

cost expenditures related to providing language assistance, these expenditures are continuously 

monitored as part of this LAP.  BART also actively evaluates how to consolidate its language 

assistance measures to deliver the most cost-effective services.   

 Current Measures and Costs 

Costs incurred by BART for the language assistance measures currently being provided to implement 

these Factor 4 goals include: 

• Staff costs attributable to Title VI compliance, including language assistance measures. 

• Premium paid for bilingual employees. 

• Third-party contract/agreement for translation and interpreters. 

 Cost-Effective Practices 

BART will continue to evaluate ways to improve the cost-effectiveness and the quality of its language 

services.  Additional strategies for saving costs or improving quality may include developing internal 

and external language services.   

Strategies for consolidating the District’s language assistance measures to achieve efficiencies may 

include: 
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• Continue the one-stop LEP information center for BART employees. 

• Exploring opportunities to train bilingual staff to act as interpreters and translators. 

• Sharing information with transit and other public agencies to pool translation resources and 

standardize common documents. 

• Using a sole language assistance vendor to keep costs low and quality high.  Working with 

one company ensures consistency of translations and service (see section 5.3 below). 

 Funding Availability  

BART monitors and tracks all language assistance requests and costs.  To date, these has not been an 

incident where BART has had to limit its language assistance measures.  BART has been able to fund 

essential language assistance measures to ensure that LEP persons receive the services that are 

needed.  For example, interpreters are consistently provided when there are service impacts which 

may also impact LEP riders.  While these costs can be substantial, through these efforts, BART 

ensures that our riders have equitable access to our transit system. 

 Projected Costs 

BART is committed to providing resources, to the extent funding is available, to reduce the barriers 

encountered by LEP persons in accessing its services.  As mentioned previously, the BART Board 

approved an Agreement with a contractor in July 2016 to provide all language assistance services for 

the District.  Since costs were standardized through the sole contractor, the Agreement so far has 

allowed the District to save on expenses related to translation and interpretation.  Since all the 

proposers went through a rigorous qualifications process, the District was also able to maintain and 

ensure quality of translation and interpretation services while receiving cost-savings on language 

assistance measures.  BART will continue to monitor and track all language assistance requests and 

costs. 
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6.0 LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE MEASURES 
BART is committed to full compliance with Title VI and Executive Order 13166 to provide 

meaningful access and reduce barriers to services and benefits for persons with limited English 

proficiency.    

 Current Language Assistance Measures 

As discussed earlier in this LAP, BART currently provides both oral and written language 

assistance.  Oral language assistance includes a Spanish bilingual transit information representative 

that staffs the TIC.  Language Line Services provide interpreters for 170 languages over the 

telephone.  This service is available at each of the 48 stations in the District’s system, the Transit 

Information Center, and BART’s Administrative Office.  BART also provides interpreters at public 

meetings and outreach events as necessary.  Taglines are provided in Spanish, Chinese, Korean, 

Vietnamese, and Tagalog which say, “If you need language assistance services, please call (510) 

464-6752 at least 72 hours prior to the date of the event.”  The 72-hour window gives BART notice 

to book an interpreter accordingly.  This does not prohibit BART from providing same-day service 

in the event of an emergency. 

Written language assistance includes: 

• Translations of Vital Documents. 

• Language Line Services identification (“I Speak Card”) available at all 48 stations.   

• Third-party website translation services (such as <www.microsofttranslator.com> and 

<translate.google.com>) available to translate content on bart.gov. 

• Usage of pictograms or other symbols present in stations. 

• Provide interpreters as requested, free of charge, at outreach events, community meetings, 

and public meetings. 

• Most meeting notices and survey/questionnaires translated in at least two languages 

(Spanish and Chinese) and other languages, as necessary or upon request.   

• Biannual Customer Satisfaction Surveys translated into Spanish and Chinese and other 

languages as necessary or upon request. 

• Inclusion of a document translation request tagline added to reports and flyers, and also 

translated in Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog, Korean and Vietnamese.  The tagline reads: “If 

you need language assistance services, please call (510) 464-6752.” 
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7.0 VITAL DOCUMENTS GUIDELINES 

In accordance with Title VI and Executive Order 13166, BART will take reasonable steps to ensure 

that LEP persons receive the language assistance necessary to allow them meaningful access to BART 

programs and services.   Under this Guidance, an effective LEP Plan includes the translation of “vital” 

written materials or Vital Documents into the languages of frequently-encountered LEP groups.  

Federal funding recipients must determine which vital documents should be translated.   

The purpose of the BART Vital Documents Guidelines is to determine which documents are vital for 

translation.  Vital documents are defined either as (1) any document that is critical for obtaining 

services and benefits, and/or (2) any document that is required by law.  The “vital” nature of a 

document depends on the importance of the information or service involved, particularly the 

consequence to the LEP person if the information is neither accurate nor timely.    

Frequently Encountered Languages & Safe Harbor Languages 

Based on the updated four-factor analysis, Spanish and Chinese are the two most frequently 

encountered languages at BART.  Vital Documents will be translated into these frequently 

encountered languages pursuant to BART's Vital Documents Guidelines.  BART will also endeavor 

to consider translating its Vital Documents into additional languages, if needed and practicable, to be 

determined on a case-by-case basis, due to the feedback from the LEP Advisory Committee and 

BART's desire for consistency throughout its currently planned system expansion.  In addition to the 

frequently encountered languages, the four-factor analysis identified approximately 12 "safe harbor" 

languages for BART.  Pursuant to its Vital Documents Guidelines, BART has translated its Title VI 

Complaint Form, Notice to Beneficiaries of Protection under Title VI, Vehicle Emergency & Safety 

Instructions (Car Card), and Notice of Language Assistance into its 12 "safe harbor" languages, as 

well as the additional 9 languages identified in the previous LAP for inclusiveness. 

 Document Prioritization 

These Guidelines determine, over time and across the District’s various activities, which documents 

are vital.  Because not all documents have the same importance, the District categorizes Vital 

Documents into three tiers according to their importance, with Tier 1 documents representing the 

highest level of importance.  The District will continue to evaluate the importance of these documents 

looking at the totality-of-circumstances and based on its own Four-Factor Analysis, listed in section 

1.2. 

Finally, it should be noted that the designation of a document as “vital” may not mean that a word-

for-word translation of that document will be required.  In some cases, a vital document may be 

translated by providing a summary of the key information in the document.  In other cases, notice of 

language assistance services may be sufficient. 

At each triennial review, the District will reevaluate frequently encountered languages based on its 

LEP tracking data so that it corresponds to the language groups the District frequently encounters.    
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Tier 1: Critical documents 

BART defines Tier 1 as documents (a) which would have life-threatening consequences, if not 

translated, or (b) that, without translation, would seriously impede access to BART transit service, or 

(c) that, without translation, would deprive riders of an awareness of their legal rights, particularly 

rights to language assistance. 

Tier 1 documents include customer information important to accessing BART’s transit services.   

Such information may include emergency and general safety information, general descriptions of 

BART fares and schedules, and how to buy a ticket or a fare card.  Tier 1 also includes basic 

information necessary to understanding legal rights that can be exercised by riders or by persons 

impacted by BART construction activities.  This includes information on Title VI and the right to file 

a complaint under Title VI.  For construction projects, this includes information on construction safety 

and impacts; it may also include tenant relocation rights. 

The form that these translations take should be determined on a case-by-case basis, as these 

documents are published.  In many cases, translation of an abbreviated summary document may be 

the most appropriate.  In some cases, notice of available language assistance may be sufficient. 

Tier 2: Documents that will enhance access to BART services and benefits 

Tier 2 includes information that will enhance or facilitate the customer experience.  This could include 

some promotional events, which offer benefits to riders like free or discounted tickets.  It may also 

include information, presented in different formats or media, to enhance access to BART information.  

Information categorized as Tier 2 includes information such as service alerts which can be found in 

Passenger Bulletins and survey questionnaires.    

The form that these translations take should be determined on a case-by-case basis, as these 

documents are published.  In many cases, translation of an abbreviated summary document may be 

the most appropriate.  In some cases, notice of language assistance may be sufficient. 

Tier 3:  Documents that will enhance transportation decision-making at BART 

Tier 3 includes information that will enhance the role that all riders, regardless of language ability, 

may play in long-term transportation decisions made at BART.  It may include information related to 

the District’s long-term strategic plans or information communicated in complex, public documents 

like Environmental Impact Reports. 

The form that these translations take should be determined on a case-by-case basis, as these 

documents are published.  In many cases, translation of an abbreviated summary document may be 

the most appropriate.  In some cases, notice of language assistance may be sufficient. 

For each tier, the District will examine documents against available resources or alternatives.   In the 

Bay Area, where there are many different languages spoken, written translations may not be the most 

effective method of reaching all LEPs or rendering transit information accessible.   For example, in 

some cases, pictograms can be more effective than translated text in communicating vital information 

in multiple languages.  In other cases, providing a translated notice of available language assistance 

may be better than actually translating the document.    
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 Vital Document Identification 

The determination of the “vital” status of a document is an ongoing process.  Documents will evolve 

and so will their importance.  Thus, document classification into the three tiers will need to be 

reevaluated on a periodic basis.  In order to maintain continuity in this process, the Office of Civil 

Rights will coordinate the review process, with relevant departments, for vital documents.   

At least once prior to the Federal Transit Administration’s triennial review, input from LEP persons 

will be sought on the effectiveness of these Guidelines.  In December 2019, BART met with its LEP 

and Title VI/EJ and LEP Advisory Committee members and requested feedback from the members.   

Members were supportive of BART’s approach to vital document identification. 

 Translation Review Process 

To the greatest extent practicable and considering applicable time constraints, the District shall use a 

thorough translation process to ensure the accuracy, quality, and accessibility of the translations.    To 

do so, the following steps shall be taken for each translation: 

Assign the Translation: District staff and subject matter experts should thoroughly discuss with the 

translators the purpose of the materials and the characteristics of the target population.  Staff and 

translators should review and discuss any terminology that is confusing to the translator or does not 

exist in their language.  Department staff may need to discuss the underlying message by using a 

variety of relevant examples until the meaning is clearly understood by translators.  Pictograms may 

be used, if appropriate. 

Second Translator: The translation should be proofread by a second translator.  Possible errors 

and/or suggested revisions should be discussed in detail with the original translator.  If necessary, the 

second translator can provide a back translation from the other language into English to ensure 

equivalency in underlying message.  If there are disagreements about the revisions and changes, the 

two translators should discuss the issues and negotiate the changes.  If an agreement cannot be 

reached, District staff will decide whether a third party should be consulted.  Throughout the process, 

translators should be encouraged to ask department staff any questions about the meaning of the 

original message. 

Focus Group: When appropriate and feasible, as determined by the District, some translations should 

be verified by a group of individuals that speak the same language as those who will be receiving the 

translated materials.  Given time, resources, and/or the nature of the document, this step will not 

always be feasible, although it is a highly recommended procedure to ensure the comprehension of 

translated materials.  This step should be used as a final verification of appropriate translation.   This 

step may also provide helpful information to the District on how to enhance ridership and 

participation from different linguistic populations. 

 Translation of Written Script for Pre-Recorded, Automated Audio 

Announcements  

To the greatest extent practicable, OCR staff will work with relevant BART departments to explore 

technology or other options to translate written scripts for pre-recorded, automated audio 

announcements which inform riders on safety and security announcements and how to navigate the 

BART system.    
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For example, for BART track work projects starting from 2016, pre-recorded announcements in 

Chinese and Spanish (the top two languages most frequently encountered in BART’s service area) 

inform passengers of station weekend shut-downs and of the bus bridges being provided. 

Additionally, after receiving feedback from LEP communities, BART is implementing audible and 

translated Ticket Vending Machines (TVMs).  The TVMs will initially provide English, Spanish, 

and Chinese written translation and audio directions.  Once technical issues have been worked out, 

and upon monitoring and review, additional languages (up to 9 more) could be implemented, as 

necessary. 
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8.0 MONITORING AND UPDATING THE LANGUAGE 

ASSISTANCE PLAN 

The USDOT LEP Guidance (2005) recommends the following for monitoring and updating the plan:  

Recipients should, where appropriate, have a process for determining, on an 

ongoing basis, whether new documents, programs, services, and activities need to 

be made accessible for LEP individuals, and they may want to provide notice of any 

changes in services to the LEP public and to employees. 

In addition, recipients should consider whether changes in demographics, types of 

services, or other needs require annual reevaluation of their LEP plan.  Less 

frequent reevaluation may be more appropriate where demographics, services, and 

needs are more static.  One good way to evaluate the LEP plan is to seek feedback 

from the community.  .  .   Effective plans set clear goals, management accountability, 

and opportunities for community input and planning throughout the process. 

BART has established procedures to evaluate the effectiveness of its LAP on an ongoing basis to 

ensure meaningful access to BART’s programs and services to LEP communities.  These procedures 

will include an on-going process to solicit feedback from BART staff, LEP persons, and CBOs 

serving LEP populations.     

BART will review the following information:  

• Changes in demographics. 

• Changes in the types of services. 

• Changes in the frequency of encounters with LEP language groups. 

• Nature and importance of programs, services and activities to LEP persons. 

• Changes in resources, including new technologies, additional resources, and budget 

availability. 

• The effectiveness of current language assistance measures in meeting the needs of LEP 

persons. 

• Staff knowledge and understanding of the LAP and how to implement it. 

• Feedback from LEP persons on the effectiveness of current language assistance services. 

BART will use a combination of the following qualitative and quantitative approaches to determine 

if the LAP is effective and meets the needs of the LEP community: 

• On a triennial basis, BART will review new demographic data from the U.S. Census, ACS 

and English Learner Data for the CDE and update its LAP accordingly.   

• As needed and on an annual basis, BART will measure the frequency of LEP contacts from 

the following sources:  

o LEP Language Specific Counter, 

o Language Line and/or translation service usage, and 

o BART Website page views. 

• On a quarterly basis, BART will meet with its LEP Advisory Committee. The LEP 

Committee assists in the development of the District’s language assistance measures and 

provides input on how the District can provide programs and services to LEP persons.   
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• BART will assess its Vital Documents inventory annually.  New Vital Documents will be 

translated and obsolete documents will be removed from circulation.  The determination 

of the “vital” status of a document is an ongoing process and will need to be reevaluated 

on a periodic basis.  In order to maintain continuity in the review process, the Office of 

Civil Rights will coordinate with relevant departments.  Directors of departments will 

provide, on an annual basis, a Vital Documents Report which will include a summary of 

all new documents and any documents that have been deleted or changed by their 

departments.  At least once, prior to the FTA’s triennial review, input from LEP persons 

will be sought on the effectiveness of the District’s Vital Documents Guidelines. 

• A qualitative analysis of BART’s language assistance measures will be conducted, at least, 

once every three years.  The analysis will assess survey input from the following 

stakeholders: 

(1) Station agents, police personnel, transportation supervisors, transit information clerks, 

and customer service representatives, to measure changes in the quantity and quality of 

LEP encounters, specifically how employees communicate with LEP customers and 

employees’ awareness and understanding of BART’s LAP and implementation measures.    

(2) Advisory Committee members, especially those representing CBOs serving LEP 

populations, to assess and update the nature and importance of BART activities including 

awareness and use of BART’s language assistance services and/or of BART transit 

services.  BART will meet with the members to obtain periodic feedback on the 

effectiveness of current language assistance services.    

• BART staff will be contacted on an as-needed basis to update the District’s list of volunteer 

bilingual staff.
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9.0 LEP TRAINING 

The USDOT LEP Guidance (2005) recommends training for employees who come in contact with the public: 

Staff members should know their obligations to provide meaningful access to information and 

services for LEP persons, and all employees in public contact positions should be properly trained.   

BART provided LEP training from 2017 to 2019 for station agents, operations supervisors, operations 

foreworkers, transit information clerks, customer service representatives, BART police personnel, survey 

administers and new hires.  BART continues to provide LEP training to all new hires and to station agents, 

operations foreworkers, and other front-line employees during their recertification training. 

BART utilizes a LEP training video that includes information on: 

• Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964;

• National Origin Discrimination;

• Statement by the BART General Manager on the importance of providing customer service to LEP

persons;

• Description of available language assistance measures;

• How employees can obtain these services; and

• Scenarios on how to respond and assist LEP persons.

In addition to the LEP video, BART utilizes a training handbook which is provided to new hires and front-

line employees.  The LEP training handbook includes information on: 

• Type of language services available;

• How staff and/or LEP customers can obtain these services;

• How to respond to LEP callers;

• How to respond to correspondence from LEP customers;

• How to respond to LEP customers in person;

• How to document LEP needs;

• How to respond to civil rights complaints; and

• LAP guidelines and procedures.

In 2018, BART staff developed (with the guidance and assistance of its language assistance contractor) two 

separate online trainings for both TIC and BART to Antioch staff.  The BART to Antioch staff required 

specialized training because the BART to Antioch’s two stations, Pittsburg Center and Antioch, currently 

do not have station agents at the faregates.  Therefore, staff had to be trained on how to provide specialized 

assistance to LEP customers (including providing Language Line Services cards to supervisors and “I 

Speak” cards for all BART to Antioch vehicles).  BART additionally worked with its Title VI/EJ and LEP 

Advisory Committees to develop signage to assist LEP customers at these two stations.  To date, the 

measures developed are working well.  A member of BART’s LEP Advisory Committee who lives and 

works by the stations has repeatedly told staff that she is very happy with the system and has not experienced 

or heard of any issues with the LEP measures BART implemented. 

BART will continue to explore opportunities to provide interpreter/translator and cultural sensitivity training 

to volunteer bilingual employees and frontline staff.  The contractor who provides all the language assistance 

services for the District will provide the training in a format that will be developed by BART staff. 
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA): 
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A. Subrecipients Monitoring Checklist



Sub-grant Recipient Name:_______________________________________________________________   Page 1 of 5 

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 
Sub-Recipient Pre-Authorization/Assurance Checklist 

2023-2025

Name of Sub-grant recipient: ___________________________________ 

Title 49 CFR Section 21.9(b) states that if “a primary recipient extends Federal financial assistance to any other recipient, 
such other recipient shall also submit such compliance reports to the primary recipient as may be necessary to enable the 
primary recipient to carry out its obligations under this part.”  As a subrecipient of BART, you are required to provide general 
reporting requirements under the Department of Transportation (DOT).   

This assurance checklist must be completed, signed, and returned to BART’s Office of Civil Rights as part of your sub-
grant recipient funding process. In order to receive federal financial assistance, sub-grant recipients must agree to provide 
the following information when required.  This checklist also serves to document that the sub-grant recipient currently has in 
place, or will be able to implement, where applicable, the required processes and procedures. 

This checklist covers the most recent reporting period of _2023_ through _2025_.  A “No” answer does not necessarily 
mean that the sub-grant recipient is “non-compliant,” but a written explanation must be provided for any “No or “N/
A” responses.  A compliance or non-compliance determination will be made by BART after submittal of the checklist 
and the narrative explanations relative to “No” or “N/A” responses. Copies of this information along with a copy of 
your agencies Affirmative Action Plan and Title VI Plan must be provided with this checklist. 

 EMPLOYMENT 
# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 

“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information 

1. Does the sub-grant recipient employ 50 or more transit 
related employees and receive capital operating 
assistance in excess of 1 million dollars? 

2. Does the sub-grant recipient receive planning 
assistance in excess of $250,000? 

3. Can the sub-grant recipient produce a current copy of 
its Annual EEO-4 Report on employees? 

a. Is equal opportunity considered when appointments
are made?

4. Can the sub-grant recipient produce a current copy of its 
Affirmative Action Plan? 

a. Does the documentation include the race and sex of
applicants?

b. Does the documentation include the race and sex of
the persons hired or promoted?

c. Are recruitment efforts made to hire minority or
female applicants?

 If yes, are these efforts documented?

d. Are vacancies advertised both internally and
externally?

mailto:tmassey@bart.gov
mailto:tmassey@bart.gov


Sub-grant Recipient Name:_______________________________________________________________   Page 2 of 5 

TITLE VI PLAN, ASSURANCES, AND POLICY STATEMENT 
# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 

“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information 

5. Does the sub-grant recipient have a written Title VI Plan? 

a. Can the sub-grant recipient provide documentation
demonstrating dissemination of the Title VI Plan both
internally to employees and externally to the public?

b. Does the sub-grant recipient have a Title VI
Coordinator?

c. Is the Title VI Coordinator’s name, address, phone
number and email address posted both internally and
externally?

d. In consideration of the demographics in the sub-grant
recipient’s service area, is the Title VI Plan posted in
languages other than English?

6. Can the sub-grant recipient produce a list showing 
members of commissions, councils, boards or 
committees, by race and sex? 

a. Does the list show if the members are appointed or
elected?

 LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY (LEP) 
# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 

“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information  

b. Can the sub-grant recipient provide documentation
demonstrating that the agency’s Title VI policy is
disseminated in languages other than English?

7. Does the sub-grant recipient have a written Limited 
English Proficiency (LEP) Plan? 

8. Using the most current data (US Census), can the sub-
grant recipient provide the population demographics within 
their service area? 

Resources: 

 See http://factfinder2.census.gov for decennial
Census data and American Community Survey
(ACS) data.

 The ACS collects information such as age, race,
income, commute time to work, home value,
veteran status, and other important data annually
and provides 1-year estimates for geographic
areas with a population of 65,000 or more and 3-
year estimates annually for geographic areas with
a population of 20,000 or more.

 See www.lep.gov. Click on “Resources by
Subject” for numerous planning tools, specifically
“Accessing and Using Language Data from the

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
http://www.lep.gov/


 

Sub-grant Recipient Name:_______________________________________________________________   Page 3 of 5 
 

 

Census Bureau” and “Language Access 
Assessment and Planning Tool for Federally 
Conducted and Federally Assisted Programs.  

 a. Has the sub-grant recipient conducted any activities 
and/or studies that provide data relative to minority 
persons, neighborhoods, income levels, physical 
environment and travel habits within the sub-grant 
recipient’s service area(s)? 

    

  If yes, can the sub-grant recipient provide 
documentation?  

    

 b. Has anyone else conducted a study that covers the 
sub-grant recipient’s service area? 

    

  If yes, can the sub-grant recipient provide 
documentation? 

    

 
  PUBLIC OUTREACH 

# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 
“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information  

9. Can the sub-grant recipient provide documentation 
describing any public outreach activities related to 
activities conducted for federally funded transportation 
project(s)/programs undertaken during the reporting 
period?  (For example:  public announcements and/or 
communications regarding meetings, hearings, and project 
notices directed by a sub-grant recipient representative?) 

    

 a. Were special language needs assessed?     

  If yes, can the sub-grant recipient provide 
documentation listing the special language needs 
assessment(s) conducted and examples of those 
assessment(s)? 

    

 b. Were outreach efforts made to insure that minority, 
women, elderly, individuals with disabilities, low 
income, and LEP population groups were provided an 
equal opportunity to participate in outreach activities? 
(For example, provided written materials in languages 
other than English, met with local social services 
agencies, or advertised in a minority publication.) 

    

 c. When special languages services are requested, can 
the sub-grant recipient provide a list of these services 
to include: the service provided, date, number of 
persons served, and any other relevant information? 

    

 d. Are demographics gathered from attendees at public 
meetings, hearings, etc.? 

    

 e. Can the sub-grant recipient provide documentation 
regarding the demographics gathered? 

    

 f. Do public meeting ads, public notices, or posters have 
a contact person and number, for attendees to 
contact, when accommodations are needed? 
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 g. Is an effort made to hold meetings in ADA compliant 
facilities? 

    

 h. Are offices from which sub-grant recipient services are 
provided ADA compliant? 

    

 
  MONITORING AND COMPLIANCE  

# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 
“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information  

10. Does the sub-grant recipient have monitoring and 
compliance procedures in place to monitor Title VI 
activities and responsibilities for their organization? 

    

 a. Does the sub-grant recipient have sub-grant 
recipient(s) of federal aid transportation funds? 

    

  If yes, does the sub-grant recipient have 
monitoring and compliance procedures in place 
to monitor Title VI activities and responsibilities of 
its sub-grant recipient(s)? 

    

   
TITLE VI COMPLAINTS  

# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 
“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information  

11. Does the sub-grant recipient have a Title VI complaint 
form and procedure for filing a complaint? 

    

 a. Can the sub-grant recipient describe how the 
complaint form and procedures are disseminated to 
employees and the public? 

    

 b. Does the sub-grant recipient maintain records of Title 
VI complaint investigations and lawsuits, including 
Title VI complaint logs, which list and describe any 
Title VI related complaints as a result of 
transportation activities, projects and programs? 

    

 c. Do the Title VI complaint logs contain information 
regarding:  Name and address of complainant, status 
of complainant (race, color, national origin, income 
status), nature of complaint, date filed, date 
investigation completed, recipient (processor of 
complaint), date of disposition, and disposition? 
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TRAINING 
# Questions Yes No N/A Narrative explanation for 

“No”, N/A responses or 
additional information 

12. Have sub-grant recipient employees received Title VI 
training?  

    

  If no, is training planned within the next 3 
months? 

 If yes, list any Title VI training taken by or 
provided to staff: 
Attendee’s Name, Name of Training, and Date of 
training. 
 
 

    

 
Person(s) who submitted information for the checklist, please indicate by signing below.  By signing 
this document, you are stating that the answers above are true and accurate. 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Name        Title        Date 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Name        Title        Date 
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B. Subrecipients Monitoring Workshop



San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District
Title VI Subrecipient Workshop

Office of Civil Rights



1

Overview

• Title VI
• Title VI Requirements
• BART’s Title VI Process
• Subrecipient Compliance 
• Title VI Subrecipient Requirements
• BART’s Title VI Subrecipient Monitoring 
• Next Steps/Questions



2

Title VI

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that “no person in 
the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance.”

• Executive Order 12898 (1994) “Addressing Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” 

• DOT Order 5610.2 (1997) “To Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.”

• Executive Order 13166 (2000) “Improving Access to Services for 
Persons with Limited English Proficiency.”

• FTA Circular 4702.1B (2012) “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines 
for Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Recipients.”
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Title VI Requirements

Title VI requires BART to:
• Evaluate equity impacts of its decisions related to fare 

changes, major service changes, service standards, and 
service policies, on minority and low-income populations.  

• Ensure that important programs and activities normally 
provided in English are accessible to persons with limited 
English proficiency (LEP).  

• Ensure meaningful access to the transportation decision-
making process, including minority, low-income, and LEP 
populations.

• Submit a Title VI Triennial Update to the FTA.
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Title VI Requirements (cont.)

FTA Circular 4702.1B, Ch. 3 General Requirements and Guidelines:
• Notification to Beneficiaries of Protection under Title VI.
• Title VI Complaint Procedures and Complaint Form.
• Recording and Reporting of Title VI Investigations, Complaints, and 

Lawsuits.
• Promoting Inclusive Public Participation.
• Providing Meaningful Access to LEP Persons.
• Encouraging and Documenting Minority Representation on Planning and 

Advisory Bodies.
• Assisting and Monitoring Subrecipients.
• Evaluation of Equity Impacts for Facility Siting.
• Develop a Title VI Program.
• Board Approval of Title VI Program.
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Title VI Requirements (cont.)

Language Assistance Plan (LAP) contains several elements 
to ensure that BART provides access services and benefits 
for LEP persons. 

• Monitor frequently encountered languages: Spanish, Chinese.
• Identify and translate vital documents.
• Maintain ongoing language assistance measures.
• Implement new language assistance measures.
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BART’s Title VI Process

• At BART, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) is the lead 
department responsible for identifying and 
disseminating specific Title VI information.

• All BART funded projects and transportation-related 
decisions are required to comply with Title VI 
regulations, regardless of the project’s funding source.

• Subrecipients and Contractors must comply with Title VI 
regulations. 
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Subrecipient Compliance

A Subrecipient receives pass-through FTA funding. 
• Primary Recipients report Title VI compliance directly to FTA 

every 3 years.
• Subrecipients report Title VI compliance to the Primary 

Recipient as requested by the Primary Recipient.
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Subrecipient Non-Compliance

• A subrecipient found non-compliant with Title VI could result in:
1. A breach of the funding agreement; and
2. BART can seek subrecipient return of funds.

• A finding of non-compliance puts BART and its subrecipients at 
risk of losing federal financial assistance.

• Please note, subrecipients may be subject to compliance with 
the District’s Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program. 
For more information on the District’s DBE Program, please 
contact:
• Rudy Garza, Director, Office of Civil Rights at (510) 464-7194 or 

Rudy.Garza@bart.gov.
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Title VI Subrecipient Requirements

• FTA Circular 4702.1B, Ch. 3, requires subrecipients to 
provide BART with compliance reports documenting 
general Title VI reporting requirements.

• Compliance Reports Include:
oNotice to beneficiaries.
o Title VI complaint procedures and complaint form.

 (Please notify BART OCR whenever you receive a Title VI related 
complaint.)

oPublic Participation Plan.
o Language Assistance Plan.
oRacial breakdown of non-elected advisory committees, if any.
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BART’s Title VI Subrecipient Monitoring

• BART will provide assistance to its subrecipients by:
o Providing sample documents, forms, and data necessary to create a 

Title VI Program.
o Providing a Subrecipient Monitoring Checklist to guide Title VI 

compliance efforts. 
o Conducting Title VI Training Program to subrecipients, including 

information regarding Title VI Program due dates. 
o Reviewing subrecipient’s Title VI Program Update Title VI 

compliance. 
• Subrecipients may choose to adopt BART’s Title VI Program. 

o Operational differences between BART and the subrecipient may 
require the subrecipient to tailor their compliance documents as 
necessary. 
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Next Steps/Questions

• BART will review pending Title VI programs before 
issuing letter of compliance.

• Reporting period: January 1, 2023 - December 31, 2025.
• Due Date for Draft Subrecipient Title VI Program: 
• Due date for Final Subrecipient Title VI Program:

• December 5, 2025.

• Questions?
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C. Title VI Subrecipient Annual Certification Form



 

 

Title VI Subrecipient Annual Certification Form 

This form is to certify compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  If your Title VI Plan 

has been approved by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), all changes to the organization’s 

Title VI Plan which occurred during the current calendar year (January 1st through December 31st) 

must be reported on this form. Please attach additional pages, as necessary, to provide a complete 

response to each question. 

Name of 

Organization: 

 Name of Title VI 

Coordinator: 

 

Address:  Title:  

City:  County: Phone Number: 

Fax Number: 

 

State: Zip Code: E-mail Address:  

 

Have you had any changes in your Title VI, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), or Environmental 

Justice (EJ) Program from the date of last submittal? ___________________________________Yes ☐  No ☐  

If Yes, please attach all supporting documents related to changes made.  

If No, please sign and date the form and return to BART’s Office of Civil Rights Title VI Workforce 

and Policy Compliance Unit.    

 

By signing below you affirm the information reported on this form is accurate and reflects 

all changes to the organization’s Title VI Plan for the current calendar year.  

Signature:  

Title:  

Date:  
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Introduction 

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART or District), as a recipient of federal funds, is 
required by the Federal Transit Administra�on (FTA) to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and its amendments (Act). Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that no person in the United 
States, on the grounds of race, color or na�onal original be excluded from, be denied the benefits of, or 
be subjected to discrimina�on, under any program or ac�vity receiving federal financial assistance. 
Presiden�al Execu�ve Order 12898 “Federal Ac�ons to Address Environmental Jus�ce in Minority 
Popula�ons and Low-Income Popula�ons” addresses environmental jus�ce in minority and low-income 
popula�ons. Presiden�al Execu�ve Order 13166 “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited 
English Proficiency” addresses services to those individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP). 

Federal Transit Administra�on (FTA) Circular 4702.1B, dated October 1, 2012, en�tled Title VI 
Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients (Circular), requires that federal 
funding recipients, such as BART, complete a Title VI equity analysis on the determina�on of the site or 
loca�on of facili�es. Per 49 CFR Part 21.5(b)(3): “In determining the site or loca�on of facili�es, a recipient 
or applicant may not make selec�ons with the purpose or effect of excluding persons from, denying them 
the benefits of, or subjec�ng them to discrimina�on under any program to which this regula�on applies, 
on the grounds of race, color, or na�onal origin; or with the purpose or effect of defea�ng or substan�ally 
impairing the accomplishment of the objec�ves of the Act or this part.” In accordance with the Circular, 
this si�ng analysis ensures that site or loca�on or facili�es is selected without regard to race, color, or 
na�onal origin. 

49 CFR Part 21, Appendix C, sec�on (a)(3)(iv) provides that “[t]he loca�on of projects requiring land 
acquisi�on and the displacement of persons from their residences and businesses may not be determined 
on the basis of race, color, or na�onal origin.” It is noted here that only property currently owned by BART 
or that would be acquired by BART are considered in this study; in no case would residences or businesses 
be displaced because of the planned BART Police Department Administra�ve Headquarters Reloca�on 
Project (project). 

This report, the BART Police Department (BPD) Administra�ve Headquarters Title VI Si�ng Analysis (Si�ng 
Analysis), ensures that the proposed site selec�on for the BART Police Department’s (BPD) new Police 
Department Administra�ve Headquarters (Admin HQ) does not have discriminatory effects on minority 
and low-income popula�ons1, including the displacement of persons from their residences and 
businesses. BPD Admin HQ is currently located at 101 8th Street in Oakland (the MET Building), which BART 
must vacate in 2026 to allow for its planned Transit Oriented Development Project at the site.   Therefore, 
BART plans to relocate the BPD Admin HQ to a more permanent modern facility that beter supports 
BART’s administra�ve opera�ons and needs for atrac�ng and retaining officers. BART’s Real Estate & 
Property Development team received three proposals (through a compe��ve solicita�on process) as 
poten�al site loca�ons and those loca�ons are the focus of this analysis. This Si�ng Analysis summarizes 
the analysis of these loca�ons and incorporates a Title VI assessment to the overall evalua�on. 

 

 
1 Minority and Low-Income popula�ons are referred to priority or protected popula�ons throughout this report.  
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Section 1: Background and Project Description 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Since 2018, the BART Police Department Administra�ve Headquarters (BPD Admin HQ) has been located 
at the MET Building near Lake Merrit Sta�on. BPD Admin HQ currently occupies por�ons of three floors 
totaling around 55,000 square feet, and approximately 180 staff and officers report to the facility. The MET 
Building will eventually be replaced with a mixed-use transit-oriented development project, and the BPD 
Admin HQ’s loca�on within this facility was always intended as an interim measure while a new permanent 
facility was sited. The District intends to relocate BPD Admin HQ into a modern facility that supports BART’s 
need to atract and retain officers and staff that meets seismic requirements and security standards.  A 
target date of 2026 to vacate the MET Building has been set by BART staff. 

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The new BPD Admin HQ will serve as BART’s systemwide police headquarters, facilita�ng a range of 
administra�ve func�ons and serving riders from across the BART system with a range of in-person needs.  
In addi�on, the BPD Admin HQ programming will also include the system’s Zone 1 patrol unit substa�on, 
facilita�ng local patrol func�ons for an area covering most of the system located in the City of Oakland.  
There are five other BPD Zone substa�ons geographically distributed throughout the agencies service area 
(see Figure 1 for map).  

FIGURE 1: MAP OF BART PD ZONE STRUCTURE 
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BART is exploring three poten�al site loca�ons for the new BPD Admin HQ in the Downtown Oakland area. 
The BPD Admin HQ loca�on must be able to accommodate 65,000 to 75,000 square feet, offer sufficient 
parking and storage, and feature nearby pedestrian access to a BART sta�on that is centralized within the 
BART system, nearby freeway access for fast police response systemwide, and reasonable travel �me to 
BART headquarters at 2150 Webster Street in Oakland.  The loca�on must also meet the stringent physical 
safety standards required of police headquarters facili�es, including Essen�al Service Facility Standards, 
maintain accredita�on by the Commission on Accredita�on for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA), ability 
to sustain uninterrupted 24-hour opera�on, and secure private access condi�ons.  Overall, the loca�on 
must allow for build-out and occupancy readiness in 2026.  This report will describe the alterna�ve 
poten�al site loca�ons and evaluate each site loca�on’s impact on protected communi�es. 

Section 2: Title VI Compliance 

Per FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART, as a recipient of federal funds, is required to complete a Title VI si�ng 
analysis during the planning stage with regard to where a project is located or sited to ensure the loca�on 
is selected without regard to race, color, or na�onal origin. While the si�ng analysis sec�on of the Circular 
does not specifically men�on low-income popula�ons, it does require that BART “engage in outreach to 
persons poten�ally impacted by the si�ng of facili�es.” Following this language and the principles outlined 
in Environmental Jus�ce Policy Guidance for FTA Recipients FTA Circular 4703.1 and BART’s current 
prac�ces and policies, this report will also conduct an analysis on low-income popula�ons. The Title VI 
si�ng analysis must compare the equity impacts of various si�ng alterna�ves, and the analysis must occur 
before the selec�on of the preferred site. 

This report determines if the poten�al sites selected for the new BPD Admin HQ would have a disparate 
impact on minority popula�ons or place a dispropor�onate burden on low-income popula�ons. To 
determine if a disparate impact or dispropor�onate burden is borne by protected popula�ons, BART will 
refer to the threshold in its Board adopted Disparate Impact and Dispropor�onate Burden Policy (DI/DB 
Policy). BART uses the DI/DB Policy as a measure to determine if fare changes or major service changes 
result in impacts on protected popula�ons. For new service and new fares, a disparate impact to minority 
riders or a dispropor�onate burden on low-income riders will be found if the applicable difference 
between the propor�on of project riders that are protected, and the propor�on of protected system-wide 
riders is equal to or greater than 10%. For the BPD Admin HQ, BART will use this 10% DI/DB threshold to 
evaluate poten�al impacts of various si�ng alterna�ves on protected popula�ons. BART’s DI/DB Policy 
does not specify a threshold for si�ng analyses but given a 10% threshold is used for new fares and new 
service, BART shall apply a 10% threshold for a new site loca�on. 

Section 3: Purpose of the Analysis 

BART’s objec�ves for this Title VI si�ng analysis effort are to: 

1. Iden�fy the most appropriate loca�on(s) for a resilient, high-func�oning BPD Admin HQ. 
2. Undertake a review of site loca�ons for the BPD Admin HQ, comparing the condi�ons of the three 

poten�al sites against the condi�ons of the current site. 
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3. Review demographic data of each proposed site loca�on to determine if any protected 
popula�ons (minority and/or low income) would be disparately impacted or dispropor�onately 
burdened by the loca�on of the new BPD Admin HQ. 

4. Analyze poten�al adverse impacts and benefits on each proposed site, compare impacts among 
the sites, and analyze equity impacts of alterna�ve sites. This includes iden�fying if the alterna�ve 
site loca�ons result in a displacement of protected popula�ons from their residences and 
businesses.  

5. Incorporate community outreach to help assess proposed site loca�ons. 

Section 4: Alternative Sites 

This sec�on describes how three alterna�ve sites were iden�fied.  Each alterna�ve site was selected based 
on its alignment with four primary site criteria: 

1. Available for Build-Out and Occupancy – Each site can be made ready for occupancy by 2026, 
which is the deadline for vaca�ng the MET Building loca�on. 
 

2. Proximity – Each site is centrally-located within the BART system and its lines of service within the 
East Bay, providing pedestrian access to a centralized BART sta�on, convenient freeway access for 
efficient regional travel response �mes, and proximity to BART’s main headquarters in Oakland. 
 

3. Appropriately-Sized – Each site accommodates sufficient space for the BPD Admin HQ, including 
65,000-75,000 square feet of usable space and appropriate space for parking and storage. 
 

4. Meets Physical Safety Standards and Security Requirements – Each site can meet (or be reasonably 
retrofited to meet) necessary essen�al service facility standards, maintain CALEA accredita�on, 
accommodate 24-hour opera�on, and allow private and secure access from the street. 
 

4.1 LOCATIONS SELECTED FOR REVIEW 

BART Real Estate & Property Development staff engaged professional brokerage services to facilitate a 
compe��ve process to assist in iden�fying poten�al sites for a new BPD Admin HQ.  Comple�ng a Request 
for Proposals (RFP) process in Summer 2023, BART received complete and �mely proposals from property 
owners for three sites.  Each of these proper�es were found to poten�ally meet the established site criteria 
noted previously.  In addi�on, while the BPD Admin HQ could poten�ally be located anywhere within Zone 
1, the three proper�es submi�ng complete proposals for the new site are all located in Downtown 
Oakland within several blocks of 19th St./Oakland BART Sta�on (see Figure 2).  This is likely a result of 
efforts to meet the proximity criteria, as 19th St./Oakland Sta�on u�lizes numerous BART lines and is at a 
central transfer point within the BART system. 
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FIGURE 2: MAP OF PROPOSED SITE LOCATIONS 

  



BART POLICE DEPARTMENT HEADQUARTERS TITLE VI SITING ANALYSIS 

 

8 | B P D  A d m i n  H Q  T i t l e  V I  S i t i n g  A n a l y s i s  
 

The three alterna�ve sites are located in a primarily 
commercial area of downtown Oakland and are all 
exis�ng office buildings, either vacant or owner 
occupied with no tenants or other occupancies. The 
three alterna�ve sites include: 

1. 2000 Broadway in Oakland 
This 1.36-acre property, which is currently 
owner occupied but can be vacant by 2024, 
can readily meet the project delivery schedule 
and is appropriately sized, featuring a 104,161 
square foot office building, inclusive of a 
subterranean parking level and approximately 
105 parking stalls.  This loca�on is also 
adjacent to 19th St./Oakland BART Sta�on, 
providing almost direct pedestrian access to 
the BART system.  Furthermore, it meets 
physical safety standards and security 
requirements, although seismic upgrades are needed to meet requirements for a police sta�on. 

 

2. 415 20th Street in Oakland 
This 1.03-acre property, which is currently vacant, can readily meet the project delivery schedule 
and is appropriately sized, featuring an 82,893 square foot office building and can accommodate 
approximately 45 parking stalls (with the demoli�on of an exis�ng annex structure).  Furthermore, 
it is adjacent to 19th St./Oakland BART Sta�on, providing almost direct pedestrian access to the 
BART system.  It also meets physical safety standards and security requirements, although seismic 
upgrades are needed to be used as a police sta�on.  

 

SITE ALTERNATIVE 
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3. 1919 Webster Street in Oakland 
This .6-acre property, which is currently vacant, can poten�ally meet the project delivery schedule 
and is appropriately sized, featuring a 74,435 square foot office building and approximately 49 
parking stalls.  Within three blocks of the 19th St./Oakland BART Sta�on, it provides nearby (but 
not direct) access to the BART system.  It also meets physical safety standards and security 
requirements, although this loca�on appears to be in poorer condi�on than the others and likely 
demands significant seismic upgrades to be used for a police sta�on. 

 

  

SITE 

ALTERNATIVE 
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Section 5: Methodology 
This sec�on iden�fies the minority and low-income communi�es in the project area and the methodology 
used to assess poten�al impacts of the BPD Admin HQ site selec�on on Title VI popula�ons. A ½ mile 
radius around each proposed site loca�on was drawn – this area is the site study area and used to 
determine the demographics of each site loca�on. US Census 2021 data that includes 5-Year Es�mates 
(ACSDT5Y2021); Tables B01003, C17002, and C16001 (all block group2 level) was used to iden�fy protected 
popula�ons.  

 

5.1 PROTECTED POPULATIONS DEFINTIONS 

For this analysis, BART’s five-county service area defini�ons and thresholds for minority and low-income 
popula�ons are used. The defini�ons and thresholds are described as follows: 

• Minority Defini�on: Pursuant to the Circular and Federal guidelines, minority popula�ons are 
defined as individuals who have iden�fied themselves to be American Indian and Alaska Na�ve; 
Asian; Black or African American; Hispanic or La�no; or Na�ve Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 

• Low-Income Defini�on: BART defines the low-income popula�ons as those who are at or below 
200 percent of the poverty level established for households by the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines. This assump�on is more inclusive of low-income 
popula�ons, accoun�ng for higher incomes in the Bay Area as compared to the rest of the United 
States. The 200% threshold is also consistent with the assump�ons employed by the Metropolitan 
Transporta�on Commission (MTC) in its Plan Bay Area 2050 Equity Analysis Report, issued in 2021. 
This defini�on considers both the household size and household income, the combina�ons of 
household size and income that are defined as “low-income” are as follows: 

TABLE 1: 2021 POVERTY GUIDELINES – FEDERAL* AND THE BART SERVICE AREA 

Persons in 
Family / Household 

Poverty 
Guideline 
(federal) 

200% 
(BART Service 

Area 
Thresholds) 

1+ $12,880 Under $30k 
2+ $17,420 Under $40k 
3+ $21,960 Under $50k 
4+ $26,500 Under $60k 
5+ $31,040 Under $70k 
6+ $35,580 Under $80k 

*For the Con�guous States and the District of Columbia 
Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services 

 
2 Block groups generally contain between 600 and 3,000 people, with an op�mum size of 1,500 people. There are about 39 blocks per census 
group. Block groups never cross the boundaries of states, coun�es, or sta�s�cally equivalent en��es, except for a block group delineated by 
American Indian tribal authori�es. Each census tract contains at least one block group, and block groups are uniquely numbered within the census 
tract. A block group is the smallest geographical unit for which the census publishes sample data. 
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BART’s five-county service area popula�ons, based on the thresholds set by BART’s Title VI 2022 Triennial 
Update, as well as US Census 2021 sta�s�cs, include: 

• Minority Popula�on: 65% 
• Low-Income Popula�on: 18% 

The City of Oakland’s area popula�ons, based on US Census 2021 sta�s�cs, include: 

• Minority Popula�on: 71% 
• Low-Income Popula�on: 30% 
 

5.2 METHODOLOGY 

To evaluate impacts on minority and low-income popula�ons, a demographic assessment was conducted 
using available residen�al block group data from the US Census. The assessment evaluates whether 
popula�ons living or working within the project study area of each proposed site loca�on, who may be 
adversely affected by a BPD Admin HQ facility, are dispropor�onately minority or low-income.  

Descrip�on: The Demographic Assessment compares the propor�on of minority and low-income 
popula�ons in each site loca�on’s project study area (½ mile radius from each proposed BPD Admin HQ 
site loca�on) to the minority and low-income popula�ons in the City of Oakland. 

Data Used: US Census 2021 5-Year Es�mates (ACSDT5Y2021); Tables B01003, C17002, and C16001 (all 
block group level).  

Step 1: Identify the Data Source 

US Census 2021 five-year es�mates were used to iden�fy minority and low-income popula�ons in each 
BPD Admin HQ site alterna�ve’s project study area. The US Census 2021 es�mates provide popula�on and 
demographic data at the block group level. 

Step 2: Determine Project Catchment Area 

The project study area for each of the three proposed site loca�ons are shown in Appendix A (minority) 
and Appendix B (low-income). Consistent with FTA Circular guidance and previous BART si�ng analysis 
under the guidance of FTA Circular 4702.1B, a ½ mile radius was drawn around each proposed site 
alterna�ve loca�on. This ½ mile radius is the project catchment area for each site alterna�ve. 

Step 3: Determine the Share of Protected Riders for the Project Catchment Area 

For this analysis, BART’s five-county service area defini�ons and thresholds for minority and low-income 
popula�ons are used. Each block group within the study area was analyzed to determine if the percentage 
of minority and low-income popula�ons exceeded the five-county service area average based on the 
minority and low-income popula�on defini�ons and thresholds defined in Sec�on 5.1. The maps in 
Appendix A and B display block groups within each proposed site alterna�ve’s project study area where 
the percentage of minority and low-income popula�ons exceeded the five-county service area average. 
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Step 4: Determine the Share of Protected Populations for Overall BART Ridership 

For the new site Demographic Assessment, BART will use the minority and low-income popula�on data 
for the City of Oakland. According to the US Census 2021, the City of Oakland’s minority popula�on is 71% 
and its low-income popula�on is 30%.  

Step 5: Apply BART’s Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy 

Pursuant to the FTA Circular, BART must evaluate equity impacts using its DI/DB policy. For new service 
and new fares, a disparate impact to minority riders or a dispropor�onate burden on low-income riders 
will be found if the applicable difference between the propor�on of project riders that are protected, and 
the propor�on of protected system-wide riders is equal to or greater than 10%. BART’s DI/DB Policy does 
not specify a threshold for si�ng analysis but given that a 10% threshold is used for new fares and new 
service, BART shall apply a 10% threshold for the BPD Admin HQ si�ng analysis. A disparate impact to 
minority popula�ons or a dispropor�onate burden on low-income popula�ons may be found if the 
difference is 10% or more. 

Step 6: Alternative Measures 

If this si�ng analysis finds that minority popula�ons experience disparate impacts, pursuant to the FTA 
Circular 4702.1B, BART may proceed with the proposed loca�on of the Project only if BART can show: 

• A substan�al legi�mate jus�fica�on for loca�ng the Project there exists; and 
• There are no alterna�ves serving the same legi�mate objec�ves that would have a less disparate 

impact on the basis of race, color, or na�onal origin. 

While the Circular does not necessarily outline how to proceed if the assessment finds that low-income 
popula�ons experience a dispropor�onate burden from the proposed loca�on of a si�ng, using language 
from the FTA Circular 4702.1B (as it applies to low-income popula�ons for fares and service changes), 
engaging principles from FTA Circular 4703.1 (as they apply to adverse effects on low-income popula�ons), 
and ensuring consistency with how BART generally analyzes impacts to this protected group, BART should 
take steps to avoid, minimize, or mi�gate these impacts where prac�cable. BART shall also describe 
alterna�ves available to low-income popula�ons affected by the proposed new site. 

Section 6: Alternative Site Analysis 

This sec�on includes the Title VI demographic analysis for the exis�ng MET Building BPD Admin HQ 
loca�on, each of the three proposed alterna�ve loca�ons, and the City Oakland as a whole, to evaluate 
whether the popula�ons living within the project study area of each proposed site loca�on, and which 
may be adversely affected by a BPD Admin HQ complex, are dispropor�onately minority or low-income. 

As men�oned in Sec�on 4 above, the three alterna�ve loca�ons selected for review against the current 
MET Building loca�on and the City of Oakland as a whole include: 

• 2000 Broadway 
• 415 20th Street 
• 1919 Webster Street 
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49 CFR Part 21, Appendix C, sec�on (a)(3)(iv) provides that “[t]he loca�on of projects requiring land 
acquisi�on and the displacement of persons from their residences and businesses may not be determined 
on the basis of race, color, or na�onal origin.” It is noted here that only proper�es that were proposed by 
current owners for poten�al purchase by BART through the RFP process are considered in this study; in no 
outcome would residences or businesses be displaced because of this project. 

6.1 PROJECTED IMPACTED POPULATIONS OF SITES 

Table 2 shows the demographic breakdown (minority, low-income) for each proposed site loca�on and the 
current MET Building site. US Census 2021 data was used to iden�fy low-income and minority popula�ons 
in each BPD Admin HQ site alterna�ve’s project study area (determined by a ½ mile radius around each 
site). 

TABLE 2: ALTERNATIVES DEMOGRAHPIC SUMMARY 

  MET Bldg. 
(Existing Site) 

2000 
Broadway 

415 20th 
Street 

1919 
Webster 

Street 
% Minority 73.4% 66.6% 67.1% 68.3% 

% Low Income 34.8% 35.1% 35.2% 35.6% 
 

6.2 DEMOGRAPHIC ASSESSMENT 

Pursuant to the Circular, BART must conduct a demographic assessment to evaluate equity impacts of 
si�ng a BPD Admin HQ. Using the DI/DB Policy, the demographic assessment determines if minority or 
low-income popula�ons experience a dispropor�onate impact from BART loca�ng a BPD Admin HQ facility 
in each of the site loca�ons. In applying the DI/DB Policy, the determina�on is made as to whether the 
difference between the affected area’s protected popula�on share, and overall system’s protected 
popula�on share exceeds the 10% threshold in the policy. For new site demographic assessment, a 
disparate impact to minority popula�ons or a dispropor�onate burden on low-income popula�ons may 
be found if the difference is 10% or more. In the case of this new site assessment, the overall popula�on 
value is the City of Oakland’s minority and low-income data. Since all proposed site alterna�ves are located 
within the City of Oakland, BART determined this to be the most accurate comparison value as this data is 
the closest representa�on of the local community. Tables 3 and 4 show the results of the minority and 
low-income demographic assessment for the three proposed site alterna�ves. 

TABLE 3:  MINORITY POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC ASSESSMENT 

  MET Bldg. 
(Existing Site) 

2000 
Broadway 

415 20th 
Street 

1919 
Webster 

Street 
½ Mi. % Minority 73.4% 66.6% 67.1% 68.3% 

City of Oakland % Minority 71.4% 71.4% 71.4% 71.4% 
% Difference 2.0% -4.8% -4.3% -3.1% 

Disparate Impact No No No No 
Source: US Census 2021 data 
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TABLE 4:  LOW-INCOME POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC ASSESSMENT 

  MET Bldg. 
(Existing Site) 

2000 
Broadway 

415 20th 
Street 

1919 
Webster 

Street 
½ Mi. % Low Income 34.8% 35.1% 35.2% 35.6% 

City of Oakland % Low Income 29.8% 29.8% 29.8% 29.8% 
% Difference 5.0% 5.3% 5.3% 5.8% 

Disproportionate Burden  No No No No 
Source: US Census 2021 data 

 

6.3 SUMMARY OF SITING ANALYSIS 

Based on the demographic assessment of each poten�al BPD Admin HQ loca�on, none of the alterna�ve 
sites will have a disparate impact on minority popula�ons or a dispropor�onate burden on low-income 
popula�ons within the project study areas.  Specifically, each of the proposed site alterna�ves have similar 
minority popula�ons that are less than that of the City of Oakland and have similar low-income 
popula�ons that are just over five percent higher than that of the overall city.  This indicates that none of 
the alterna�ve loca�ons’ popula�on average differences exceed the 10 percent threshold as specified in 
the DI/DB Policy.  Addi�onally, regarding the overall assessment, important to note is that the study areas 
for each of the three loca�on alterna�ves are very similar demographically, as they are each located in 
Downtown Oakland within several blocks of each other.  Therefore, each loca�on’s level of poten�al 
impact on protected communi�es, as well as each loca�on’s comparability with the MET Building vicinity 
and the City of Oakland as a whole, are very similar. 

Section 7: Public Participation Report  
BART hosted a series of sta�on outreach events at 19th St./Oakland sta�on with informa�onal tables so 
that staff could interact directly with the public about the proposed BPD Admin HQ reloca�on and any 
poten�al effects it may have on low-income and/or minority communi�es. In addi�on, BART hosted an 
Open House for the public. 

 

 FIGURE 3: 19TH ST./OAKLAND BPD ADMIN HQ OUTREACH AUGUST 2023 
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Members of the public were provided informa�onal double-sided flyers with English on one side, 
Spanish and Chinese on the other, with a QR code and the hyperlink for the online BART survey: 
www.bart.gov/BPDSiteSurvey. Taglines in several languages were included on the flyers so that LEP 
stakeholders could obtain addi�onal informa�on in their preferred language(s). 

The survey period began Monday, August 14th, 2023, and ended Monday, August 28th, 2023. Digital surveys 
were made available to stakeholders in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and 
Russian. BART sought public input for the BPD Admin HQ reloca�on at BART outreach events on the 
following dates and �mes: 

TABLE 5: Dates, Outreach Locations, and Times 

Date Sta�on/Loca�on Outreach Type Time 
Wednesday, August 16, 2023 19th St./Oakland Sta�on 7:00am – 9:30am 

Thursday, August 17, 2023  19th St./Oakland Sta�on  4:00pm – 7:00pm 
Tuesday, August 22, 2023 BHQ Open House 5:00pm – 7:00pm 

 

By reaching out to the public via outreach events, newspaper adver�sements in other languages, and via 
the Title VI/Environmental Jus�ce and Limited English Proficiency Advisory Commitees mee�ng and email 
communica�ons, BART received 264 survey responses. The survey asked respondents about the proposed 
BPD Admin HQ sites, including their level of support (strongly support, somewhat support, neutral, 
somewhat oppose, and strongly oppose) for the reloca�on and an open-ended ques�on about how the 
poten�al reloca�on would affect them. Most respondents support the poten�al reloca�on of BPD Admin 
HQ and cited project need, funding, design, safety and police presence and importance of proximity to 
BART sta�ons/services. If the project moves forward as currently proposed, respondents are in favor of 
the project and want more informa�on about the details of the project overall.  

A summary of the public par�cipa�on process, survey ques�ons, and all open-ended comments are 
included in the full Public Par�cipa�on Report in Appendix D. 

Section 8: Non-Equity Project Impacts 
The proposed replacement BPD Admin HQ facility would house key func�ons of the police department, 
provide improved public access to police services, and allow for reliable response in the event of a 
natural disaster or other emergency, because of seismic upgrades, moderniza�on, and efficiencies to be 
made in key func�onal areas.  The facility operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week with most ac�vity 
occurring during workday hours.  It is not an�cipated to significantly increase foot or vehicle traffic in the 
surrounding area.  The new facility would also adhere to BART’s current public art policy crea�ng 
opportuni�es to provide for artwork and bea�fica�on of public areas at the facility.  

Reloca�ng the BART Police Administra�ve Headquarters to one of the loca�ons iden�fied would provide 
certain benefits to the surrounding community and BART ridership, as a whole.  

The planned programming for the replacement BPD Administra�ve Headquarters will include a publicly 
accessible community room to be u�lized by BART and allow for community use, managed by BART.  It 
will also provide for a back-up department emergency opera�ons center, providing redundancy in BART’s 
system and increased resiliency in the event of the major incident or disaster.  

http://www.bart.gov/BPDSiteSurvey
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The Project will also adhere to the BART Board adopted Public Art policy and provide opportuni�es for 
art to be displayed and enjoyed by the community in the publicly accessible areas of the facility.  In 
addi�on, the modernized BPD Admin HQ will provide for beter access by the public to retrieve personal 
property and obtain copies of records and other documenta�on more seamless for the public. 
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Appendix A – Above Average Minority Population 
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Appendix B – Above Average Low-Income Population 
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Appendix C – DI/DB Policy 
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Appendix D – Public Participation Report 
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Section 1: Public Participation Purpose 
1.1  Purpose 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI Circular 4702.1B Title 49 CFR Section 21.9(b)(3) states, “‘In 

determining the site or location of facilities, a recipient or applicant may not make selections with the purpose 

or effect of excluding persons from, denying them the benefits of, or subjecting them to discrimination under 

any program to which this regulation applies, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin; or with the 

purpose or effect of defeating or substantially impairing the accomplishment of the objectives of the Act or 

this part.’ Title 49 CFR part 21, Appendix C, Section (3)(iv) provides, ‘The location of projects requiring land 

acquisition and the displacement of persons from their residences and businesses may not be determined on 

the basis of race, color, or national origin.’  For purposes of this requirement, ‘facilities’ does not include bus 

shelters, as these are transit amenities and are covered in Chapter IV, nor does it include transit stations, power 

substations, etc., as those are evaluated during project development and the NEPA process.  Facilities included 

in this provision include, but are not limited to, storage facilities, maintenance facilities, operations centers, 

etc.” 

To comply with the FTA regulations, BART was required to complete a Title VI siting analysis. As part of that 

analysis, public outreach was conducted to collect and analyze feedback from potentially impacted protected 

populations.  

Our focus at BART is on public transit and ensuring we provide a safe and reliable transit service accessible to 

all. We acknowledge the siting of facilities, especially those relating to the BART Police Department (BPD), must 

be evaluated appropriately. We plan to use FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART’s Disparate Impact/Disproportionate 

Burden Policy (DI/DB Policy), and BART’s Public Participation Plan as a guide when reviewing or analyzing 

potential preferred sites for the BART Police Department Administrative Headquarters (BPD Admin HQ), equity 

facility analyses, or siting analyses are different than a standard Title VI equity analysis regarding data collection 

and methodology. BART utilized a siting methodology established in 2017 to evaluate the impacts of relocating 

the BPD Admin HQ on our protected populations.  

BART is considering relocating its BPD Administrative HQ. BART conducted public participation/outreach to 

collect input on the potential preferred location. Staff administered a survey from Monday, August 14, 2023, 

through Monday, August 28, 2023, and conducted targeted outreach to our priority populations through a joint 

meeting of the Title VI/Environmental Justice and LEP Advisory Committees on August 16, 2023. OCR staff plans 

to present and seek the Board of Directors’ approval of the Title VI siting analysis on September 28, 2023.   

The following sections describe the outreach and community engagement conducted by BART staff, followed 

by an analysis of survey responses by protected group. All public 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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Section 2: Public Participation Process 
2.1 Outreach Events 

BART hosted a series of informational station outreach events at 19th St./Oakland station with hosted tables so 

staff could interact directly with the public about the proposed BPD Admin HQ relocation and any potential 

impacts it may have on low-income and/or minority populations who reside or conduct business in the area.  

In addition, BART staff hosted a public informational open house. 

Members of the public were provided double-sided informational flyers with English on one side, Spanish and 

Chinese on the other, with a QR code and the hyperlink for the online BART survey: 

www.bart.gov/BPDSiteSurvey Taglines in several languages were included on the flyers so that LEP 

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

The survey period began Monday, August 14th, 2023, and ended Monday, August 28th, 2023. Digital surveys were 

made available to stakeholders in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and Russian. Printed 

surveys in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and Russian were also made available for 

those members of the pubic who preferred to complete the survey in-person. 

BART sought public input for the BPD Admin HQ relocation at BART outreach events on the following dates 

and times: 

 

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

Date Station/Location Outreach Type Time 

Wednesday, August 16, 2023 19th St./Oakland Station 7:00am – 9:30am 

Thursday, August 17, 2023  19th St./Oakland Station  4:00pm – 7:00pm 

Tuesday, August 22, 2023 BHQ Open House 5:00pm – 7:00pm 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.bart.gov/BPDSiteSurvey
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19th St./Oakland BPD Admin HQ Outreach August 2023 
 

  

2.2 Publicity 

The outreach events and survey were publicized through print and digital methods. BART staff worked to 

ensure all available information related to the proposed BPD Admin HQ relocation and the survey was available 

to stakeholders 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 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 BART Advisory Committees  

BART distributed information on the outreach events and survey link, which was available online in English, 

Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Tagalog, and Russian. to the Title VI/Environmental Justice (EJ) and 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Advisory Committees to distribute to the communities they serve.  
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2.3 Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency Advisory 

Committees 

BART staff presented the proposed BPD Admin HQ relocation to BART’s Title VI/EJ and LEP Advisory 

Committees. The joint meeting was held Wednesday, August 16, 2023, from 2:00 pm – 4:00 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 BART 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 BART’s language assistance measures, and provides input on how BART can provide programs and services 

to customers, regardless of language proficiency.  

At the meeting, Committee members expressed a desire to participate in the survey and provide detailed 

feedback regarding the proposed BPD Admin HQ relocation.     
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Section 3: Outreach Results 
3.1 Title VI Outreach Surveys  

These public outreach efforts received 264 survey responses. This survey serves as the dataset for this analysis 

and all uses of the generic term “survey” in this report refers to the August 2023 BART Police Department Admin 

HQ Site Selection Survey. The survey was designed for quantitative and qualitative input to hear from 

community members, particularly priority stakeholders. 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. 

97% of 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 

 
Location No. of Surveys Collected 

Online 257 
In Person 7 
Total Surveys Received 264 

 

3.2 Survey Demographic Data  

Table 3-3 provides a demographic breakdown of all survey respondents. 

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. According to 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey responses, 67% of BART 

riders identified as “minority.” 

 

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 of 
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respondents to the 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey. The household size and household income 

combinations that comprise “low-income” are as follows:  

 
Table 3-2 

LOW INCOME 
Household 

Size 
Household 

Income 
1+ Under $30k 
2+ Under $40k 
3+ Under $50k 
4+ Under $60k 
5+ Under $70k 
6+ Under $80k 

 

For example, a household of two or more people with an income of $35,000 would be considered low-income. 

According to 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey responses, 29% of BART riders identified as low income. 
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Table 3-3 Survey Demographic Summary: All Respondents (N=242/233) 

/Minority Status 
89% of survey respondents 

answered this question Sample Size 
Minority 51% 124 
White/Non-Minority 49% 118 
Total responses  100% 242 

Ethnicity 
89% of survey respondents 

answered this question Sample Size 
White 49% 118 
Black/African American 9% 22 
Asian or Pacific Islander 22% 54 
American Indian 1% 2 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 14% 35 
Other or multi-racial, non-Hispanic 5% 11 
Total responses  100% 242 

Low-income Status 
91% of survey respondents 

answered this question Sample Size 
Low-income 5% 12 
Non-low income 95% 221 
Total responses  100% 233 
Annual household income   Sample Size 
Under $30,000 2% 5 
$30,000 - $39,999 2% 4 
$40,000 - $49,999 2% 4 
$50,000 - $59,999 2% 5 
$60,000 - $69,999 3% 6 
$70,000 - $79,999 6% 14 
$80,000 - $99,999 8% 19 
$100,000 - $149,999 21% 49 
$150,000 - $199,999 19% 44 
$200,000 and over 36% 85 
Total responses 100%  235 

*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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Section 4: Public Comment Overview 
 

4.1 Overview 

By reaching out to the public via outreach events, newspaper advertisements in other languages, and via the 

Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency Advisory Committees meeting and email 

communications, BART received 264 survey responses. The survey asked respondents about the proposed BPD 

Admin HQ sites, including their level of support (strongly support, somewhat support, neutral, somewhat 

oppose, and strongly oppose) for the relocation and an open-ended question about how the potential 

relocation would affect them. All open-ended comments have been categorized, sorted, and color-coded by 

level of support in Appendices PP-B. 

4.2 Public Comment Grouping Analysis: General Methodology  

While comments can be thematically categorized, any numerical analysis or reporting should be done with 

caution as the Title VI BPD Site Survey does not employ a random sampling methodology and comment 

grouping is subjective. Categorizing the comments, provides a general understanding of the points survey 

respondents wished to communicate. See Sections 5-7 for more detailed information on the grouping 

methodology.  
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Section 5: BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection 

Survey 
 

5.1 BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection Survey 

Questions 

Question 1-2 of the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection Survey asked respondents to 

indicate the level of importance for the various site criteria and choose which location they preferred based 

on the provided criteria. 

Question 1: Which of the following BART Police Department Administrative 

Headquarters’ (BPD Admin HQ) attributes are most important to you? Please rate each 

one on a scale of 1 – 5, where 1 is “not important” and 5 is “extremely important.”? 

 

 1 
(not 

important) 

2 3 4 5 
(extremely 
important) 

Accessibility for the 
public 

� � � � � 

Minimal impact on 
traffic in surrounding 
area 

� � � � � 

Increased police 
presence in the area 

� � � � � 

Improved 
neighborhood safety 
(in the area) 

� � � � � 

Proximity to BART 
Station(s) 

� � � � � 

Public art & Aesthetics 
(how BPD HQ looks) 

� � � � � 

Accessible Community 

Room (for public 

gatherings/events) 

� � � � � 
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225 – 240 respondents chose to provide feedback on these criteria, which is approximately 85% – 91%. 

Question 2: Overall, which location do you prefer for the BART Police Department’s 

Admin. Headquarters? 

o 2000 Broadway  

o 415 20th St.  

o 1919 Webster St. 

o No preference 

258 respondents or 98% elected to provide an answer to this question.  There was a clear public preference 

for 2000 Broadway as 63% of respondents selected that location.  

 

Questions 3– 4 of the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection Survey asked respondents to 

choose a level of support for the proposed BPD Admin HQ relocation and provide comments on how the 

potential relocation would impact them. 

 

Question 3: 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  

Of the 264 surveys received, 259 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which is approximately 

98% of all respondents.  

Question 4: Do you have any comments about these potential locations for the BART 

Police Department Administrative Headquarters? 

78 respondents, or approximately 30%, provided a comment on how this proposed change would impact them. 

The grouping methodology for this third question is described in Section 5.4 below. 
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5.2 Question 1: Summary of Important Criteria 

5.2.1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status 

Table 5-1 to 5-7 show there were three key criteria respondents felt were extremely important: increased police 

presence in the area, improved neighborhood safety, and proximity to BART station(s). A greater percentage 

of minority respondents, 50%, 67%, and 51% respectively indicated these three criteria to be extremely 

important.  Non-minorities on the other hand indicated these same criteria were extremely important, but with 

39%, 51%, and 30% respectively doing so.  

 

Table 5-1 Accessibility for the Public (n=225) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 14 9 19 24 48 114 
% 12% 8% 17% 21% 42% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

23 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

72 
 

20% 63% 

White / Non-Minority 12 11 28 28 32 111 
% 11% 10% 25% 25% 29% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

23 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

60 
 21% 54% 

  

TOTAL 26 20 47 52 80 225 
% 12% 9% 20% 23% 36%  100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

46 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

132  

21% 58%  
*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. 
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Table 5-2 Minimal Impact on Traffic in Surrounding Area (n=238) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 23 14 27 22 36 122 
% 19% 11% 22% 18% 30% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

37 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

58 
 

30% 48% 

White / Non-Minority 26 20 35 17 18 116 
% 22% 17% 30% 15% 16% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

46 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

35 
 39% 31% 

  

TOTAL 49 34 62 39 54 238 
% 23% 14% 25% 16% 22% 100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

83 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

93  

37% 38%  
*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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BART POLICE DEPARTMENT HEADQUARTERS TITLE VI SITING ANALYSIS 

 

36 | B P D  A d m i n  H Q  T i t l e  V I  S i t i n g  A n a l y s i s  
 

Table 5-3 Increased Police Presence in the Area (n=240) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 6 10 19 20 69 124 
% 5% 8% 15% 16% 56% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

16 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

89 
 

13% 72% 

White / Non-Minority 11 6 26 28 45 116 
% 9% 5% 22% 24% 39% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

17 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

73 
 14% 63% 

  

TOTAL 17 16 45 48 114 240 
% 7% 7% 18% 21% 48% 100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

33 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

162  

14% 69%  
*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. 
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Table 5-4 Improved Neighborhood Safety (n=240) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 3 5 13 19 83 123 
% 2% 4% 11% 15% 67% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

8 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

102 
 

6% 82% 

White / Non-Minority 6 7 16 28 60 117 
% 5% 6% 14% 24% 51% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

13 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

88 
 11% 75% 

  

TOTAL 9 12 29 47 143 240 
% 3% 5% 12% 20% 60%  100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

21 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

190  

8% 80%  
*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. 
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Table 5-5 Proximity to BART Station(s) (n=239) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 8 4 21 28 63 124 
% 6% 3% 17% 23% 51% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

12 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

91 
 

9% 74% 

White / Non-Minority 12 2 18 26 57 115 
% 10% 2% 16% 23% 50% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

14 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

83 
 12% 73% 

  

TOTAL 20 6 39 54 120 239 
% 9% 3% 16% 22% 50% 100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

26 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

174  

12% 72%  
*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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BART POLICE DEPARTMENT HEADQUARTERS TITLE VI SITING ANALYSIS 

 

39 | B P D  A d m i n  H Q  T i t l e  V I  S i t i n g  A n a l y s i s  
 

Table 5-6 Public Art & Aesthetics (How BPD Admin HQ Looks) (n=239) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 30 19 30 19 24 122 
% 25% 16% 25% 16% 20% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

49 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

43 
 

41% 36% 

White / Non-Minority 28 16 39 21 13 117 
% 24% 14% 33% 18% 11% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

44 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

34 
 38% 29% 

  

TOTAL 58 35 69 40 37 239 
% 26% 14% 28% 17% 15% 100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

93 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

77  

40% 32%  
*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. 
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Table 5-7 Accessible Community Room (for Public Gatherings/Events) (n=238) 

 

 
1 

(not 
important) 

 
2 

 
3 

(neutral) 

 
4 

 
5 

(extremely 
important) 

 
Total 

 Minority 27 22 35 21 18 123 
% 22% 18% 28% 17% 15% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

49 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

39 
 

40% 32% 

White / Non-Minority 28 24 38 15 10 118 
% 24% 21% 33% 13% 9% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

52 
 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

25 
 45% 22% 

  

TOTAL 55 46 73 36 28 238 
% 24% 20% 29% 15% 12% 100% 

 

TOTAL  
NOT 

IMPORTANT 

101 

 

TOTAL 
IMPORTANT 

64  

44% 27%  
*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 

A total of 12 respondents identified themselves as low-income on the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin 

Site Selection survey. This number is too small to draw statistically impactful conclusions. Additionally, the 

small sample size makes evaluation of this component ineffective.  

 

5.3 Question 2: Summary of Preferred Site 

5.3. 1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status 

Table 5-8 highlights the range of preference amongst the potential site locations. 242 or approximately 92% of 

survey respondents answered this question. One potential site was clearly favored by survey respondents. In 
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fact, that location was favored by minority and non-minority respondents similarly at 60% and 65% 

respectively. The overwhelming preferred site location was 2000 Broadway.  

Table 5-8 Preferred Location (n=242) 

 2000 Broadway 415 20th St. 1919 Webster 
St. 

No Preference Total 

Minority 75 18 8 23 124 
% 60% 15% 6% 19% 100% 

 
White / Non-

Minority 
77 13 6 22 118 

% 65% 11% 5% 19% 100% 
 

Total 152 31 14 45 242 
% 63% 12% 6% 19% 100% 

*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 

A total of 12 respondents identified themselves as low-income on the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin 

Site Selection survey. This number is too small to draw statistically impactful conclusions. Additionally, the 

small sample size makes evaluation of this component ineffective.  

 

5.4 Question 3: Summary of Levels of Support 

5.4. 1 Summary of Responses by Minority Status 

Table 5-9 shows significantly fewer respondents (8%) opposed the BPD Admin HQ relocation compared to 

those who supported it (62%) with 31% of the remaining respondents as neutral. While this outreach survey 

did not use a randomized sampling methodology needed to accurately report out population-level findings, a 

higher proportion of White/non-minority respondents support the proposed relocation (65%) than minority 

respondents (59%), and a similar proportion opcode it (8%) compared to White respondents (7%). 
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Table 5-9 Summary of Responses by Minority Status (n= 242) 

 

Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose Neutral 

Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support Total 

 Minority 5 5 41 20 53 124 
% 4% 4% 33%  16% 43% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

OPPOSE 
10 

 
TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
73 

 
8% 59% 

White / Non-Minority 6 2 34 15 61 118 
% 5% 2% 29% 13% 52% 100% 

 
TOTAL 

OPPOSE 
8 

 
TOTAL 

SUPPORT 
76 

 
7% 65% 

TOTAL 11 7 75 35 114 242 
% 5% 3% 31% 14% 48% 100% 

 

TOTAL 
OPPOSE 

18 

 

TOTAL 
SUPPORT 

149  
8% 62%  

*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. 

 

5.4.2 Summary of Responses by Income Status 

A total of 12 respondents identified themselves as low-income on the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin 

Site Selection survey. This number is too small to draw statistically impactful conclusions. Additionally, the 

small sample size makes evaluation of this component ineffective.  

 

5.5 Question 4: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments) 

5.5. 1 Methodology 

As noted above, the fourth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed BPD Admin HQ 

relocation was an open-ended question that asked respondents if they had any comments on how the 

proposed relocation would impact them. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and 

grouped them into the following categories: 
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Table 5-10 Question 10 Grouping Methodology 

 Safety and Police Presence Survey respondent commented on whether or not additional 
safety features and/or police presence are needed. 

 Importance of Proximity to 
BART Station/Service 

Survey respondent indicated that location near BART 
station/service is important to consider. 

 Project Need, Funding, 
Design 

Survey respondent commented on the need and feasibility of 
the project, including resources, funding, and design elements. 

 General BART Comments Survey respondent provided general comments about BART 
operations or service. 

 No Comment  Survey respondent did not respond or responded with “no 
comment” or something similar.  

 

74 out of 264 survey respondents answered Question 4.  Table 5-11 shows the breakdown of those who chose 

to comment. 

 

5.5.2 Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status 

Table 5-11 Summary of Responses by Minority Status  

(Public Comments, n=78) 

 

Safety 
and 

Police 
Presence 

Importance of 
Proximity to 

BART 
Station/Service 

Project 
Need, 

Funding
, Design 

General BART 
Comments Total 

Minority 8 8 15 1 32 
% 25% 25% 47% 3% 100% 

White/Non-Minority 10 10 13 1 34 
% 29% 29% 38% 3% 100% 

Unknown 4  4  8 
% 50%  50%  100% 

TOTAL 22 18 32 2 74 
% 30%  24% 43% 3% 100% 

*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. 
**Unknown respondents were those who elected not to answer the question pertaining to race/ethnic identification.  
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Table 5-11 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the relocation, the 

largest proportions indicated the project’s justification, funding, and design were aspects they wanted more 

information about (43%) or they provided remarks pertaining to how safety and police presence would be 

affected by the project (30%). An additional 24% mentioned the potential locations proximity to BART stations 

and services, while only 3% provided general comments about BART. White respondents were slightly more 

likely to provide remarks about safety and police presence (29%) as well as BART station/services proximity 

comments (29%).  

5.5.3 Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status 

A total of 12 respondents identified themselves as low-income on the BART Police Department (BPD) Admin 

Site Selection survey. This number is too small to draw statistically impactful conclusions. The small sample size 

makes evaluation of this component ineffective.  

 

5.6 Question 4: Public Comments 

The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed BART Police Department (BPD) 

Admin facilities by level of support from protected population respondents. Appendix PP-B contains all 

comments received. 

5.6.1 Oppose 

Minority Respondents or Low-Income Respondents 

• If they are near prominent areas, the public who are impacted should have some form of benefits. 
Free youth wifi onsite, free community events, mental health support, etc. 

• This feels like a waste of taxpayer money when BART is already having financial challenges. Stop 
pushing an unnecessary vanity project and patrol the trains. 

• A cheaper location would be best, considering how Bart continues to increase fares. Wouldn’t want 
to force commuters to pay for an out of budget building lease. 

• Prefer location to be furthest from station to reduce impact of construction of parking spaces on 
passengers. 

• Only the 2000 Broadway location has enough parking for department vehicles and employee 
vehicles. Although any building bordering Broadway is a poor choice due to protests, parades or 
other events on Broadway. Access to the building, even from the back, will be nearly impossible 
under those circumstances. At the two other locations employees would be forced to pay to park 
on the streets or a nearby parking lot. Not conducive for employees that work swing shift that may 
have to go and move their vehicles into the parking lot once enough people go home. Certainly not 
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enough parking for a special event for employees and extra department vehicles. Dept vehicles will 
take up street parking for blocks. The parking lots at any of the buildings need to be secure enough 
for civilian employees to be safe to report to work for midnight shift (2000 or 2200) or get off work 
at 2200/0000 hours. Unsafe conditions or difficult parking conditions could affect future recruitment 
for those positions. Back up power would be needed at any location. 

• For Oakland in general there’s barely any parking. Concord seems like a decent place. 

Non-Minority or Not Low-Income Respondents 

• I don't think BART should move at this time. You are already in a deficit. Relocating should not be a 
priority. However, it's presented as though you have made a decision to move. Any location should 
include parking for the public. 

• BART police should not waste taxpayer money on real estate, and should choose the most 
economical option instead of pretending that public art will change the public’s perception of their 
practices targeting low income people on public transit. 

• These locations are likely to be more costly than other locations in the Bay Area. 
• I do not believe increased police presence contributes to public safety. 
• I generally dislike police and am concerned that any additional police presence in uptown or 

downtown Oakland will result in a threat to unhoused people's safety, the safety of Black 
community members, and the safety of people experiencing psychiatric episodes. 

• BART Police headquarters should be located at West Oakland where officers can more easily board 
trains bound for San Francisco, instead of 19th St, which has 1/2 has many trains that go to SF. 

5.6.3 Support 

Minority Respondents or Low-Income Respondents 

• Ideally, the selection of any of these three (3) sites will result in job creation or increased business 
activity in the area. 

• Consider the future in your site selection. Going green is not only good for the environment, but also 
for budgets as well.  What's the feasibility of landlord installing solar panels? Is there space to 
incorporate EV charges for BPD or POV vehicles? Is the location bike friendly for BPD staff and the 
public? 

• Is there a reason why BART Police HQ needs a dedicated parking lot in downtown Oakland?  It 
seems like a poor use of land to prevent redevelopment of a surface parking lot for the duration of 
the lease (10-25 years?). Could BART PD rely on existing underground parking or parking structures 
nearby?  Also, I hope that parking is only provided for department owned vehicles and not for staff 
parking.  Employees should be encouraged to take transit to work or to pay for parking vs. providing 
free parking to employees. 
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• Increased, visible police presence in Uptown will at least make people here feel safer.  Hopefully 
deter crime, which appears out of control. 

• I have a direct view of 1919 Webster. However, I’m concerned about it changing the atmosphere of 
the blocks on Webster between 20th and 17th. They are actually quiet and free of a lot of foot traffic 
on weekends. I feel the police station may bring more negative activity. I use 19th BART and 
welcome you wherever you end up. That’s my two cents. Stay safe and thank you for your service. 

• Need more police presence at downtown Oakland stations. 
• I prefer that it's closest to BART Head Quarters. 
• I appreciate that BART police will be able to commute to work via BART. BART Police Officers should 

also be BART riders. 

Non-Minority or Not Low-Income Respondents 

• The 2000 Broadway location seems the best on paper - but do we want another police station on 
Broadway (look at OPDs further down Broadway). It is something to consider, it would be located 
directly across from late night entertainment venues. I think one block removed from the main street 
would be preferable in my opinion. 

• Is there a building that would work in the middle of 12th and 19th street BART? The three proposed 
locations are north of 19th Street. Maybe moving south a few blocks would allow police to cover more 
stations. 

• A more secure and accessible employee parking area needs to be addressed. Employees who work 
evening hours are forced to walk to the parking lot under the freeway during the night, which is unsafe. 
The parking area should be staffed with security personnel or a gate to limit access to unauthorized 
individuals. A gym or weight room should also be considered with showers and locker room. With 
employees working different hours, it would be beneficial to have a work out room without having to 
deal with driving to a gym after or before work. 

• 19th St. Oakland is such an important station and I use it all the time. There is frequent fare evasion, 
foul behavior including rants of insults, drug abuse in the station, littering, begging, and more. You 
need a much stronger police presence in and around the station. 

• This area has serious safety issues, and the police should be located where the greatest need exists 
for public safety. City officials should know this and make the necessary decisions. 

• Yes, the reason I strongly support to have BART Police Admin HQ is for safety issue. I have fear 
travelling and taking BART daily especially at night and weekends where there's limited crowds around. 
I hope you highly considering the idea that’s why maybe you are doing this survey.  

• 2000 Broadway seems best for a lot of reasons, including proximity to a system entrance and existing 
parking. 415 20th is a good site for future transit-oriented development so it shouldn't be taken for 
BART Police. I'm not familiar with the other site. 
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• The 2000 Broadway location is about as close to a BART station as you can get, and Oakland is the 
heart of the BART system so it seems fitting that BART PD HQ would be right next to 19th Street BART 
station in Uptown Oakland. This location also has the most parking, and would be very convenient for 
anyone from the public who wanted to visit BART PD. 

• The Broadway location makes a lot of sense, given the close proximity to BART and the 19th Street 
entrances. 

5.6.4 General Comments on BART 

Minority Respondents or Low-Income Respondents 

• I think this is a great push forward this will really help to enhance the BART experience. 

Non-Minority or Not Low-Income Respondents 

• Whatever helps them deploy to trains better. 

5.6.5 No Comment 

There were 190 respondents that elected not to provide a comment or simply wrote “no comment” or 

something similar.  

 

5.7 Comments Summary 

The majority of respondents support the potential relocation of BPD Admin HQ and cited project need, funding, 

design, safety, police presence, and importance of proximity to BART stations/services. If the proposed project 

moves forward, respondents are in favor of the project and want more information about the details of the 

project overall.  
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Appendix PP-A: BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection 
Survey 
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Appendix PP-B: Public Comments 
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ResponseId Level of Support Comment/Remark Minority Status 

R_1nPJ0jtaj5oQ4dq Strongly Oppose 

Only the 2000 Broadway location has enough 
parking for department vehicles and 
employee vehicles. Although any building 
bordering Broadway is a poor choice due to 
protests, parades or other events on 
Broadway. Access to the building, even from 
the back will be nearly impossible under 
those circumstances.  
 
At the two other locations employees would 
be forced to pay to park on the streets or a 
nearby parking lot. Not conducive for 
employees that work swingshift that may 
have to go and move their vehicles into the 
parking lot once enough people go home. 
Certainly not enough parking for a special 
event for employees and extra department 
vehicles. Dept vehicles will take up street 
parking for blocks. 
The parking lots at any of the buildings need 
to be secure enough for civilian employees to 
be safe to report to work for midnight shift 
(2000 or 2200) or get off work at 2200/0000 
hours. Unsafe conditions or difficult parking 
conditions could affect future recruitment for 
those positions. 
Back up power would be needed at any 
location. Minority 

R_2vkKqgE8b2nw1Mv Strongly Oppose Should be nowhere 
Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_307EC4OH6N5d4Cv Strongly Oppose 

Prefer location to be furthest from station to 
reduce impact of construction of parking 
spaces on passengers Minority 

R_3Eb9a1bv1q2sIfB Strongly Oppose 
For Oakland in general there’s barely any 
parking. Concord seems like a decent place. Minority 

R_3I9KmHkVHKPoyMI Strongly Oppose 

I don't think BART should move at this time. 
You are already in a deficit. Relocating should 
not be a priority. However, it's presented as 
though you have made a decision to move. 
Any location should include parking for the 
public. No response 



BART POLICE DEPARTMENT HEADQUARTERS TITLE VI SITING ANALYSIS 

 

54 | B P D  A d m i n  H Q  T i t l e  V I  S i t i n g  A n a l y s i s  
 

R_3kH54iWcTWLTlDR Strongly Oppose 

BART police should not waste taxpayer 
money on real estate, and should choose the 
most economical option instead of 
pretending that public art will change the 
public’s perception of their practices targeting 
low income people on public transit. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3KHg4r52zMb7rkL Strongly Oppose 
I do not believe increased police presence 
contributes to public safety. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3ptdLGunKojbC31 Strongly Oppose 

I generally dislike police and am concerned 
that any additional police presence in uptown 
or downtown Oakland will result in a threat 
tounhoused people's safety, the safety of 
Black community members, and the safety of 
people experiencing psychiatric episodes. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_PNDjrmQggJxsejv Strongly Oppose 

We need more backstory on why this is 
important. Why do they need 
another/different HQ? Minority 

R_1kLAemFNf8MLGH2 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

These locations are likely to be more costly 
than other locations in the Bay Area. Minority 

R_22R2LFlFtDgSqRE 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

If they are near prominent areas , the public 
who are impacted should have some form of 
benefits. Free youth wifi onsite, free 
community events, mental health support, 
etc. Minority 

R_2Qy1n1rkNWSFHNW 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

This feels like a waste of taxpayer money 
when BART is already having financial 
challenges. Stop pushing an unnecessary 
vanity project and patrol the trains Minority 

R_2WSYNd7BVHp0mkE 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

BART Police headquarters should be located 
at West Oakland where officers can more 
easily board trains bound for San Francisco, 
instead of 19th St, which has 1/2 has many 
trains that go to SF. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_VKHY4OleAflX7IB 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

A cheaper location would be best, considering 
how Bart continues to increase fares. 
Wouldnt want to force commuters to pay for 
an out of budget building lease. Minority 

R_1DTQ91OWHlcGME2 Neutral 

Having cops on cars and patrolling stations 
and lots is much more important than moving 
offices. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1eCAPnNjxKOUpQW Neutral 
Why do you have to move from your current 
head quarters near Lake Merritt BART? 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1FgZ4LxGn3blGmt Neutral 
There should be more BART facilities located 
in San Francisco. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_1gFSmvB2AdUA8xb Neutral #REF! Minority 
R_1H8EP3w1Gozx1Vs Neutral #REF! Minority 
R_1IQNJquLnm4kFe3 Neutral Need extra parking spaces. Minority 

R_1JOD5NHPsCHHC1k Neutral 

All three proposed locations are in close 
proximity to the 19th street station and could 
be accessed by ADA persons. I think the new 
PD station should be developed with a focus 
on necessary functionalities and economy. 
How many parking spaces are needed on a 
regular basis? Do all PD need to drive cars to 
attend a meeting five times a year, or can 
they simply ride BART and walk, since the 
office locations are all in walking distance? Do 
the police need a separate entrance or can 
they ride with the public on an elevator as 
they do on the daily during their beat within 
the stations? 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1mOBgjtLtaJpING Neutral 

They should have a secure parking lot for 
employees and visitors.  
Why do they need art? 
Why do they need a big lobby? 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1nYYTv9I792au0K Neutral 

Oakland is riddled with crime. It might be 
good to have police presence - even if it's 
BART police presence - to deter crime and 
bring around the revival of Uptown. 
Personally though, it does not bother me 
since I don't live in the area. Minority 

R_21HYOMG3f0hWioY Neutral 
Use of a parking lot could prevent the 
development of the lot as a building 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_22lb3mHxM9H4LCt Neutral 

BART has experienced facilities staff, a long 
list of development work that needs to 
happen for affordable housing on BART land, 
and limited amounts of time. 
 
I would prefer for BART staff to use their 
expertise to choose an appropriate site 
instead of spending lots of time on a 
community outreach process that may 
privilege NIMBY voices or have other flaws for 
any number of reasons. Time spent on 
community outreach is time that would be 
better spent developing sites for affordable 
housing. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_25A5xc6qRydqysB Neutral 

Make sure you have a good reason for 
moving it. Changes like this cost a lot of 
money, so this move would need to have a 
measurable improvement for the average 
Bart rider and low impact or positive impact 
in the area you move into 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_28M5WZxUNu981Ge Neutral 
provide reason for leaving the 101 8th St. 
location Minority 

R_2a9RnjuxKMLeG5U Neutral 

Honestly, my vote in favor for the 2000 
Broadway location is because of how barren 
that street is now. It would be important to 
me to see that block used better, regardless 
by BPD HQ or otherwise, but it’s be important 
to me that space is used in a way that 
beautifies the area, and makes it feel safer 
and more desirable to walk Minority 

R_2Bsa0IoKBHbR9WQ Neutral 
Unsure if MacArthur BART would be more 
beneficial. Minority 

R_2qaVf65UMfWGfUw Neutral 

Please save money for actual police proper 
function! 
I’m having impression that you are wasting 
money on the trivial stuffs. Your current 
location seems can still adequately work. I 
don’t see the compelling reason to move. Minority 

R_3CVFcHWdh9D1NvD Neutral 

You need to have officers be more visible. The 
only time you see an officer is when there is 
trouble. Get them out of their cars and walk 
on the trains and bart property. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3ilEpant31TkeWo Neutral 

Let's have BART (and all) police actually do 
good for the community. No need to harass 
people, but work towards helping. And yes, 
that does include stopping crimes in progress 
instead of hiding in cars or offices. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3iznqgRv1sug0Yj Neutral 

None of these locations are ideal. However, 
1919 Webster allows for a more central 
deployment of resources to all Oakland 
stations. Minority 

R_3JJioKC39TbL7q2 Neutral 

The cheapest option should be chosen. I fail 
to see the need for public art in the lobby of 
any police HQ. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3Mxpt9fNqirJkio Neutral 
What’s the cost and timeline? Is this the best 
use of $$? 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_8lb0b5zj9wdRGc9 Neutral 

One location has to keep in mind access when 
the buildings roads all collapsing blocking 
roads No response 

R_BXjKDuCZ2aqfZzH Neutral 

I'd prefer a less visible/notable building. I 
think the Franklin St. location is just a little 
more "tucked away" and less prominent than 
it would on Broadway. I want staff to have a 
decent place to work. Minority 

R_sh6Dj1FjKHylhtv Neutral 

It has to be in very close proximity to BART 
station. Close to Lake Merritt station will be 
better. Minority 

R_1dhPnjvbQDXvxLu 
Somewhat 
Support 

Is there a reason why BART Police HQ needs a 
dedicated parking lot in downtown Oakland?  
It seems like a poor use of land to prevent 
redevelopment of a surface parking lot for the 
duration of the lease (10-25 years?). 
 
Could BART PD rely on existing underground 
parking or parking structures nearby?  Also, I 
hope that parking is only provided for 
department owned vehicles and not for staff 
parking.  Employees should be encouraged to 
take transit to work or to pay for parking vs. 
providing free parking to employees. Minority 

R_1DJaBHCKdf5lKoz 
Somewhat 
Support 

Closest to a BART station makes the most 
sense to me 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1FG1oRW8hnQWIfd 
Somewhat 
Support 

The 2000 Broadway location seems the best 
on paper - but do we want another police 
station on Broadway (look at OPDs further 
down Broadway). It is something to consider, 
it would be located directly across from late 
night entertainment venues. I think one block 
removed from the main street would be 
preferable in my opinion. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_2qdSdWYPaJwYipQ 
Somewhat 
Support 

I appreciate that BART police will be able to 
commute to work via BART. BART Police 
Officers should also be BART riders Minority 

R_2vZntamx8vfZwMJ 
Somewhat 
Support whatever helps them deploy to trains better 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_336ZtYOjHyWk6n9 
Somewhat 
Support 

2000 Broadway seems best for a lot of 
reasons, including proximity to a system 
entrance and existing parking. 415 20th is a 
good site for future transit-oriented 
development so it shouldn't be taken for 
BART Police. I'm not familiar with the other 
site. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_41vepMub1K9KxIR 
Somewhat 
Support 

If it allows Bart to hire and retain employees, 
then I would say that these potential 
locations would be a good thing and can 
support. Minority 

R_ezjvP19UmlCtVdv 
Somewhat 
Support 

I think it’s not really something the public 
needs to have a big voice in. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_0lxAlJ9WXZIaabv Strongly Support 

A more secure and accessible employee 
parking area needs to be addressed. 
Employees who work evening hours are 
forced to walk to the parking lot under the 
freeway during the night , which is unsafe. 
The parking area should be staffed with 
security personnel or a gate to limit access to 
unauthorized individuals. A gym or weight 
room should also be considered with showers 
and locker room. With employees working 
different hours, it would be beneficial to have 
a work out room without having to deal with 
driving to a gym after or before work. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1BOYiEkidlpLA1J Strongly Support 

Increased, visible police presence in Uptown 
will at least make people here feel safer.  
Hopefully deter crime, which appears out of 
control. Minority 

R_1DHHGDPzjY56wOD Strongly Support 
I perfer that it's closest to BART Head 
Quarters Minority 

R_1JJWQ2HnetPqrTZ Strongly Support 

Is there a building that would work in the 
middle of 12th and 19th street bart. 
 
The three proposed locations are north of 
19th street. Maybe moving south a few blocks 
would allow police to cover more stations 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_1k1tB1Gimp3Bybl Strongly Support 

The closer to the station the better.  We need 
more police presents to help take back 
control of bad-actors. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_1nPJ0jtaj5oQ4dq Strongly Oppose 

Only the 2000 Broadway location has enough 
parking for department vehicles and 
employee vehicles. Although any building 
bordering Broadway is a poor choice due to 
protests, parades or other events on 
Broadway. Access to the building, even from 
the back will be nearly impossible under 
those circumstances.  
 
At the two other locations employees would 
be forced to pay to park on the streets or a 
nearby parking lot. Not conducive for 
employees that work swingshift that may 
have to go and move their vehicles into the 
parking lot once enough people go home. 
Certainly not enough parking for a special 
event for employees and extra department 
vehicles. Dept vehicles will take up street 
parking for blocks. 
The parking lots at any of the buildings need 
to be secure enough for civilian employees to 
be safe to report to work for midnight shift 
(2000 or 2200) or get off work at 2200/0000 
hours. Unsafe conditions or difficult parking 
conditions could affect future recruitment for 
those positions. 
Back up power would be needed at any 
location. Minority 

R_277Q7U7S3nLI6jS Strongly Support 

Make sure there is easy and open access to 
the public. Maintain police presence 
throughout the neighborhood No response 

R_2QWdzcRgnf6xg1e Strongly Support 

Consider the future in your site selection. 
Going green is not only good for the 
environment, but also for budgets as well.  
What's the feasibility of landlord installing 
solar panels? Is there space to incorporate EV 
charges for BPD or POV vehicles? Is the 
location bike friendly for BPD staff and the 
public? Minority 

R_2qwVTtjcEmmSe5E Strongly Support 

19th St. Oakland is such an important station 
and I use it all the time. There is frequent fare 
evasion, foul behavior including rants of 
insults, drug abuse in the station, littering, 
begging, and more. You need a much stronger 
police presence in and around the station. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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R_2sbaUvvKccJC7Iu Strongly Support 
This new facility should be welcoming for the 
public. No response 

R_2sRTSd8Qf6dVWHz Strongly Support 

I have a direct view of 1919 Webster. 
However, Im concerned about it changing the 
atmosphere of the blocks on webster 
between 20th and 17th. They are actually 
quiet and free of a lot of foot traffic on 
weekends. I feel the police station may bring 
more negative activity.I use 19th Bart and 
welcome you wherever you end up. That’s my 
two cents. Stay safe and thank you for your 
service. Minority 

R_2vkKqgE8b2nw1Mv Strongly Oppose Should be nowhere 
Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_2YEdXmfDpnf9Zz7 Strongly Support 
No comments. Safety of passengers is of most 
importance Minority 

R_307EC4OH6N5d4Cv Strongly Oppose 

Prefer location to be furthest from station to 
reduce impact of construction of parking 
spaces on passengers Minority 

R_3CZQ9ZyXQxRo1dh Strongly Support 

This area has serious safety issues and the 
police should be located where the greatest 
need exists for public safety. City officials 
should know this and make the necessary 
decisions. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3Eb9a1bv1q2sIfB Strongly Oppose 
For Oakland in general there’s barely any 
parking. Concord seems like a decent place. Minority 

R_3htIlblOCdVVem7 Strongly Support 
Need more police presence at downtown 
Oakland stations Minority 

R_3I9KmHkVHKPoyMI Strongly Oppose 

I don't think BART should move at this time. 
You are already in a deficit. Relocating should 
not be a priority. However, it's presented as 
though you have made a decision to move. 
Any location should include parking for the 
public. No response 

R_3I9RqFjkWGnWQCy Strongly Support Centerly located near BART stations 
Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3IRmZadWSFToGgr Strongly Support 
At any location, they should be as visible as 
possible. No response 

R_3IYqKSY5tjjqLdl Strongly Support 

Ideally, the selection of any of these three (3) 
sites will result in job creation or increased 
business activity in the area. Minority 

R_3j0uXqA5iJ5ZbiO Strongly Support 
I think this is a great push forward this will 
really help to enhance the Bart experience Minority 
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R_3kH54iWcTWLTlDR Strongly Oppose 

BART police should not waste taxpayer 
money on real estate, and should choose the 
most economical option instead of 
pretending that public art will change the 
public’s perception of their practices targeting 
low income people on public transit. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3KHg4r52zMb7rkL Strongly Oppose 
I do not believe increased police presence 
contributes to public safety. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3kn7elX2i478iOa Strongly Support 

I support having BART Police Department 
Administrative Headquarters accessible at  
any of the three locations proposed near the 
downtown Oakland BART Station because all 
of these locations would increase the security 
of the station and the surrounding 
neighborhood. I have a slight preference for 
the one that has the community room under 
direct monitoring of BART police but only if it 
provides sufficient parking for the police. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3NyVBLYu5p8GQtO Strongly Support More police closer to the system. Minority 

R_3Oe9CCHDU0fWuUQ Strongly Support 

The 2000 Broadway location is about as close 
to a BART station as you can get, and Oakland 
is the heart of the BART system so it seems 
fitting that BART PD HQ would be right next 
to 19th Street BART station in Uptown 
Oakland. This location also has the most 
parking, and would be very convenient for 
anyone from the public who wanted to visit 
BART PD. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3ptdLGunKojbC31 Strongly Oppose 

I generally dislike police and am concerned 
that any additional police presence in uptown 
or downtown Oakland will result in a threat 
tounhoused people's safety, the safety of 
Black community members, and the safety of 
people experiencing psychiatric episodes. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_3rZlOTxgWmAMu3e Strongly Support Bring crime and fare evaders down Minority 

R_51kyEs54nFc7GUx Strongly Support 

Yes, the reason I strongly support to have 
BART Police Admin HQ is for safety issue. I 
have fear travelling and taking BART daily 
especially at night and weekends where 
there's limoted crowds around.  
 
I hope you highly considering the idea thats 
why maybe you are doing this survey. 🙏🙏🙏🙏 No response 

R_dhGAj22jn8xyxrP Strongly Support 
I do support BPDA in DT Oakland, and want it 
to be more community based. Minority 
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R_e5naWnwUqLRlPyN Strongly Support 

The Broadway location makes a lot of sense, 
given the close proximity to BART and the 
19th Street entrances. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_ezfo7uuYPsQzdbX Strongly Support 
Seems like it would be advantageous to be 
located close to BHQ 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_OedC2LbkI10LMhX Strongly Support 
Don't waste money on unnecessary facilities. 
Focus on what is required for public safety. No response 

R_OyhBAJQwzDpyFah Strongly Support 

Just strong about having a location near the 
19th street Bart station to help with 
downtown businesses and working people 
commuting. Minority 

R_PNDjrmQggJxsejv Strongly Oppose 

We need more backstory on why this is 
important. Why do they need 
another/different HQ? Minority 

R_tXJJkZLamej4JVL Strongly Support Just make the effective & fast to respond. 
Non-minority (white 
alone) 

R_vNdQmUKDJiWXELT Strongly Support 

Whatever offers the best access for Bart 
officers to get to trains and stations. Also feel 
that community development and access are 
important. 

Non-minority (white 
alone) 
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Appendix PP-C: BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection 
Survey Flyer  
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Appendix PP-D: Multilingual Newspaper Ads 
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Appendix PP-E: BART News Announcement 
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The following link navigates to the BART News Announcement for this survey: 

 

BART Police Department (BPD) Admin HQ Site Selection Survey News Announcement 

 

https://www.bart.gov/news/articles/2023/news20230814
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Appendix 6. Title VI Program Update -Board Approval 

Minutes 

Link to the January 8, 2026 Board Meeting materials including the signed Executive Decision Document 
can be found here: 
https://bart.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx



[    ] [    ] [    ] [    ]

EXECUTIVE DECISION DOCUMENT 

GENERAL MANAGER APPROVAL: GENERAL MANAGER ACTION REQ'D: 

DATE: 12/1/2025 BOARD INITIATED ITEM: No

Originator/Prepared by: Sharlana

Anthony

Dept: Office of Civil Rights

Signature/Date:

General Counsel Chief Financial Officer District Secretary BARC

Title VI Triennial Report to the Federal Transit Administration

PURPOSE: 

To request Board approval of the District’s Title VI Civil Rights Program 2025 Triennial
Update. 

DISCUSSION: 

BART, as a recipient of federal funding, is required by the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Act) and its related
regulations. Pursuant to FTA Title VI Circular 4702.1B Title VI Requirements and Guidelines
for Federal Transit Administration Recipients, effective October 2012 (Circular), BART is
required to submit a Title VI Civil Rights Program (Title VI Program) to the FTA once every
three years. The Title VI Program must be approved by the Board prior to submission to the
FTA on February 1, 2026. The 2025 Title VI Civil Rights Program includes BART’s Title VI
compliance efforts during the reporting period, January 1, 2023 to December 31, 2025, and
sets forth BART’s Title VI program for the next three years 2026-2028. The 2022 Title VI
triennial was approved by the FTA on January 12, 2023. The Board will be approving
BART’s 2023 –2025 Title VI Program activities and reaffirm the Title VI program for future
2025-2028 review period.

 

Requirements and Guidelines:

 
  

12/23/2025

X

12/23/2025 12/23/2025 12/26/2025

12/29/2025

12/29/2025

X

 



BART’s Title VI Program consists of the following general compliance requirements and
guidelines:

Notification to Beneficiaries of Protection under Title VI
Title VI Complaint Procedures and Complaint Form
Recording and Reporting of Title VI Investigations, Complaints, and Lawsuits
Promoting Inclusive Public Participation
Providing Meaningful Access to LEP Persons
Minority Representation on Planning and Advisory Bodies
Assisting and Monitoring Subrecipients
Determination of Site or Location of Facilities

The Circular also requires that all fixed route transit providers, such as BART, comply with
the following requirements:

System-Wide Service Standards and Policies
Transit Service Monitoring
Collection and Reporting of Demographic Data
Major Service Change Policy
Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy
Equity Analysis of Service and Fare Changes

 

Title VI Compliance Efforts (1/1/23 – 12/31/25)

In addition to the requirements and guidelines listed above, the Circular requires that the
Board approve the District's Title VI related policies, service and fare equity analyses, and
transit service monitoring. These documents demonstrate BART’s Title VI compliance
during the Program’s reporting period.

 

Title VI Service and Fare Equity Analysis:

BART must conduct an equity analysis for any Fare Change or Major Service Change to
determine if the proposed change will have a disparate impact on minority populations or a
disproportionate burden on low-income populations. The table below summarizes the Fare
and Service equity analyses conducted during this reporting period.

 

The results of the following equity analyses found mitigable disparate impacts or
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disproportionate burdens on minority or low-income populations.

CPI Fare Increase. These two fare increases together served as the second-to-last in
BART’s third series of productivity-adjusted inflation-based fare increases. The
proposed fare increases help fares keep pace with inflation, generating revenue that
supports BART operations as well as BART’s capital reinvestment projects.
Clipper Start Discount Increase.  To leverage the early successes of the pilot and
enhance its impact, BART proposed to increase its per-trip discount from 20% to 50%
off of the Clipper Adult fare for qualified riders.
Parking Policy Update.  Based on capacity at each station, BART sets parking prices
within a range. The 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. The policy also included a request to extend the
hours BART may charge for parking from 3:00 pm until 6:00 pm and Saturdays or
Sundays.
Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfers.  The Clipper BayPass provides
an opportunity for Universities, Colleges, Affordable Housing entities, and other
organizations to offer transit passes to students, residents, and employees. These
entities purchase transit passes for their stakeholders and those riders can enjoy free
access to all bus, rail, and ferry services in the nine (9) county area, except Muni cable
cars.  The Free & Discounted Transfer Program offers a more seamless experience for
riders. When making a trip that requires transferring between transit agencies, riders
using Clipper will pay the full fare for just the first agency. Transfer trips made between
agencies in the two hours following their first Clipper card tag will be free or
discounted up to the maximum local fare.

 

Monitoring Transit Service

Staff seeks Board approval of the Service Monitoring results, included in the Title VI
Program. As a fixed route transit provider, BART is required to monitor the performance of
its transit system relative to its adopted system-wide Service Standards and Policies every
three years. BART’s transit service in the 2025 Title VI Program was monitored based on
the standards adopted by the Board in BART’s 2016 Title VI Program.

 

The Service Standards Monitoring Results are divided into four sections: Vehicle Load,
Vehicle Headway, On-time Performance, and Service Availability. The Service Policies
Monitoring Results are divided into two sections: Distribution of Transit Amenities and
Vehicle Assignment.  For all categories except Transit Amenities, BART’s Disparate
Impact/Disproportionate Burden (DI/DB) Policy threshold is used as guidance in applying a
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5% threshold for assessment of these System-wide Standards and Policies.  Transit
Amenities are to be distributed equitably, generally in proportion to station ridership and as a
function of location (urban/suburban) and station design. Applying this methodology and
threshold to an assessment of BART’s system-wide Service Standards and Policies, there is
a positive statistical difference in the service monitoring which resulted in more than a 5%
change.  The policy requires an acknowledgement of all disparate impacts in the levels of
service BART provides to minority communities, even if they are statistically positive. All
lines received scheduled service which matched BART’s Peak and Off-Peak Headway
standards. Passenger loading on minority lines relative to non-minority lines are lower during
weekdays and weekends. While train lengths are shorter on minority lines compared to non-
minority lines, both weekday and weekend service provide more service per passenger to
minority lines as shown by the greater negative percent difference in passengers per service
than base train length between minority and non-minority service.  

 

Title VI Policies:

There are no new policies proposed for the following three years, 2026-2029.

Prior policies were developed for each of the following service indicators: i) Distribution of
Transit Amenities and ii) Vehicle Assignment to address how service is distributed across the
BART system. Previously, the Board approved BART’s Title VI Service Standards and
Policies on January 9, 2014. The Prior Service Standards and Policies include:

Vehicle Load: Increasing Peak Load level from 100 passengers per car (PPC) to 115
PPC and Off Peak from 63 PPC to 80 PPC.
On-time Performance: Amending the Train On-Time performance goal (set in the
current operating budget) to 94% and Customer On-Time performance goal to 96%.

 

Environmental Justice:

At the Board’s request, staff reviewed service monitoring results for low-income populations
and found mitigatable disproportionate burden in the levels of service BART provides to
low-income communities.

 

Community Input:

To seek input on this report, contents of the 2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update were
shared with BART’s Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Title VI & Environmental Justice

Title VI Triennial Report to the Federal Transit Administration

  



Advisory Committee at its joint December 19, 2025 meeting. Additionally, the program was
shared with BART’s Accessibility Task Force to seek input and review the Title VI
complaint protections afforded that community. The Committees provided comments and
asked follow-up questions but concurred with the contents of the Program. 

 

Staff seeks Board approval of the 2025 Title VI Civil Rights Triennial Program Update.  A
complete copy has been made available to the Board for review.

FISCAL IMPACT: 

 

 Approving the Title VI Civil Rights Program 2025 Triennial Update would allow the District
to maintain its eligibility for federal funding. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

Do not approve the Title VI Civil Rights Program 2025 Triennial Update, resulting in the
District being non-complaint with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its related
regulations and potential loss of federal funding.

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Approval of the following motion.

MOTION: 

 

The Board of Directors approve the District’s Title VI Civil Rights Program 2025 Triennial
Update.

Title VI Triennial Report to the Federal Transit Administration

  



Title VI Triennial Report to the Federal Transit Administration
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688, Oakland, CA 94604-2688 

 
Board of Directors 

Minutes of the 1,698th Meeting 
January 9, 2014 

 
A regular meeting of the Board of Directors was held January 9, 2014, convening at 9:01 a.m. in 
the Board Room, 344 20th Street, Oakland, California.  President Keller presided; Kenneth A. 
Duron, District Secretary. 
 
Directors present: Directors Fang, Keller, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Saltzman, and 

Radulovich. 
 
                 Absent: None.  Directors Raburn and Blalock arrived later. 
 
President Keller brought Introduction of Special Guests before the Board, and welcomed and 
introduced Mr. Jeffrey Upton, the Grand Prize Winner of the $1000 “Take BART Holiday 
Shopping Sweepstake” sponsored by Westfield San Francisco Center.  
 
Mr. Upton addressed the Board. 
 
Director Blalock entered the meeting. 
 
Director Mallett requested that Item 2.A. 2014 Standing Committee and Special Appointment be 
removed from Consent Calendar 
 
Director McPartland requested that Item 2.E. Award of Contract No. 79HA-110, Coliseum 
Station Security Fence be removed from the Consent Calendar. 
 
Consent Calendar items brought before the Board were: 
 

1. Approval of Minutes of the Meetings of December 5, 2013 (Special), and 
December 5, 2013 (Regular). 

 
2. Agreement No. 6M4269A, with Nor-Cal Moving Services, for On-Call 

Moving Services at Various District Locations 
 

3. Agreement with Autodesk, Inc., for Software Enterprise License. 
 

4. Award of Contract No. 79HA-110, Coliseum Station Security Fence. 
 

Director Murray made the following motions as a unit.  Director Blalock seconded the motions, 
which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 8:  Directors Blalock, Fang, Mallett, 
McPartland Murray, Radulovich, Saltzman, and Keller.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Raburn.   

1. That the Minutes of the Meetings of December 5, 2013 (Special), and 
December 5, 2013 (Regular), be approved. 
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2. That the General Manager is authorized to award Agreement No. 
6M4269A for On-Call Moving Services to Nor-Cal Moving Services for a 
period of three (3) years for the proposed price of $138,000.00, pursuant 
to notification to be issued by the General Manager and subject to the 
District’s protest procedures.  The General Manager is further authorized 
to exercise two (2) options to extend the Agreement for one (1) year, each 
under the same terms and conditions at a cost of $47,305 and $48,610.00, 
respectively. 

3. That the General Manager is authorized to execute an Enterprise License 
Agreement with CAD Masters, Inc. for Autodesk software & support 
services in an amount of $159,000, plus applicable taxes. 

4. That the General Manager is authorized to award Contract No. 79HA-110, 
Coliseum Station Security Fences, to Crusader Fence of Vallejo, CA, for 
the total Bid price of $226,732.42, pursuant to notification to be issued by 
the General Manager, and subject to the District’s protest procedures. 

Director Raburn entered the Meeting. 

 
President Keller brought the matter of 2014 Standing Committee and Special Appointments, 
before the Board.  The item was discussed.  Director Mallett moved that the proposed Standing 
Committee and Special Appointments for 2014 be ratified.  Director Saltzman seconded the 
motion which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 9:  Directors Blalock, Fang, Mallett, 
McPartland Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman, and Keller.  Noes - 0.   

President Keller brought the matter of Award of Contract No. 15SV-110 Earthquake Safety 
Program Site Restoration at Various Locations, before the Board.  The item was discussed and 
continued to a future meeting. 

Director Saltzman, Chairperson of the Administration Committee, brought the matter of 
Agreement No. 6M4282, with Frasco, Inc., for Investigative Services for the District’s Self-
insured Workers’ Compensation Program, before the Board.  Ms. Diane Iwata, Human 
Resources Program Manager HRIS & Benefits, presented the item.  Director Mallett moved that 
the General Manager is authorized to award Agreement No. 6M4282, Investigative Services for 
the District’s self-insured Worker’s Compensation Program, to Frasco, Inc. for an amount not to 
exceed the base Proposal Price of $840,375 for the base three-year period pursuant to 
notification to be issued by the General Manager and subject to compliance with the District’s 
protest procedures.  The General Manager is also authorized to exercise Option Year 1 for an 
amount not to exceed $300,750 and Option Year 2 for an amount not to exceed $300,750.  
Director Raburn seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 9:  
Directors Blalock, Fang, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman and 
Keller.  Noes - 0.  

Director Saltzman brought the matter of Amended and Restated San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District Flexible Benefits Plan, before the Board.  Ms. Iwata presented the item.  Director 
Blalock moved adoption of Resolution No. 5242 Amended and restated Plan effective January 1, 
2014.  Director Radulovich seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous acclimation.  
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Ayes - 9:  Directors Blalock, Fang, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman 
and Keller.  Noes - 0.  

Director Saltzman brought the matter of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: District Service 
Standards and Policies, before the Board.  Mr. Wayne Wong, Department Manager, Civil Rights 
and Mr. Robert Mitroff, Manager, Fleet and Capacity Planning, presented the item.  The item 
was discussed.  Director Mallett moved that the Board of Directors adopt the proposed Title VI 
Service Standards and Policies as described in attached Exhibit A.  Director Blalock seconded 
the motion which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 9:  Directors Blalock, Fang, Mallett, 
McPartland Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman, and Keller.  Noes - 0.  

Mr. Jerry Grace addressed the Board. 

Director McPartland, Chairperson of the Engineering and Operations Committee, brought the 
matter Award of Contract No. 07EA-110, 19th Street Station Entrance Enclosure.  Mr. Paul 
Oversier, Assistant General Manager, Operations, and Mr. Tian Feng, District Architect 
presented the item.  The item was discussed.  Director Raburn moved that the General Manager 
is authorized to award Contract No. 07EA-110, 19th Street Station Entrance Enclosure, to Blocka 
Construction, Inc., for the Bid of $969,000, pursuant to notification to be issued by the General 
Manager and subject to compliance with the District’s protest procedures.  Director Murray 
seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 9:  Directors Blalock, 
Fang, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman and Keller.  Noes - 0. 
 
The following individuals addressed the Board. 
Ms. Antonnette Bryant 
Mr. Jerry Grace  

Director McPartland, Chairperson of the Engineering and Operations Committee, brought the 
matter Award of Contract No. 15IK-120, Replacement of Motorized Station Security Access 
Grilles Phase 2.  Mr. Paul Oversier, Assistant General Manager, Operations, and Mr. Mark 
Pfeiffer, Group Manager, Electrical Mechanical Engineering presented the item.  The item was 
discussed.  Director Blalock moved that the General Manager is authorized to award Contract 
No. 15IK-120 for Replacement of Motorized Station Security Access Grilles Phase 2 to Rodan 
Builders, Inc., for the bid price of $2,495,000.00, pursuant to notification to be issued by the 
General Manager and subject to compliance with the District’s protest procedures and 
Department of Homeland Security requirements related to protests.  Director Saltzman seconded 
the motion, which carried by unanimous acclimation.  Ayes - 9:  Directors Blalock, Fang, 
Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Radulovich, Saltzman and Keller.  Noes - 0. 
 
Ms. Antonette Bryant addressed the Board 
 
Director McPartland, Chairperson of the Engineering and Operations Committee, brought the 
matter of Fleet of the Future:  New Rail Car Design and Public Outreach, before the Board.  Mr. 
Paul Oversier, Assistant General Manager, Operations, Mr. Aaron Weinstein, Department 
Manager, Marketing and Research and Mr. John Garnham, Group Manager, Rail Vehicle Capital 
Program presented the item.  The item was discussed 
 
 
The following individuals addressed the Board. 
Mr. Alan Smith 
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Ms. Marilyn Wann 
Ms. Natalie Boero 
Mr. Robert Prinz 
Mr. Jerry Grace 
 
Director Fang exited the Meeting. 
 
Director Raburn, Chairperson of the Planning, Public Affairs, Access, and Legislation 
Committee, had no report. 
 
Director McPartland exited the meeting. 
 
President Keller called for the General Manager’s report.   
 
General Manager Grace Crunican reported on steps she had taken and activities and meetings she 
had participated in.  Ms. Crunican reported that she attended a meet and greet at West Oakland 
Station and a farewell celebration for VTA General Manager Michael Burns.  Mr. Crunican 
reported that the Union President’s meetings have resumed, acknowledged the BART Police for 
the food drive and Officer Retirements.  Ms. Crunican reported that the Board and Union 
Presidents will be invited to Oakland Airport Connector Tours in the future.  Ms. Crunican 
reported that she would be visiting Sacramento to meet with delegates.  Ms. Crunican reported 
that BART would be issuing free Flash passes to non-profits to attend the Martin Luther King 
Day Celebration in San Francisco, January 20, 2014.  Mr. Oversier gave a report on New Year’s 
Eve service and ridership. 
 
President Keller called for Board Member Reports and Roll Call for Introductions. 
 
Director Mallett reported that a State Legislature is interested in authoring a bill for Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) re-organization.  Mr. Mallett reported that MTC is also 
considering using Cap & Trade funds for the Fleet of the Future. 
 
Director Mallett requested the Procurement Department submit reports to the Board only when 
there is a change in Contract Activity.  Mr. Mallett requested the incorporation of route colors 
into destination announcements at platforms and on trains. 
 
Director Raburn reported that the BART Police participated in the Three (3) Wiseman event at 
Fruitvale Station giving out toys to the children. 
 
Director Saltzman requested a public presentation on Budget & Legislation. 
 
Director McPartland entered the meeting. 
 
Director Blalock reported on a City of Fremont tour of the city and Warm Springs Extension 
project to the California Secretary of Transportation, Brian Kelly. 
 
Director Raburn exited the meeting. 
 
Director Murray requests a report on the interdependency between the successful deployment of 
the new rail fleet, including expansion cars, and the proposed new train control system 
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President Keller called for Public Comment.  The following individuals addressed the Board. 
Mr. Robert S. Allen 
Mr. Jerry Grace 
 
The Board Meeting was adjourned at 12:41 p.m. 
 
 
       Kenneth A. Duron  
       District Secretary 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688, Oakland, CA 94604-2688 

 
Board of Directors 

Minutes of the 1,773rd Meeting 
October 13, 2016 

 
A regular meeting of the Board of Directors was held October 13, 2016, convening at 9:04 a.m. 
in the Board Room, 344 20th Street, Oakland, California.  President Radulovich presided; 
Kenneth A. Duron, District Secretary. 
 
Directors present: Directors Josefowitz, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and 

Radulovich. 
 

 Absent: Director Keller.  Director Blalock entered the Meeting later. 
 
Director Blalock entered the Meeting. 
 
Consent Calendar items brought before the Board were: 
           

1. Approval of Minutes of the Meeting of September 22, 2016. 
 

2. Updates to Title VI Major Service Change Policy. 
 
3. Audit of Directors’ Use of District Property for Fiscal Year 2016. 

 
4. Award of Contract No. 15TK-190, for Station Agent’s Booth Dutch Doors 

and Hardened Polycarbonate and Laminated Security Glass, Phase II. 
 

5. Award of Invitation for Bid No. 9013, Interlocking Track Components. 
 

6. Lease of Warehouse Space at 31775 Hayman Street, Hayward. 
 

7. Sale of Low Carbon Fuel Standard Credits. 
 

8. Appointment of BART Police Citizen Review Board Member. 
 
Director Saltzman requested that Item 2-C, Audit of Directors’ Use of District Property for 
Fiscal Year 2016, and Item 2-H, Appointment of BART Police Citizen Review Board Member, 
be removed from Consent Calendar. 
 
Director Mallett requested that Item 2-G, Sale of Low Carbon Fuel Standard Credits, be removed 
from Consent Calendar. 
 
Clarence Fischer addressed the Board. 
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Director Saltzman made the following motions as a unit.  Director Blalock seconded the motions, 
which carried by unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, 
McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller. 
 

1. That the Minutes of the Meeting of September 22, 2016, be approved. 
 

2. Adoption of the amended District Major Service Change Policy.  (The 
Policy is attached and hereby made a part of these Minutes.) 

 
3. That the General Manager be authorized to award Contract No. 15TK-190 

to Bullet Guard Corporation, for the Bid Price of $1,256,440.00, pursuant 
to notification to be issued by the General Manager, and subject to the 
District’s protest procedures. 

 
4. That the General Manager be authorized to award Invitation for Bid 

No. 9013, for the procurement of Interlocking Track Components, to 
Voestalpine Nortrak, of Cheyenne, Wyoming, in the amount of 
$153,397.20, including applicable sales taxes, pursuant to notification to 
be issued by the General Manager, subject to compliance with the 
District’s protest procedures and the Federal Transit Administration’s 
requirements related to protest procedures. 

 
(The foregoing motion was made on the basis of analysis by the staff and 
certification by the Controller/Treasurer that funds are available for this 
purpose.) 

 
5. That the General Manager or her designee be authorized to execute a lease 

agreement, with L.A. Specialty Produce Co., for approximately 75,328 
square feet of warehouse space at 31775 Hayman Street, Hayward, 
California, for a three year term, for a total lease amount not to exceed 
$2,161,915.00. 

 
President Radulovich brought the matter of Audit of Directors’ Use of District Property for 
Fiscal Year 2016 before the Board.  The item was briefly discussed.  Director Saltzman moved 
that the Board accept the Audit report.  Director Murray seconded the motion, which carried by 
unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, McPartland, 
Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller. 
 
President Radulovich brought the matter of Sale of Low Carbon Fuel Standard Credits before the 
Board.  Director Mallett requested additional language be incorporated into the motion, and 
moved the that the General Manager or her designee be authorized to sell Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard credits on behalf of the District, with no use of revenues from such sales to occur prior 
to allocation direction from the Board of Directors.  Director Saltzman seconded the motion, 
which carried by unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, 
McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller. 
 
President Radulovich brought the matter of Appointment of BART Police Citizen Review Board 
Member before the Board.  The item was briefly discussed.  Director McPartland moved that the 
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Board ratify the appointment of Robert Maginnis to the BART Police Citizen Review Board, to 
fill the vacancy that exists in the seat representing BART District 5, with a term that expires on 
June 30, 2018.  Director Saltzman seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous electronic 
vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, 
and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller. 
 
President Radulovich called for Public Comment.  The following individuals addressed the 
Board. 
Randall Glock 
Clarence Fischer 
 
Director Saltzman, Chairperson of the Administration Committee, brought the matter of Fiscal 
Year 2016 Year-End Budget Revision before the Board.  Mr. Robert Umbreit, Department 
Manager, Budget Department, presented the item.  The item was discussed.  Director Murray 
moved adoption of Resolution No. 5329, In the Matter of Amending Resolution No. 5296 
regarding Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Budget.  Director Blalock seconded the motion, which 
carried by unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, 
McPartland, Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller. 
 
Director Saltzman brought the matter of Open Data Policy before the Board.  Mr. Timothy 
Moore, Supervisor, Business Systems Operations, presented the item.  The item was discussed. 
 
Director McPartland, Chairperson of the Engineering and Operations Committee, brought the 
matter of Change Order to Contract No. 79HM-120, SFTS MB, with Manson Construction Co. 
Inc., for Added Bolts at End Plate Splice (C.O. No. 39), before the Board.   
 
Directors Raburn and Radulovich exited the Meeting. 
 
Mr. Thomas Horton, Group Manager, Earthquake Safety Program, presented the item. Director 
Blalock moved that the General Manager be authorized to execute Change Order No. 39, Added 
Bolts at End Plate Splice, in the not-to-exceed amount of $512,000.00, to Contract No. 79HM-
120, SFTS MB, with Manson Construction Company, Inc.  Director Murray seconded the 
motion, which carried by unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 6:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, 
Mallett, McPartland, Murray, and Saltzman.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 3:  Directors Keller, Raburn, 
and Radulovich. 
 
Director McPartland brought the matter of Change Order to Power Purchase Agreement at Warm 
Springs Station, with SolarCity, for Electric Vehicle Charging Stations (C.O. No. 1), before the 
Board.   
 
Director Raburn re-entered the Meeting. 
 
Ms. Holly Gordon, Sustainability Group Manager, presented the item.   
 
President Radulovich re-entered the Meeting. 
 
Director Blalock moved that the General Manager be authorized to execute Change Order No. 1, 
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations, in an amount not to exceed $578,985.00, with SolarCity.  
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Director Murray seconded the motion.  The item was discussed.  The motion carried by 
unanimous electronic vote.  Ayes – 8:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, McPartland, 
Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Absent – 1:  Director Keller.  
 
Director Raburn, Chairperson of the Planning, Public Affairs, Access, and Legislation 
Committee, brought the matter of Amendment to Late Night Bus Core Service Agreement before 
the Board.  Ms. Mariana Parreiras, Access Coordinator, Transit & Shuttles, presented the item.   
Clarence Fischer addressed the Board. 
 
The item was discussed.  Director Saltzman moved that the General Manager or her designee be 
authorized to execute an amendment to the Agreement between Alameda Contra Costa Transit 
District and the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District in Connection with the Late 
Night Bus Core Service Project.  Director Blalock seconded the motion.  Discussion continued.  
The motion carried by electronic vote.  Ayes – 7:  Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, McPartland, 
Murray, Raburn, Saltzman, and Radulovich.  Noes - 0.  Abstain – 1:  Director Mallett.  
Absent - 1:  Director Keller.  
 
Director Raburn brought the matter of 2016 Legislative Update before the Board.  Mr. Roddrick 
Lee, Department Manager, Government and Community Relations; Mr. Paul Fadelli, Legislative 
Officer; Ms. Amanda Cruz, Senior Government & Community Relations Representative; 
Mr. Tim Schott, Schott & Lites Advocates Inc.; Mr. Jim Lites, Schott & Lites; and Mr. James 
Copeland, CJ Lake, LLC, presented the item.  The item was discussed. 
 
President Radulovich called for the General Manager’s Report.  General Manager Grace 
Crunican reported on the District’s participation in the Rail~Volution conference earlier in the 
week, and she reported on steps she had taken and activities and meetings she had participated 
in, outstanding Roll Call for Introductions items, and reminded the Board of upcoming events.   
 
Mr. Carter Mau, Assistant General Manager, Administration and Budgets, announced the U.S. 
Department of Transportation had awarded a Mobility on Demand grant to the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, the District, and Scoop to set up a real time carpooling program.  
 
President Radulovich called for the Quarterly Report of the Office of the Independent Police 
Auditor.  Mr. Russell Bloom, Independent Police Auditor, presented the report.   
 
President Radulovich called for Board Member Reports and Roll Call for Introductions. 
 
Director Raburn reported he had attended the Rail~Volution conference. 
 
Director Raburn requested a report on the status and strategy to acquire the Union Pacific 
Railroad right of way.  Director Josefowitz seconded the request. 
 
Director Raburn requested a report on automatic fare collection modifications currently 
underway by Clipper®, including impacts on availability, re-boot time, and types of errors seen 
by Station Agents.  Director Josefowitz seconded the request. 
 
Director Saltzman reported she had attended the Rail~Volution conference and previewed an 
artwork entitled “Light Rail.” 
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Director Murray reported she had attended the Rail~Volution conference and an event at the 
Contra Costa Centre Transit Village. 
 
President Radulovich reported he had attended the Rail~Volution conference.  
 
Director Blalock reported he had attended a South Hayward BART Station Access Authority 
meeting, a Livermore extension update meeting, the Alameda County Mayors’ Conference. 
 
Director McPartland reported he had attended the Livermore extension update meeting and a 
press conference for the California Early Earthquake Warning System. 
 
Director Mallett announced that he did not agree with the recruitment of an Assistant General 
Manager of Human Resources rather than a department manager, as had been authorized in a 
previous Board action. 
 
President Radulovich called for In Memoriam, and noted that several Directors had requested the 
Meeting be adjourned in honor of Christine Apple, former District Secretary; Phillip O. 
Ormsbee, former District Secretary; and Teresa Murphy, former Assistant General Manager, 
Administration.   
 
Director McPartland requested the Meeting be adjourned in memory of the two police officers 
who had been killed in Palm Springs. 
 
President Radulovich called for Public Comment.  No comments were received. 
 
President Radulovich announced that the Board would enter into closed session under Item 11-A 
(Conference with Labor Negotiators) of the regular Meeting agenda, and that the Board would 
reconvene in open session at the conclusion of that closed session. 
 
The Board Meeting recessed at 12:20 p.m. 
 
 
 
The Board Meeting reconvened in closed session at 12:31 p.m. 
 
Directors present: Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, Raburn, 

Saltzman, and Radulovich. 
 
 Absent: Director Keller. 
 
The Board Meeting recessed at 2:11 p.m. 
 
 
 
The Board Meeting reconvened in open session at 2:12 p.m. 
 
Directors present: President Radulovich. 
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 Absent: Directors Blalock, Josefowitz, Keller, Mallett, McPartland, Murray, 

Raburn, and Saltzman. 
 
President Radulovich announced that there were no announcements to be made. 
 
The Meeting was adjourned at 2:13 p.m. in honor of Christine Apple, Phillip O. Ormsbee, Teresa 
Murphy, Jose Vega, and Lesley Zerebny. 
 
 
 
       Kenneth A. Duron  
       District Secretary 
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MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE POLICY

____________________________________________________________________________

FTA Circular 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration 
Recipients (October 2012), requires FTA grant recipients to evaluate whether planned “major 
service changes” will have a discriminatory impact. Transit operators may establish a guideline 
or threshold for what they consider to be a “major service change.” The circular goes on to suggest 
a numerical standard, such as “a change which affects 25 percent of the service hours of a route.” 
If an operator determines that a planned service change exceeds their threshold, then that service 
change must be evaluated for whether it will have a disproportionately high and adverse impact 
on minority and low income populations. Such adverse impacts must be justified based on a 
“substantial need that is in the public interest” and a demonstration that alternatives would have 
more severe adverse effects than the preferred alternatives.
____________________________________________________________________________

Definitions:

For the purpose of establishing this threshold, the following definitions shall apply:

“Transit Service” shall mean any regularly scheduled passenger service on BART’s fixed 
guideway rail systems.

“Transit Line” is defined as a “grade separated right-of-way served by BART train consists.”1 In 
BART’s specific case “Transit Line” shall mean any of the following:

Yellow Line:  Pittsburg/Bay Point to San Francisco Airport (SFO)/Millbrae

Blue Line:  Dublin/Pleasanton to Daly City

Orange Line: Richmond to Fremont

Green Line:  Fremont to Daly City

Red-Line: Richmond to Millbrae

(see attached map for the locations of these lines)

                  
1 Instead of using the bus-based term “route”, BART’s “Major Service Change” Threshold is based on “Transit Lines.”
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“Major Service Change” Threshold: 

“Major Service Change” shall apply to:

(1) New Lines, Extensions, and Stations: the establishment of new Transit Lines,  Line 
Extensions (involving one or more stations) or Infill Stations, where construction of the 
project is approved (including completion of environmental review pursuant to CEQA or 
NEPA) subsequent to May 2007; or

(2) Line Length: increases or decreases of more than 25 percent in the length (in revenue 
miles) of an existing transit line; or

(3) Service Levels (Amount of Service Operated on a Line): increases or decreases of more 
than 25 percent in the annual transit revenue vehicle miles operated on a Transit Line; or

(4) Service Hours (Hours of Operation): increases or decreases of more than 25 percent in 
the annual number of service hours scheduled on a Transit Line or at an individual station,
or 

(5) Aggregate Changes Across All the Lines on the BART System: annual net increases or 
decreases to Line Length, Service Levels, or Service Hours which exceed 20 percent in 
aggregate when combined over all the lines on the BART system, or

(6) Cumulative Changes within a Three Year Period: net increases or decreases to Line 
Length, annual Service Levels, and annual Service Hours on a Transit Line which exceed 
25 percent cumulatively within a three year period.

“Major Service Changes” shall exclude any changes to service which are caused by:

(1) Temporary Services: the discontinuance of a temporary or demonstration service change 
which has been in effect for less than 12 months; or

(2) Maintenance: temporary service change or service interruption as a result of urgent or 
necessary maintenance activities.

(3) New Line “Break-In” Period: an adjustment to service levels for new Transit Lines which 
have been in revenue service for less than 1 year (allowing BART to respond to actual 
ridership levels observed on those new transit lines); or

(4) Other Agencies: acts of other governmental agencies; or

(5) Forces of Nature: forces of nature such as earthquakes and wildfires; or

(6) Competing Infrastructure Failures: failures of competing infrastructure like bridges, 
tunnels, or highways; or

(7) Overlapping Services: a reduction in transit revenue vehicle miles on one line which is 
offset by an increase in transit revenue vehicle miles on the overlapping section of an
alternative line (An overlapping section is where two or more lines share the same track 
and stations).
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Current BART System Service Map:

General Description of Service: 

The BART system operates peak period, weekday service on five lines, all of which intersect in 
the center of the system. Base peak service headways on all lines are currently 15 minutes, with 
rush trains inserted between base headways on the Yellow Line during service peaks.  Four of 
the five lines connect outlying areas with San Francisco, the system’s primary destination, by 
traveling under the San Francisco Bay in a two-track tunnel. The fifth (Orange) line provides north-
south service essentially perpendicular to the others. Service is operated 365 days each year. On
weekdays, the first trains are dispatched around 4 AM and the last around midnight, with the last 
arrivals around 1:30 AM. This operating policy leaves a window of 3-4 hours each weeknight, 
depending on location, in which necessary track and wayside maintenance may be conducted.
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MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE POLICY 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

FTA Circular 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration 
Recipients (October 2012), requires FTA grant recipients to evaluate whether planned “major 
service changes” will have a discriminatory impact. Transit operators may establish a guideline 
or threshold for what they consider to be a “major service change.” The circular goes on to suggest 
a numerical standard, such as “a change which affects 25 percent of the service hours of a route.” 
If an operator determines that a planned service change exceeds their threshold, then that service 
change must be evaluated for whether it will have a disproportionately high and adverse impact 
on minority and low income populations. Such adverse impacts must be justified based on a 
“substantial need that is in the public interest” and a demonstration that alternatives would have 
more severe adverse effects than the preferred alternatives. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Definitions: 

For the purpose of establishing this threshold, the following definitions shall apply: 

“Transit Service” shall mean any regularly scheduled passenger service on BART’s fixed 
guideway rail systems. 

“Transit Line” is defined as a “grade separated right-of-way served by BART train consists.”1 In 
BART’s specific case “Transit Line” shall mean any of the following: 

Yellow Line:   Pittsburg/Bay Point to San Francisco Airport (SFO)/Millbrae 

 Blue Line:   Dublin/Pleasanton to Daly City 

 Orange Line: Richmond to Fremont 

Green Line:   Fremont to Daly City 

Red-Line:  Richmond to Millbrae 

 (see attached map for the locations of these lines)  

 

 

                                                           
1 Instead of using the bus-based term “route”, BART’s “Major Service Change” Threshold is based on “Transit Lines.” 
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“Major Service Change” Threshold:  

“Major Service Change” shall apply to: 

(1) New Lines, Extensions, and Stations: the establishment of new Transit Lines,  Line 
Extensions (involving one or more stations) or Infill Stations, where construction of the 
project is approved (including completion of environmental review pursuant to CEQA or 
NEPA) subsequent to May 2007; or 
 

(2) Line Length: increases or decreases of more than 25 percent in the length (in revenue 
miles) of an existing transit line; or 
 

(3) Service Levels (Amount of Service Operated on a Line): increases or decreases of more 
than 25 percent in the annual transit revenue vehicle miles operated on a Transit Line; or 
 

(4) Service Hours (Hours of Operation): increases or decreases of more than 25 percent in 
the annual number of service hours scheduled on a Transit Line or at an individual station, 
or  
 

(5) Aggregate Changes Across All the Lines on the BART System: annual net increases or 
decreases to Line Length, Service Levels, or Service Hours which exceed 20 percent in 
aggregate when combined over all the lines on the BART system, or 

 
(6) Cumulative Changes within a Three Year Period: net increases or decreases to Line 

Length, annual Service Levels, and annual Service Hours on a Transit Line which exceed 
25 percent cumulatively within a three year period. 

 
“Major Service Changes” shall exclude any changes to service which are caused by: 
 

(1) Temporary Services: the discontinuance of a temporary or demonstration service change 
which has been in effect for less than 12 months; or 
 

(2) Maintenance: temporary service change or service interruption as a result of urgent or 
necessary maintenance activities. 
 

(3) New Line “Break-In” Period: an adjustment to service levels for new Transit Lines which 
have been in revenue service for less than 1 year (allowing BART to respond to actual 
ridership levels observed on those new transit lines); or 
 

(4) Other Agencies: acts of other governmental agencies; or 
 

(5) Forces of Nature: forces of nature such as earthquakes and wildfires; or 
 

(6) Competing Infrastructure Failures: failures of competing infrastructure like bridges, 
tunnels, or highways; or 
 

(7) Overlapping Services: a reduction in transit revenue vehicle miles on one line which is 
offset by an increase in transit revenue vehicle miles on the overlapping section of an 
alternative line (An overlapping section is where two or more lines share the same track 
and stations). 
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Current BART System Service Map: 

 

General Description of Service:  

The BART system operates peak period, weekday service on five lines, all of which intersect in 
the center of the system. Base peak service headways on all lines are currently 15 minutes, with 
rush trains inserted between base headways on the Yellow Line during service peaks.  Four of 
the five lines connect outlying areas with San Francisco, the system’s primary destination, by 
traveling under the San Francisco Bay in a two-track tunnel. The fifth (Orange) line provides north-
south service essentially perpendicular to the others. Service is operated 365 days each year. On 
weekdays, the first trains are dispatched around 4 AM and the last around midnight, with the last 
arrivals around 1:30 AM. This operating policy leaves a window of 3-4 hours each weeknight, 
depending on location, in which necessary track and wayside maintenance may be conducted. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

BART’s Customer Satisfaction Survey is a tool to help BART prioritize efforts to achieve higher levels of 
customer satisfaction.  The study involves surveying BART customers onboard randomly selected train 
cars every two years to determine how well BART is meeting customers’ needs and expectations. These 
surveys, initiated in 1996, are conducted by an independent research firm.  
 

This report presents the results of BART’s 15th Customer Satisfaction Survey, conducted from October 8 – 
November 9, 2024.  The survey was conducted on both weekdays and weekends and resulted in 4,687 
completed questionnaires.  (For reference, 3,022 questionnaires were completed in 2022.)   
 

At the time of the 2024 survey, average weekday ridership was approximately 184,000 trips per day, 
about 17% higher than ridership during the last survey (about 157,000 average weekday trips).  However, 
ridership was still well below the last pre-COVID Customer Satisfaction Survey conducted in September 
2018 (approximately 433,000 average weekday trips). 
 

As compared to conditions during the last survey period when riders were still returning to their new 
routines and commutes post-COVID, this survey was conducted during the “new normal.”  Average 
weekday ridership had settled in at about 40% – 45% of pre-COVID levels.  Many commuters had 
adapted to new hybrid work schedules consisting of two to three days in the office per week, as 
compared to five days per week pre-COVID. 
 
Operationally, BART continued to run a robust schedule with five lines of service running every day.  
Changes made since the last survey include the following: 

• Retired the Legacy fleet on April 20, 2024.  All cars in service during the survey period were Fleet of the 
Future cars, as compared to more than half at the time of the last survey.  The new cars are noted for 
being more reliable and easier to clean. 

• Increased the Clipper START discount from 20% to 50% in January 2024. 
• Launched a re-imagined service plan in September 2023.  The new schedule increased frequency 

during off-peak and weekend hours, with headways of twenty minutes on most lines at all times of 
day.  This plan also included shortening trains to increase efficiency and personal security (from 10- 
and 8-car trains to 8- and 6-car trains).   

• Increased police presence and cleaning frequency in 2023, in response to customer concerns. 
• Re-opened restrooms at two more underground stations, Embarcadero and Downtown Berkeley, in 

2023, bringing the total to six underground stations with available restrooms. 
• Installed the first set of next generation fare gates at West Oakland in December 2023.  Other stations 

that had the new fare gates, or were in the process of having them installed during the survey period, 
included: Fruitvale, Civic Center, Richmond, Oakland International Airport, 24th St. Mission, Antioch, 
16th St. Mission, San Francisco International Airport, and Coliseum.  The new fare gates are designed to 
improve reliability and decrease fare evasion. 

• Installed four new escalators in downtown San Francisco in 2023, with six more completed by fall 2024 
(out of a total of 41 to be replaced/built).   
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The Executive Summary in the next section highlights key findings from the survey. Subsequent sections 
present detailed analyses of the factors that influence customer satisfaction and a description of the 
survey methodology, including a copy of the questionnaire. 
 

The initial survey questions ask customers about the trip they are making when intercepted (entry 
station, trip purpose, etc.).  Customers are then asked three key opinion questions focusing on: 

• Overall satisfaction; 
• Willingness to recommend BART; and  
• Perceptions of BART’s value for the money. 

 

In addition, the survey probes for ratings of 24 specific service attributes, ranging from on-time 
performance to station cleanliness.  BART uses the service attribute ratings to help set priorities for future 
initiatives to improve customer satisfaction. 
 

Note that while comparisons against data from the last three surveys are shown throughout this report, 

these surveys were conducted at very different times under vastly different circumstances, likely 
impacting the results.  The 2020 survey was conducted during a period of very low ridership at the  

height of the pandemic.  Riders skewed low-income, were more likely to be transit-dependent, and gave  

BART relatively high ratings across the board.  In contrast, the 2018 survey was conducted at a time of  

very high ridership, which was straining the aging system; riders gave BART relatively low ratings across  

the board in the 2018 survey.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overall, 73% of riders are satisfied with BART, up six percentage points from two years ago.  Ratings on 
the other key questions have also increased vs. 2022, with 80% saying they would recommend BART to a 
friend and 67% agreeing that BART is a good value for the money. 
 

Percent of BART customers saying they…   2018 2020 2022 2024 
Are very or somewhat satisfied with the services provided by BART  56% 72% 67% 73% 
Would definitely or probably recommend BART 74% 81% 76% 80% 
Agree strongly or somewhat that BART is a good value for the money 55% 66% 64% 67% 

 
Ratings on most service attributes increased vs. two years ago as well, with the largest improvement seen 
in “train interior cleanliness.”  Much of this increase can likely be attributed to the new train cars, which 
are easier to keep clean.  (This is the first customer satisfaction survey conducted since the retirement of 
the Legacy fleet in spring 2024.) 
 
Ratings on only two attributes declined – “Availability of seats on trains” and “Availability of space on 
trains for luggage, bicycles, and strollers.”  These declines are logical given that ridership has increased vs. 
two years ago, and BART has shortened train consists to improve efficiency and personal security.  BART 
has already lengthened some trains based on ridership and will continue to closely monitor ridership 
trends and adjust train lengths as needed. 
 
Reviewing the quadrant chart (page 16) helps BART focus its efforts on areas where improvements could 
have the biggest impact on customer satisfaction.  The “target issues” in the 2024 survey are very similar 
to those identified in 2022 and revolve around cleanliness and personal security.  All of these attributes 
are rated higher than two years ago, showing that customers have noticed BART’s efforts to address 
these issues.   
 
In response to the 2022 survey results, BART increased the frequency of deep cleaning train cars and 
stations.  BART also increased police presence on the system, including doubling the number of officers 
on trains.  Given the importance of these attributes to customers, BART will continue its efforts in these 
areas.  Since the 2024 survey was completed, the BART Police Department added five positions in its 
Progressive Policing and Community Engagement Bureau (four Crisis Intervention Specialists and one 
Progressive Policing Supervisor) and is planning to dedicate at least 50% of newly hired officers to on-
train presence. 
 

 
 



                                    2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

 

BART Marketing and Research Department 5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

DETAILED  
RESULTS 



2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

6 BART Marketing and Research Department 
 

OVERALL SATISFACTION 
 
Overall, 73% of BART riders are very or somewhat satisfied with BART.  This is up six percentage points 
from 2022 and is similar to ratings in 2020.  (For reference, the highest rating was achieved in 2004, when 
87% of customers were satisfied with BART.  The lowest rating was recorded in 2018 when 56% were 
satisfied with BART.)* 
 

 

 
 

30%

43%

18%

7%

2%

Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Neutral Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by BART? 

2024: 73% satisfied; 9% dissatisfied 
2022: 67% satisfied; 15% dissatisfied 
2020: 72% satisfied; 9% dissatisfied 
2018: 56% satisfied; 21% dissatisfied 

n: 4,679 

*Starting in 2020, missing responses have been excluded from the percentages shown in reports, which differs from prior years’ reports.  As 
such, the satisfaction percentage for 2004 was previously reported as 86%.   
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OVERALL SATISFACTION 
(Peak / Off-Peak / Weekend Comparison) 
 
As in past years’ surveys, there are some differences among customers who ride during different time 
periods, most notably that weekday off-peak and weekend riders are more likely to be “very satisfied” 
than weekday peak riders. Weekday peak riders are more likely to be dissatisfied.  

26%

45%

19%

9%

2%

32%

43%

18%

6%

2%

36%

39%

16%

7%

2%

30%

43%

18%

7%

2%

Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Neutral Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

Weekday Peak

Weekday Offpeak

Weekend

Total

Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by BART?

Total n: 4,679 
Peak n: 1,516 
Off-peak n: 1,598 
Weekend n: 1,565 
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WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND BART 
 
Most riders (80%) would recommend BART.  This is up four percentage points from 2022. 

 

 
 

 

48%

32%

14%

4%
2%

Definitely Probably Might or Might Not Probably Not Definitely Not

Would you recommend using BART to a friend or out-of-town guest?

2024: 80% would recommend; 6% would not
2022: 76% would recommend; 8% would not
2020: 81% would recommend; 6% would not
2018: 74% would recommend; 9% would not

n: 4,676 
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WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND BART 
(Peak / Off-Peak / Weekend Comparison) 
 
Weekend and weekday off-peak riders are more likely to “definitely recommend” BART than weekday 
peak riders. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

45%

32%

15%

5%
2%

50%

32%

13%

4%
1%

54%

30%

11%

3%
2%

48%

32%

14%

4%
2%

Definitely Probably Might or Might Not Probably Not Definitely Not

Weekday Peak

Weekday Off-Peak

Weekend

Total

Would you recommend using BART to a friend or out-of-town guest?

Total n: 4,676 
Peak n: 1,515 
Off-peak n: 1,598 
Weekend n: 1,563 
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PERCEPTION OF BART AS A GOOD VALUE 
 
Sixty-seven percent perceive BART as a good value, reflecting an increase of three percentage points vs. 
2022. 
 
 
 
  

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

33% 34%

19%

10%

4%

Agree strongly Agree somewhat Neutral Disagree somewhat Disagree strongly

To what extent do you agree with the following statement: 
"BART is a good value for the money."

2024: 67% agree; 14% disagree
2022: 64% agree; 16% disagree
2020: 66% agree; 14% disagree
2018: 55% agree; 23% disagree

n: 4,652 
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PERCEPTION OF BART AS A GOOD VALUE 
(Peak / Off-Peak / Weekend Comparison) 
 
Weekend riders are more likely to agree that BART is a good value, compared to weekday peak riders.  
Peak period customers are more likely to ride BART frequently compared to weekend riders, so the 
aggregate fares they pay exceed fares paid by weekend customers.  This may be one factor in the 
difference in ratings between these two groups. 
  

  

31%

35%

19%

11%

4%

34% 33%

19%

10%

4%

38%

32%

18%

9%

3%

33% 34%

19%

10%

4%

Agree Strongly Agree Somewhat Neutral Disagree Somewhat Disagree Strongly

Weekday Peak

Weekday Off-Peak

Weekend

Total

To what extent do you agree with the following statement: 
"BART is a good value for the money."

Total n: 4,652   
Peak n: 1,510 
Off-peak n: 1,587 
Weekend n: 1,555 
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SPECIFIC SERVICE ATTRIBUTES 
In the 2024 survey, customers rated BART on 24 specific service attributes.  (Note that the number of 
attributes was greatly reduced from 46 in 2018 to 22 in 2020 in order to streamline the questionnaire, 
making it faster and easier for riders to complete, as well as to allow space for a postage-paid mail-back 
panel on the questionnaire.  In 2022, a few attributes were added back in, and no changes to attributes 
were made in 2024.) 
 
The chart on the next page shows average ratings for each of the 24 service attributes. Items appearing 
towards the top of the chart are rated highest, while items appearing at the bottom are rated lowest. The 
average rating (on a scale from 1 = Poor to 7 = Excellent) is shown next to the bar for each item.   
 
BART received the highest ratings for: 

• Comfortable temperature aboard trains 
• Hours of operation 
• On-time performance of trains 

 
BART received the lowest ratings for: 

• Addressing homelessness on the BART system 
• Enforcement against fare evasion 
• Restroom availability 

 
The high ratings for “comfortable temperature aboard trains” are likely due to improved HVAC systems on 
BART’s Fleet of the Future cars.  In past surveys when BART was running a mixed fleet, customers 
surveyed onboard Fleet of the Future cars gave BART significantly higher ratings on this attribute than 
riders surveyed on Legacy cars.  Now with the entire fleet replaced, this attribute remains highly rated 
and shows an improvement vs. two years ago as well. 
 
The lowest rated attribute, “addressing homelessness on the BART system,” has been the lowest rated 
attribute since it was added to the questionnaire in 2018.  It has, however, shown a relatively large 
improvement vs. two years ago, with its average rating up 8%. 
 
With regard to enforcement against fare evasion, BART has begun installing “next generation” fare gates 
designed to deter fare evasion with a design that people can't push through, jump over, or maneuver 
under.  They will also be more reliable and easier to maintain.  At the time of the survey, approximately 
ten stations either had the new gates installed or were in the process of having them installed.  Several 
customers included positive comments on their surveys about the new fare gates.  All of BART’s 50 
stations are expected to have the new fare gates by the end of 2025. 
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2024 RATINGS OF SPECIFIC SERVICE ATTRIBUTES 
Average (Mean) Rating (7-point scale)  
 
Please help BART improve service by rating each of the following attributes.  “7” (excellent) is the highest 
rating, and “1” (poor) is the lowest rating.  You can also use any number in between.  Skip attributes that do 
not apply to you. 

 
 
 
  

5.52

5.30

5.30

5.14

5.14

5.07

5.03

5.02

4.96

4.87

4.86

4.81

4.54

4.50

4.48

4.47

4.45

4.34

4.16

4.04

3.76

3.68

3.65

3.47

Comfortable temperature aboard trains

Hours of operation

On-time performance of trains

Timeliness of connections between BART trains

BART (official) mobile app

bart.gov website

Frequency of train service

Timely information about service disruptions

Access for people with disabilities

Timeliness of connections with other transit

Availability of space on trains for luggage, bicycles, and strollers

Availability of seats on trains

Train interior cleanliness

Availability of Station Agents

Clarity of public address announcements

Noise level on trains

Escalator availability and reliability

Elevator availability and reliability

Station cleanliness

Personal security in the BART system

Presence of BART police

Restroom availability

Enforcement against fare evasion

Addressing homelessness on the BART system

Note: 

• The average rating on this survey was 4.61 (between “Availability of Seats on Trains” and “Train Interior Cleanliness”). 
 

For a chart showing the percentage results, please see Appendix C. 
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Comparison vs. prior surveys 
Compared to the 2022 survey, most attributes were rated higher, and only two were rated lower.  The 
chart on the next page shows the change in the mean rating from 2022 to 2024, as well as details about 
statistical significance. 
 
The attributes with the largest increases were: 

• Train interior cleanliness (+14.2%) 
• Addressing homelessness on the BART system (+8.3%) 
• Station cleanliness (+8.2%) 
• Clarity of public address announcements (+7.3%) 
• Comfortable temperature aboard trains (+7.2%) 
• Restroom availability (+6.4%) 
• Noise level on trains (+6.4%) 
• Personal security in the BART system (+5.9%) 
• Presence of BART police (+5.7%) 

 
Four of the attributes with large increases involve the onboard experience, “train interior cleanliness,” 
clarity of public address announcements,” “comfortable temperature aboard trains,” and “noise level on 
trains.”  Much of the improvement on these attributes can be attributed to the new fleet of cars, which 
are easier to clean, quieter, and have modernized public address and HVAC systems.   
 
The increase in the frequency of deep cleaning stations likely helped raise the station cleanliness ratings, 
and the increases in perceptions of personal security and BART police presence are likely linked to the 
BART Police Department’s redeployment plan, implemented in March 2023.  This plan included shifting 
some officers from vehicle patrols to train patrols. 
 
The two attributes with statistically significant decreases were: 

• Availability of seats on trains (-2.5%) 
• Availability of space on trains for luggage, bicycles, and strollers (-1.7%) 

 
These declines are logical, given that ridership increased 17% vs. two years ago, while BART shortened 
trains to improve efficiency, as well as perceptions of personal safety.  In 2024, BART was running mostly 
8-car and 6-car trains, as compared to 10-car and 8-car trains a few years ago.  Given that crowding has 
the potential to greatly impact satisfaction, BART is closely monitoring ridership and making adjustments 
to train sizing as needed. 
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SERVICE ATTRIBUTE RATINGS: PERCENTAGE CHANGES 2024 vs. 2022 
(sorted in descending order on % change) 
 

SCALE: 1 = Poor, 7 = Excellent 
2022 
Mean 

2024 
Mean Difference % Chg 

Statistically 
Significant at 95% 

Conf. Level? 
Train interior cleanliness 3.97 4.54 0.57 14.2% Yes 
Addressing homelessness on the BART 
system 3.20 3.47 0.27 8.3% Yes 
Station cleanliness 3.85 4.16 0.32 8.2% Yes 
Clarity of public address announcements 4.18 4.48 0.30 7.3% Yes 
Comfortable temperature aboard trains 5.15 5.52 0.37 7.2% Yes 
Restroom availability 3.45 3.68 0.22 6.4% Yes 
Noise level on trains 4.20 4.47 0.27 6.4% Yes 
Personal security in the BART system 3.81 4.04 0.22 5.9% Yes 
Presence of BART police 3.56 3.76 0.20 5.7% Yes 
On-time performance of trains 5.04 5.30 0.26 5.1% Yes 
Availability of Station Agents 4.29 4.50 0.21 5.0% Yes 
Enforcement against fare evasion 3.50 3.65 0.15 4.4% Yes 
Hours of operation 5.13 5.30 0.17 3.4% Yes 
Timeliness of connections between BART 
trains 4.99 5.14 0.15 3.0% Yes 
Frequency of train service 4.88 5.03 0.14 2.9% Yes 
Timely information about service 
disruptions 4.90 5.02 0.12 2.4% Yes 
Timeliness of connections with other 
transit 4.78 4.87 0.09 1.8% Yes 
BART (official) mobile app 5.14 5.14 0.00 0.0% No 
Elevator availability and reliability 4.35 4.34 0.00 -0.1% No 
Access for people with disabilities 4.97 4.96 -0.01 -0.1% No 
bart.gov website 5.10 5.07 -0.02 -0.5% No 
Escalator availability and reliability 4.52 4.45 -0.07 -1.5% No 
Availability of space on trains for luggage, 
bicycles, and strollers 4.94 4.86 -0.08 -1.7% Yes 
Availability of seats on trains 4.94 4.81 -0.12 -2.5% Yes 
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QUADRANT ANALYSIS 
 
The chart below is designed to help set priorities for future initiatives to improve customer satisfaction. 
This chart shows each attribute’s “derived importance” to BART customers, as well as its average rating on 
a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 = Poor and 7 = Excellent. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Average ratings are shown on the horizontal axis.  Attributes on the left side received lower ratings, while 
attributes on the right side received higher ratings.  Derived importance is shown on the vertical axis.  
Derived importance is based on how strongly each attribute is correlated with overall satisfaction.  
Attributes in the top half of the chart are deemed to be more important than attributes in the bottom 
half of the chart.  For a more detailed explanation about how this chart was developed, please refer to 
Appendix D. 
 
Target Issues Quadrant 
The “Target Issues” quadrant identifies those service attributes which appear to be most important, but 
which receive relatively low ratings from BART riders.   
 
 
 

2024 Quadrant Chart 
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In 2024, these target issues are: 
• Train interior cleanliness 
• Personal security in the BART system 
• Station cleanliness 
• Addressing homelessness on the BART system 
• Availability of Station Agents 

 
The first four of these five attributes also appeared within the 2022 Target Issues quadrant.   “Availability 
of Station Agents” moved into Target Issues this year due to an increase in derived importance.  (In the 
2022 quadrant chart, it was just below the border with an average importance score.) 
 
One attribute moved out of the Target Issues quadrant – “Presence of BART Police” due to a slight 
decrease in derived importance.  Note however that it is just below the border with an average 
importance score. 
 
As in the last survey, the target issues center on cleanliness and personal security.  BART launched several 
new initiatives after the last survey with the objective of making a noticeable impact.  These included: 

• doubling the frequency at which the Fleet of the Future cars were deep cleaned, while 
accelerating the decommissioning of the Legacy fleet; 

• increasing the number of “scrub crews” tasked with deep cleaning the stations, focusing on the 
most heavily used stations; 

• redeploying BART Police Department staff to increase visibility within the system; 
• launching a “Managers Riding Trains” program, in which BART managers ride segments of the 

system to provide additional staff presence, with approximately 44 riding weekly at the time of 
the survey. 

 
As the average ratings for the attributes related to cleanliness and security increased substantially since 
the last survey, customers noticed these efforts, and BART should continue its focus on these areas. 
 
Addressing homelessness continues to be a complex regional issue.  Over the past several years, BART has 
increased the level of resources focused on this issue.  BART has a position dedicated to managing social 
services partnerships and implementing its Strategic Homeless Action Plan, as well as Crisis Intervention 
Specialists (part of the BART Police Department’s Progressive Policing and Community Engagement 
Bureau) who focus on connecting people in crisis with support services.  BART was one of the first transit 
agencies in the nation to create a Progressive Policing Bureau, using unarmed personnel to boost visible 
safety presence on trains and in stations. 
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Upper Right-hand Quadrant 
The upper right-hand side of the quadrant chart contains those attributes that are both very important to 
customer satisfaction and highly rated.  “On-time performance” stands out as being key to customer 
satisfaction, and it is rated well above the benchmark average.  BART will continue its focus on this metric 
given its crucial role in customer satisfaction.   
 
Another attribute to watch is “train seat availability.”  While it is not currently a target issue, its average 
rating has declined while its derived importance score has increased.  Past surveys have shown a strong 
link between crowding and dissatisfaction.  As ridership increases, BART will continue to monitor 
crowding and adjust train lengths as needed. 
 
For reference, the 2022 Quadrant Chart is shown in Appendix F.  
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BART CUSTOMER ETHNICITY COMPARED TO REGIONAL DATA 
 
Compared to regional data, current BART riders are more likely to identify as African American, and less 
likely to identify as White or Asian/Pacific Islander.  In aggregate, BART riders who identify as non-white 
comprise 71% of current riders, slightly higher than regional data (67% of four-county residents and 69% 
of five-county residents). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources:  
• U.S. Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Table B03002 “Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race.” 
• BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 
 
Notes: 
1) The categories shown in this table classify respondents based on single vs. two-plus race and Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic. The categories “White,”   

“African American,” “Asian/Pacific Islander,” and “American Indian/Alaska Native” only include respondents who reported a single race and are 
non-Hispanic. All two-plus race, non-Hispanic responses are included within “Other.”  All Hispanic responses are included within Hispanic, 
regardless of race.  

2) The four-county total includes Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties.  The five-county total adds Santa Clara County. 
3) The BART data distribution is based on 4,519 unweighted responses and excludes 4% non-response. 
4) Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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Questionnaires in: 
English 
Spanish 
Chinese 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A: 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

22 BART Marketing and Research Department 
 



                                    2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

 

BART Marketing and Research Department 23 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 



2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

24 BART Marketing and Research Department 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

0 



                                    2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

 

BART Marketing and Research Department 25 
 

 
 
 
 
  

0 



2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

26 BART Marketing and Research Department 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



                                    2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

 

BART Marketing and Research Department 27 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes:  
• Percentages are weighted, while bases are unweighted unless otherwise noted. 
• Missing responses and multiple responses have been excluded from percentages.  Note that this is 

different from reports from 2018 and earlier, where missing/multiple responses were included in the 
totals. 

• Columns may not add to 100% due to rounding.  
 
 
 
 

  

Appendix B: 
COMPLETE TABULATIONS 
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BART STATION ENTERED AND EXITED 

  
The following table shows BART stations entered by survey participants and BART stations at which they 
planned to exit (self-reported). 
 

 Entry Station Exit Station 

Base 4,580 4,495 
   

12th St./Oakland City Center 2% 3% 
16th St. Mission 3% 3% 
19th St. Oakland 2% 3% 
24th St. Mission 3% 2% 
Antioch 1% 1% 
Ashby 2% 1% 
Balboa Park 3% 1% 
Bay Fair 2% 2% 
Berryessa/North San José 1% 2% 
Castro Valley 1% 1% 
Civic Center / UN Plaza 5% 6% 
Coliseum 2% 2% 
Colma <1% <1% 
Concord 1% 1% 
Daly City 3% 2% 
Downtown Berkeley 4% 5% 
Dublin / Pleasanton 3% 2% 
El Cerrito del Norte 2% 2% 
El Cerrito Plaza 1% 1% 
Embarcadero 7% 12% 
Fremont 2% 1% 
Fruitvale 3% 4% 
Glen Park 2% 2% 
Hayward 2% 2% 
Lafayette 1% <1% 
Lake Merritt 2% 2% 
MacArthur 2% 3% 
Millbrae 1% <1% 
Milpitas 1% 1% 

1.  Which BART station did you enter before getting on this train? 
3.  At which BART station will you exit the system on this trip? 
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 Entry Station Exit Station 
Montgomery St. 4% 8% 
North Berkeley 1% 1% 
North Concord / Martinez 1% <1% 
Oakland Int'l Airport <1% 1% 
Orinda 1% <1% 
Pittsburg / Bay Point 1% <1% 
Pittsburg Center <1% <1% 
Pleasant Hill 2% 1% 
Powell St. 6% 6% 
Richmond 2% 2% 
Rockridge 2% 1% 
San Bruno 1% <1% 
SF Int'l Airport 1% 2% 
San Leandro 2% 3% 
South Hayward 1% 1% 
South San Francisco <1% <1% 
Union City 1% 1% 
Walnut Creek 1% 1% 
Warm Springs / South Fremont 1% <1% 
West Dublin / Pleasanton 1% 1% 
West Oakland 2% 2% 
   
Airport unspecified <1% <1% 
El Cerrito unspecified <1% <1% 
Oakland unspecified <1% <1% 
Pittsburg unspecified <1% <1% 
San Francisco unspecified <1% <1% 
   
Total 100% 100% 
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TRIP PURPOSE  

 
Overall, 59% of BART riders are commuting to or from work.  During the weekday peak period, most (75%) 
are commuting.  On weekends, trip purposes are more varied, with the most common being visiting 
friends / family (28%), commuting to / from work (21%), and shopping (9%).  Within the 18% who took 
“other” types of trips on weekends, five percent wrote in responses describing public events / festivals. 
 

TRIP PURPOSE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base 1,453 1,505 2,958  1,450  4,408 
        
Commute to / from work 75% 57% 66%  21%   59% 
Visit friends / family 6% 10% 8%   28%   11% 
School 7% 11% 9%   2%   8% 
Airplane trip 2% 5% 3%   5%   4% 
Shopping 2% 3% 2%   9%   3% 
Theater or concert 3% 2% 2%   7%   3% 
Medical / dental 1% 4% 2%   1%   2% 
Restaurant 1% 1% 1%   6%   2% 
Sports event <1% <1% <1%   2%   1% 
Other 4% 7% 5%  18%  7% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  100% 

 

  

4. What is the main purpose of this BART trip?  (Check only one.) 
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TRIP PURPOSE (Multi-year comparison) 

 
There has been a substantial decline in the percentage of commute trips since 2018, when commute trips 
accounted for 70% of all BART trips.  This is linked to the proliferation of remote work brought about by 
the pandemic.  The percentage visiting friends or family increased from 7% to 11% between 2018 and 2024. 
 

TRIP PURPOSE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,109 2,776 2,841 4,408 
     
Commute to / from work 70% 64% 61% 59% 
Visit friends / family 7% 13% 11% 11% 
School 6% 2% 7% 8% 
Airplane trip 2% 2% 4% 4% 
Theater or concert* 3% N/A 3% 3% 
Shopping 2% 6% 3% 3% 
Medical / dental 1% 4% 2% 2% 
Restaurant 1% 1% 2% 2% 
Sports event* 1% N/A 1% 1% 
Other 5% 7% 6% 7% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
*Not included as a response option on the 2020 questionnaire. 
 
  

4. What is the main purpose of this BART trip?  (Check only one.) 
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ACCESS MODE FROM HOME TO BART 

 
• 41% of respondents walk, bike, or use a scooter to travel from home to BART. 
• 39% use an auto-based mode (drive/carpool, get dropped off, Uber/Lyft/taxi). 
• 19% take a bus or other transit to BART. 
 
Weekday riders are more likely to drive alone and less likely to walk, as compared to weekend riders.  
Weekend riders are more likely to carpool to BART. 
 

 

ACCESS MODE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base 1,496 1,591 3,087  1,550  4,637 
        
Walked all the way to BART 34% 33% 33%   37%  34% 
Drove alone 24% 21% 23%   12%  21% 
Bus / transit 16% 20% 18%   19%  19% 
Dropped off by someone I know 10% 10% 10%   10%  10% 
Bicycled 6% 5% 6%   3%  5% 
Carpooled (drove with other BART riders) 3% 3% 3%   9%  4% 
Uber, Lyft, or taxi 3% 4% 4%   6%  4% 
Scooter / e-scooter / skateboard* 2% 2% 2%   2%  2% 
Other 1% 1% 1%   2%  1% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  100% 

 
*Note: ”Electric scooter (standing)” was listed as a separate option on the 2024 survey.  It has been combined here with other specify responses 
like “scooter” and “skateboard” in order to be comparable to prior years on the next page. 

 

 
    

5a.  How did you travel between home and BART today?  (Check one.) 
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ACCESS MODE FROM HOME TO BART (Multi-year comparison) 

 
In 2024, 21% drove alone from home to BART, reflecting a steep decline from 2018, when 29% drove 
alone.  Approximately 19% took a bus or other transit from home to BART, up from 13% in 2018. 
 

ACCESS MODE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,205 2,930 3,005 4,637 
     
Walked all the way to BART 32% 37% 35% 34% 
Drove alone 29% 17% 20% 21% 
Bus / transit 13% 20% 17% 19% 
Dropped off by someone I know 9% 10% 10% 10% 
Bicycled 5% 7% 7% 5% 
Carpooled (drove with other BART riders) 6% 2% 4% 4% 
Uber, Lyft, or taxi 4% 5% 4% 4% 
Scooter / e-scooter / skateboard <1% 1% 1% 2% 
Other 1% 1% 1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5a.  How did you travel between home and BART today? 
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WHERE PARKED / FEE PAID 

 
• Among those who drove or carpooled to BART, most parked in BART parking; the daily fee was the 

most common type of parking fee paid. 
 

    

WHERE PARKED 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base (Drove or carpooled to BART) 395 359 754  305  1,059 
        
BART parking 87% 82% 85%   88%   85% 
Other parking 13% 18% 15%   12%   15% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
 

PARKING FEE PAID 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base (Parked in BART parking) 334 288 622  259  881 
        
None / free 10% 13% 11%   89%   22% 
Daily fee 80% 80% 80%   9%   70% 
Monthly permit (reserved) 6% 3% 5%   1%   4% 
Single / multi-day reserved 4% 4% 4%   1%   4% 
Other <1% 1% 1%   0%   1% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5b.  (If drove alone or carpooled) Where did you park today? 
5c.  What fee, if any, did you pay to park? 
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WHERE PARKED / FEE PAID (Multi-year Comparison) 

 
• The split between parking at BART vs. parking elsewhere is very similar to the last survey. 
• Monthly permit (reserved) parking has declined significantly vs. 2018, likely due to the greater 

availability of parking at most stations.   
 

WHERE PARKED 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base (Drove or carpooled to BART) 1,546 493 695 1,059 
     
BART parking 81% 77% 86% 85% 
Other parking 19% 23% 14% 15% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

PARKING FEE PAID 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base (Parked in BART parking) 987 346 575 881 
     
None / free 17% 21% 26% 22% 
Daily fee 65% 73% 64% 70% 
Monthly permit (reserved) 12% 5% 6% 4% 
Single / multi-day reserved* 5% N/A 4% 4% 
Other** NA 2% <1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
*Not included as a response option in 2020. 
** Not included as a response option in 2018. 

 
 
 
  

5b.  (If drove alone or carpooled) Where did you park today? 
5c.  What fee, if any, did you pay to park? 
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FARE PAID  

 
• Most riders (78%) pay the regular fare. 
• Weekday peak riders are more likely to use the High Value Discount, compared to weekday off-peak  
       and weekend riders.   
• Weekday off-peak and weekend riders are more likely to pay the Senior fare. 
 

FARE PAID 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,507 1,581 3,088  1,550  4,638 
        
Clipper Regular / Adult fare 79% 76% 78%  82%   78% 
Clipper Senior (ages 65+) 4% 8% 6%  7%   6% 
Clipper High Value Discount ($48 or $64 value) 7% 4% 6%  2%   5% 
Clipper BayPass (at selected 
universities/employers) 3% 3% 3%  2%   3% 
Clipper START discount  
(for eligible low-income riders) 2% 3% 2%  2%   2% 
Clipper Disabled / RTC card 1% 2% 2%  2%   2% 
Clipper Youth (ages 5-18) 1% 2% 2%  2%   2% 
Clipper Muni Fast Pass (SF BART stations only) 1% 1% 1%  <1%   1% 
Other 1% 1% 1%  1%   1% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  100% 

 
 
  

6. What type of fare did you pay for this BART ride?  (Check one.) 
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FARE PAID (Multi-year Comparison) 

 
• Usage of the High Value Discount has decreased vs. 2018, while usage of the Senior fare has increased.   
• Usage of Clipper BayPass and Clipper START has increased vs. the last survey. 

 

FARE PAID 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base  5,225 2,886 2,979 4,638 
     
Regular / Adult fare 77% 76% 80% 78% 
Senior (ages 65+) 4% 6% 6% 6% 
High Value Discount ($48 or $64 value) 13% 6% 5% 5% 
Clipper BayPass / Gator Pass* 1% <1% 2% 3% 
Clipper START NA ** 1% 2% 
Disabled / RTC card 2% 4% 2% 2% 
Youth (ages 5-18) 1% <1% 1% 2% 
Muni Fast Pass (SF BART stations only) 2% 1% 1% 1% 
Other** 1% 6% 1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
* Reflects Gator Pass only in 2018 and 2020, as Clipper BayPass was introduced in August 2022. 
** Includes Clipper START in 2020.    
  

6. What type of fare did you pay for this BART ride?  (Check one.) 
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SEATING AVAILABILITY  

 
• Overall, 16% report standing because seating is not available.  Standing is more common  
       during peak time periods, compared to off-peak and weekend. 
 

STOOD 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,498 1,570 3,068   1,547   4,615 
        
Yes (stood) 26% 9% 18%  8%   16% 
No (didn’t stand) 74% 91% 82%  92%   84% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 

 
Multi-year comparison 
 

• The percentage of riders who report having to stand has increased vs. 2022, but is still substantially  
       lower than in 2018. 
 

STOOD 2018 2020* 2022 2024 

Base 5,260 N/A 2,965 4,615 
     
Yes (stood) 34% N/A 9% 16% 
No (didn’t stand) 66% N/A 91% 84% 

 
*Question was not asked in 2020.  

7. After you got on this train, did you stand because seating was unavailable? 
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FREQUENCY OF RIDING BART 

 
• Weekday peak riders are more likely to ride BART five days per week. 
 

BART FREQUENCY 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base          1,510          1,593          3,103            1,559    4,662  
        
6 – 7 days / week 13% 14% 14%  15%  14% 
5 days / week 30% 22% 26%  11%  24% 
  5+ days / week subtotal 43% 36% 40%  26%  38% 
3 – 4 days / week 29% 27% 28%  14%  26% 
1 – 2 days / week 15% 18% 17%  16%  16% 
1 – 3 days / month 7% 11% 9%  22%  11% 
Less than once / month 5% 8% 7%  22%  9% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  100% 

 
 

Multi-year comparison 
• The percentage riding BART five days per week has declined significantly since 2018 (-23 percentage 

points). 
• The percentage riding BART one to four days per week has jumped 17 percentage points, from 25% in 

2018 to 42% in 2024. 
• These changes reflect the impact of “hybrid” work; many of the riders returning to BART since the 

2020 survey are likely commuting to work one to four days per week and working the balance of the 
week remotely. 

 

BART FREQUENCY 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,231 2,888 2,990 4,662 
     
6 – 7 days / week 13% 14% 13% 14% 

5 days / week 47% 32% 24% 24% 
  5+ days / week subtotal 59% 45% 37% 38% 
3 – 4 days / week 17% 19% 23% 26% 
1 – 2 days / week 8% 13% 19% 16% 
1 – 3 days / month 8% 13% 13% 11% 
Less than once / month 7% 10% 8% 9% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

8. How often do you currently ride BART?  (Check one.) 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BART 

 
• Overall, 73% are very or somewhat satisfied with BART.   
• Weekday peak riders are less likely to be “very satisfied” compared to weekday off-peak and weekend  
       riders. 
 

SATISFACTION 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,516 1,598 3,114   1,565   4,679 

        
Very satisfied 26% 32% 29%  36%   30% 
Somewhat satisfied 45% 43% 44%  39%   43% 
   Very or somewhat satisfied  70% 75% 72%  75%   73% 
Neutral 19% 18% 18%  16%   18% 
Somewhat dissatisfied 9% 6% 7%  7%   7% 
Very dissatisfied 2% 2% 2%  2%   2% 
   Very or somewhat dissatisfied  11% 8% 9%  8%   9% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 
        
Mean (5-point scale) 3.83 3.97 3.90  4.02  3.92 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

9.  Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by BART? 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BART (Multi-year Comparison) 

 
• Overall satisfaction has increased since the last survey and is substantially above the 2018 rating of 

56%. 
 

SATISFACTION 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,273 2,959 3,012 4,679 
     
Very satisfied 16% 39% 26% 30% 
Somewhat satisfied 40% 34% 41% 43% 
   Very or somewhat satisfied  56% 72% 67% 73% 
Neutral 22% 18% 18% 18% 
Somewhat dissatisfied 15% 7% 10% 7% 
Very dissatisfied 6% 3% 4% 2% 
   Very or somewhat dissatisfied  21% 9% 15% 9% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
     
Mean (5-point scale) 3.44 3.99 3.74 3.92 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9.  Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by BART? 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BART (continued) 
 

                                                  Read % across 
 Base Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied MEAN 
GROUP # % % % (5-point scale) 
      

By Frequency of Riding BART      

5+ days a week 1,630 67% 21% 12% 3.80 
1 – 4 days a week 1,849 74% 17% 9% 3.89 
1 – 3 days a month 618 80% 15% 5% 4.10 
Less than once a month 557 83% 12% 5% 4.30 
      
By How Long Riding BART      
6 months or less 587 80% 16% 4% 4.23 
6 months – one year 212 77% 15% 8% 3.99 
One – two years 599 71% 21% 8% 3.91 
Three – five years 612 74% 19% 7% 3.91 
More than five years 2,619 71% 17% 11% 3.85 
      
By Stood or Didn’t Stand      
Stood 651 63% 22% 15% 3.69 
Did not stand 3,957 75% 17% 8% 3.96 
      
By Trip Purpose      
Commuting to / from work 2,243 71% 18% 12% 3.82 
Visiting friends / family 643 78% 15% 7% 4.05 
School 302 69% 25% 5% 3.87 
Airplane trip 182 86% 12% 2% 4.30 
Shopping 194 78% 16% 6% 4.07 
Theater or concert 176 77% 17% 6% 4.06 
Restaurant 119 86% 12% 2% 4.26 
Medical / dental 83 76% 14% 10% 4.07 
Other 462 77% 17% 6% 4.08 
      
By Age      
13 – 17 102 67% 30% 3% 3.89 
18 – 24 768 70% 25% 6% 3.89 
25 – 34 1,353 71% 19% 9% 3.87 
35 – 44 904 72% 17% 11% 3.88 
45 – 54 645 74% 16% 11% 3.90 
55 – 64 454 79% 11% 10% 4.05 
65+ 366 82% 10% 8% 4.20 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BART (continued) 
 

                                                              Read % across 
 Base Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied MEAN 
GROUP # % % % (5 point scale) 

      

By Race/Ethnicity      

White, non-Hispanic 1,332 83% 10% 8% 4.07 
Asian / Pac. Islander, non-Hispanic 1,235 72% 21% 8% 3.88 
Hispanic (any race) 1,110 70% 20% 10% 3.92 
African-American, non-Hispanic 529 66% 22% 12% 3.78 

Other (including multiple race), 
non-Hispanic 308 68% 23% 9% 3.86 
      
By Gender      
Male 2,254 74% 17% 9% 3.93 
Female 2,182 72% 19% 9% 3.92 
Non-binary / self-describe 144 70% 16% 14% 3.77 
      
By Vehicle Ownership      

Have a car / motorcycle 2,511 74% 16% 10% 3.91 

Don’t have a car / motorcycle 2,113 72% 20% 8% 3.92 

      
By Household Income      
Under $30,000 757 72% 19% 8% 3.98 
$30,000- $49,999 495 68% 23% 9% 3.89 
$50,000 - $74,999 580 68% 22% 10% 3.84 
$75,000 - $99,999 550 68% 20% 12% 3.81 
$100,000 - $149,999 576 76% 16% 8% 3.96 
$150,000 - $199,999 432 77% 14% 10% 3.96 
$200,000 or more 822 80% 11% 9% 3.97 
      
By Access Mode      

Walked all the way 1,590 75% 17% 9% 3.96 
Bicycled 232 75% 13% 12% 3.89 
Bus / transit 870 75% 18% 7% 3.98 
Drove alone 879 70% 18% 13% 3.78 
Carpooled 239 64% 26% 10% 3.81 
Got dropped off 464 72% 21% 8% 3.92 
Uber, Lyft, or taxi 215 73% 20% 7% 3.99 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BART (continued) 
 

              Read % across  

 Base Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied MEAN 
GROUP # % % % (5 point scale) 
      
By Disability Status      
Have a disability 343 68% 17% 14% 3.81 
Do not have a disability 4,279 73% 18% 9% 3.92 
      
By Type of Fare Paid      
Regular BART fare 3,661 73% 18% 9% 3.91 
Senior fare 296 83% 9% 8% 4.17 
High Value Discount 199 74% 13% 13% 3.80 
Clipper BayPass / Gator Pass 127 72% 23% 5% 3.91 
Clipper START 110 67% 24% 9% 3.81 
Disabled / RTC Card 82 67% 17% 16% 3.75 
Youth  80 67% 27% 6% 3.81 
      
By County of Residence*      
Alameda 1,775 72% 18% 10% 3.86 
Contra Costa 775 69% 20% 11% 3.80 
San Francisco 851 78% 16% 6% 4.02 
San Mateo 186 71% 20% 9% 3.85 
Santa Clara 124 79% 15% 6% 4.03 
Other, including out of state/country 349 85% 11% 5% 4.34 

 

 
 
 
 
  

*Based on home ZIP code provided 
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WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND BART 

 
• Overall, 80% would definitely or probably recommend using BART to a friend or  

 out-of-town guest, up four percentage points from the last survey. 
 

RECOMMEND 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,515 1,598 3,113   1,563   4,676 
        
Definitely 45% 50% 47%   54%   48% 
Probably 32% 32% 32%   30%   32% 
   Definitely or Probably 77% 82% 80%   85%   80% 
Might or might not 15% 13% 14%   11%   14% 
Probably not 5% 4% 4%   3%   4% 
Definitely not 2% 1% 2%   2%   2% 
  Probably Not or Definitely Not 7% 5% 6%   5%   6% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 
        
Mean (5-point scale) 4.13 4.26 4.19  4.33  4.21 

 
 

Multi-year comparison 

RECOMMEND 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,267 2,952 3,013 4,676 

     
Definitely 38% 53% 45% 48% 
Probably 36% 29% 32% 32% 
   Definitely or Probably 74% 81% 76% 80% 
Might or might not 17% 13% 15% 14% 
Probably not 6% 4% 6% 4% 
Definitely not 3% 2% 2% 2% 
  Probably Not or Definitely Not 9% 6% 8% 6% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
     

Mean (5-point scale) 3.99 4.26 4.10 4.21 
 

10.  Would you recommend using BART to a friend or out-of-town guest? 
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PERCEPTION OF BART AS A GOOD VALUE 

 

• Overall, 67% agree that BART is a good value for the money. 
• Weekend riders are more likely to agree that BART is a good value, compared to weekday peak riders.  

Peak period customers are more likely to ride BART frequently compared to weekend riders, so the 
aggregate fares they pay exceed fares paid by weekend customers.   

 

PERCEPTION AS A GOOD VALUE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,510 1,587 3,097   1,555   4,652 
        
Agree Strongly 31% 34% 32%   38%   33% 
Agree Somewhat 35% 33% 34%   32%   34% 
   Agree Strongly or Somewhat 66% 67% 67%   70%   67% 
Neutral 19% 19% 19%   18%   19% 
Disagree Somewhat 11% 10% 11%   9%   10% 
Disagree Strongly 4% 4% 4%   3%   4% 
   Disagree Somewhat or Strongly 15% 14% 14%   12%   14% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 
        
Mean 3.79 3.82 3.81  3.92  3.83 

 
 

Multi-year comparison 
• The percentage who strongly agree that BART is a good value has increased slightly from 2022. 
 

PERCEPTION AS A GOOD VALUE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,238 2,920 2,984 4,652 

     
Agree Strongly 19% 35% 31% 33% 
Agree Somewhat 36% 31% 34% 34% 
   Agree Strongly or Somewhat 55% 66% 64% 67% 
Neutral 22% 20% 19% 19% 
Disagree Somewhat 15% 9% 11% 10% 
Disagree Strongly 8% 5% 5% 4% 
   Disagree Somewhat or Strongly 23% 14% 16% 14% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
     
Mean 3.43 3.83 3.74 3.83 

11. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: ”BART is a good value for the money?” 
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LENGTH OF TIME A BART CUSTOMER  

 
• The majority of riders (57%) have been riding BART for more than five years. 

 

TENURE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,504 1,584 3,088   1,549   4,637 
        
6 months or less 11% 13% 12%  15%   12% 
More than 6 months, but less than 1 year 6% 4% 5%  4%   5% 
1 – 2 years 13% 13% 13%  13%   13% 
3 – 5 years 13% 14% 13%  13%   13% 
More than 5 years 58% 56% 57%  56%   57% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 

 
 

Multi-year comparison 
 

TENURE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,267        2,941  2,993 4,637 
     
6 months or less 13% 8% 14% 12% 
More than 6 months, but less than 1 year 5% 3% 5% 5% 
1 – 2 years 13% 12% 10% 13% 
3 – 5 years 17% 16% 12% 13% 
More than 5 years 53% 61% 59% 57% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

12.  About how long have you been riding BART? 
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GENDER 
  
 
 
• The gender split is fairly even among overall riders.  Weekday peak riders are more likely to be female, 

compared to weekday off-peak and weekend riders. 
 

GENDER 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base        1,490        1,566        3,056          1,529         4,585  
        
Male 46% 53% 50%   48%   49% 
Female 51% 45% 48%   48%   48% 
Non-binary or self-describe* 3% 2% 3%   4%   3% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
 
 

Multi-year comparison 
• The percentage of riders identifying as female has declined slightly since 2018, while those identifying 

as non-binary / self-describe has increased.* 
 

GENDER 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,211 2,799 2,968      4,585 
     
Male 49% 55% 50% 49% 

Female 51% 44% 48% 48% 
Non-binary or self-describe* 1% 1% 3% 3% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 
*The 2022 and 2024 gender categories included male, female, non-binary, and self-describe. In 2018 and 2020, the gender categories included 
male, female, and a blank third line for respondents to specify.  The greater number of response options in 2022 and 2024 could have contributed 
to the increase.  
  

13. Gender 
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AGE 
 
  
 
• Weekend riders are more likely to be under 25, compared to weekday riders. 
 

AGE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,485 1,575 3,060   1,539   4,599 
        
13 – 17 2% 1% 2%  3%   2% 
18 – 24 12% 18% 15%  19%   16% 
25 – 34 31% 27% 29%  30%   29% 
35 – 44 22% 20% 21%  17%   20% 
45 – 54 17% 14% 16%  11%   15% 
55 – 64 10% 10% 10%  9%   10% 
65+ 5% 9% 7%  10%   7% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 

 

 
Multi-year comparison 
• Riders aged 25 – 54 currently comprise 65%,* down four percentage points from the last pre-COVID 

survey in 2018.  As this age group is typically associated with prime working age, this decline 
corresponds to the decline in the “commute” trip purpose. 

 

AGE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,182        2,867  2,953 4,599 
     
13 – 17 2% 1% 2% 2% 

18 – 24 14% 13% 16% 16% 
25 – 34 32% 28% 30% 29% 
35 – 44 21% 19% 19% 20% 
45 – 54 15% 14% 13% 15% 
55 – 64 11% 16% 12% 10% 
65+ 5% 8% 8% 7% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 
 
 

14.  Age 

*This percentage is impacted by rounding. 
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DISABILITY  
 
  

 
• Seven percent of riders indicate that they have a disability.   

 

DISABILITY 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,501 1,572 3,073   1,555   4,628 
        
Yes 6% 8% 7%  8%   7% 
No 94% 92% 93%  92%   93% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 

 
 

 
Multi-year comparison 
• The percentage of riders with disabilities is the same as in 2022.* 
 

DISABILITY 2022 2024 

Base 2,997 4,628 
   
Yes 7% 7% 

No 93% 93% 
Total 7% 100% 

 
*Note that this question was added to the questionnaire in 2022. 

 
  

15.  Are you a person with a disability? 
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PERSONAL VEHICLE 
  
 
 

• Overall, 56% of riders have a car or motorcycle.  Weekday riders are much more likely to have a 
vehicle, as compared to weekend riders. 

• The percentage of riders with vehicles is the same as in 2022, still well below the percentage in 2018. 
 

HAVE CAR OR MOTORCYCLE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,500 1,581 3,081   1,548   4,629 
        
Yes 59% 56% 58%  48%   56% 
No 41% 44% 42%  52%   44% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%   100% 

 
 

Multi-year comparison 

HAVE CAR OR MOTORCYCLE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,234        2,903  2,992 4,629 
     
Yes 69% 47% 56% 56% 

No 31% 53% 44% 44% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 

  

16.  Do you have a car or motorcycle? 
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ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION 
  
 

 

• Seventy-one percent of riders identify as non-white.  Weekday riders are more likely to identify as 
non-white, compared to weekend riders. 

• The percentage of riders identifying as non-white has increased vs. the last survey. 
 

RACE / ETHNICITY 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
TOTAL 

Base  1,467 1,538 3,005   1,514   4,519 
        
White alone, non-Hispanic 30% 27% 28%  32%  29% 
Asian/Pac. Islander alone, non-Hispanic 29% 29% 29%  25%  28% 
Hispanic / Latino, any race 24% 24% 24%  26%  24% 
African American alone, non-Hispanic 11% 12% 12%  11%  12% 
American Indian alone, non-Hispanic 1% 1% 1%  1%  1% 
Other, non-Hispanic 1% 2% 2%  2%  2% 
Multiple race, non-Hispanic 4% 4% 4%  3%  4% 
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  100% 
        
Non-white subtotal 70% 73% 72%  68%  71% 

 

Multi-year comparison 

RACE / ETHNICITY 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,114        2,852  2,947 4,519 
     
White alone, non-Hispanic 35% 25% 33% 29% 

Asian/Pac. Islander alone, non-Hispanic 32% 21% 26% 28% 

Hispanic / Latino, any race 17% 25% 22% 24% 

African American alone, non-Hispanic 10% 21% 12% 12% 

American Indian alone, non-Hispanic 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Other, non-Hispanic 2% 2% 2% 2% 

Multiple race, non-Hispanic 3% 5% 5% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
     
Non-white subtotal 65% 75% 67% 71% 

 
Note: Reported races were categorized into single categories in order to be comparable to Census data shown on the next page.  All those who 
reported being Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin were categorized as Hispanic, regardless of number of races reported.  All other multiple 
responses were categorized as multiple race. 

17. What is your race or ethnic identification?  (Check all that apply.) 
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BART CUSTOMER ETHNICITY COMPARED TO REGION  

  
 
 
• In comparison to the region, current BART riders are less likely to identify as White or Asian/Pacific 

Islander, and more likely to identify as African American. 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
BART Compared to Bay Area Counties in BART’s Service Area 

 ALAMEDA 
CONTRA 
COSTA 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 

SAN 
MATEO 

SANTA 
CLARA 

FOUR- 
COUNTY 
TOTAL 

FIVE-
COUNTY 
TOTAL 

BART 2024 
CUST. SAT. 

SURVEY 
Population 1,622,188 1,155,025 808,988 726,353 1,877,592 4,312,554 6,190,146 4,519 
 
 % % % % % % % % 
 
White (non-Hispanic) 27% 37% 37% 34% 27% 33% 31% 29% 
 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
(non-Hispanic) 34% 20% 36% 33% 41% 30% 34% 28% 

Hispanic (any race) 23% 28% 16% 25% 25% 23% 24% 24% 
 
Black/African American 
(non-Hispanic) 9% 8% 5% 2% 2% 7% 5% 12% 
 
American Indian or  
Alaska Native (non-
Hispanic) <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 1% 
 
Other, including 2+ 
Races (non-Hispanic) 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

         

Non-white subtotal 73% 63% 63% 66% 73% 67% 69% 71% 
 
Sources:  
• U.S. Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Table B03002 “Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race.”  
• BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 
 
Notes: 
1) The categories shown in this table classify respondents based on single vs. two-plus race and Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic. The categories “White,”  

“Black / African American,” “Asian/Pacific Islander,” and “American Indian/Alaska Native” only include respondents who reported a single race 
and are non-Hispanic. All two-plus race, non-Hispanic responses are included within “Other.”  All Hispanic responses are included within 
Hispanic, regardless of race.  

2) The four-county total includes Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties.  The five-county total adds Santa Clara County. 
3) The BART data distribution is based on 4,519 unweighted responses and excludes 4% non-response. 
4) Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

BART Customer Ethnicity Compared to Bay Area Counties in BART’s Service Area 
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NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD 

 
• Thirty-one percent of riders live in two-person households.  
 

HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base        1,478        1,531        3,009          1,516          4,525  
        
1 19% 21% 20%   23%   20% 
2 32% 28% 30%   34%   31% 
3 19% 19% 19%   16%   19% 
4 18% 18% 18%   15%   17% 
5 8% 9% 8%   6%   8% 
6+ 5% 5% 5%   5%   5% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 

 
Multi-year comparison 

HOUSEHOLD SIZE 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 5,086        2,589  2,920       4,525 
     
1 17% 23% 19% 20% 

2 32% 29% 33% 31% 

3 20% 19% 18% 19% 

4 18% 14% 17% 17% 

5 8% 8% 8% 8% 

6+ 5% 6% 5% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

 
 
 
 
  

18. Including yourself, how many people live in your household? 
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
 
 
 
• Weekday peak riders tend to have higher incomes than off-peak and weekend riders. 
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,388 1,432 2,820   1,397   4,217 
        
Under $30,000 13% 21% 17%   20%   17% 
$30,000 – $39,999 6% 8% 7%   7%   7% 
$40,000 – $49,999 5% 5% 5%   5%   5% 
$50,000 – $59,999 5% 5% 5%   7%   6% 
$60,000 – $74,999 8% 7% 7%   9%   8% 
$75,000 – $84,999 6% 6% 6%   7%   6% 
$85,000 – $99,999 7% 6% 6%   7%   7% 
$100,000 – $149,999 14% 14% 14%   14%   14% 
$150,000 – $199,999 12% 10% 11%   8%   11% 
$200,000 and over 24% 18% 21%   16%   20% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 
        

Income categorization based on both 
household income and household 
size*         
Base      1,384      1,418        2,802         1,390         4,192  

Low-income 23% 33% 28%   30%   28% 
Not low-income 77% 67% 72%   70%   72% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
*This categorization approximates 200% of the federal poverty level.  In 2024, this threshold was $62,400 for a household size of four.  Using 
survey income categories, the threshold of under $60,000 was used for a household size of four. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19. What is your total annual household income before taxes? 
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME (Multi-year comparison) 
 
 
 
• In 2024, it’s estimated that 28% of BART riders could be considered low income.  This is very similar to 

2022. 
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME* 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 4,668 2,500 2,706 4,217 
     
Under $49,999 26% 51% 31% 29% 

$50,000 - $74,999 17% 19% 16% 13% 

$75,000 - $99,999 12% 10% 10% 13% 

$100,000 - $149,999 18% 10% 16% 14% 

$150,000 - $199,999 11% 6% 9% 11% 

$200,000+ 15% 5% 18% 20% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

     
Income categorization based on both 
household income and household size**      

Base 4,650 2,437 2,696      4,192 

Low-income 20% 41% 29% 28% 

Not low-income 80% 59% 71% 72% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
*Household income has not been adjusted for inflation. 
**The low-income categorization approximates 200% of the federal poverty level.  In 2018, this threshold was $50,200 for a household size of 
four; the corresponding survey category was under $50,000.  In 2020, this threshold was $52,400 for a household size of four; the corresponding 
survey category was under $50,000.  In 2022, this threshold was $55,500 for a household size of four; the corresponding survey category was 
under $60,000.  In 2024, this threshold was $62,400 for a household size of four; the corresponding survey category was under $60,000.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19. What is your total annual household income before taxes? 
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BART CUSTOMER HOUSEHOLD INCOMES COMPARED TO REGION 
  
 
 
• BART customers’ household incomes skew lower than regional household income levels. 

 
Household Income 
BART Compared to Bay Area Counties in BART’s Service Area 

 ALAMEDA 
CONTRA 
COSTA 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 

SAN 
MATEO 

SANTA 
CLARA 

FOUR- 
COUNTY 
TOTAL 

FIVE-
COUNTY 
TOTAL 

BART 2024 
CUST. SAT. 

SURVEY 

Households 
                                   

608,534  
                        

416,172  
                                                                         

372,027  
                                                            

265,124     665,549  1,661,857 2,327,406 4,217 
 
 % % % % % % % % 
Under $30,000 13% 10% 16% 10% 10% 13% 12% 17% 
$30,000 - $39,999 4% 5% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 7% 
$40,000 - $49,999 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 5% 
$50,000 - $59,999 4% 5% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 6% 
$60,000 - $74,999 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 8% 
$75,000 - $99,999 10% 10% 9% 8% 8% 9% 9% 13% 
$100,000 - $149,999 17% 18% 14% 16% 15% 16% 16% 14% 
$150,000 - $199,999 12% 14% 11% 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 
$200,000+ 29% 28% 34% 38% 40% 31% 34% 20% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

         
Low-income estimate 20% 18% 23% 16% 16% 20% 19% 28% 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources:  
• U.S. Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Table B19001 “Household Income in the Past 12 Months.”  Universe: 

Households. 
• BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 
 
Notes: 
1) The four-county total includes Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties.  The five-county total adds Santa Clara County. 
2) The BART data distribution is based on 4,217 responses (unweighted) and excludes 10% non-response. 
3) Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
4) The low-income categorization approximates 200% of the federal poverty level.   

 
  

BART Customer Household Incomes Compared to Bay Area Counties in BART’s Service Area 
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BAY AREA RESIDENT STATUS 
 
 
 
• Most riders live in the San Francisco Bay Area.  On weekends, visitors account for about one in ten 

riders. 

 

 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base  1,454 1,503 2,957   1,488   4,445 
        
Live in the San Francisco Bay Area 95% 92% 94%   88%   93% 
Visiting 3% 6% 4%   11%   5% 
Other** 2% 2% 2%   1%   2% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
*This question was added in 2024. 
**Other responses included those who live in the Bay Area part-time or on a temporary basis, those who commute into the Bay Area regularly, 
etc. 
 

 
  

20.  Do you live in the Bay Area, or are you visiting?* 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 

 
• The majority of riders (85%) live in Alameda, San Francisco, or Contra Costa counties.**   
• Compared to 2018, a higher percentage of riders reported a San Francisco County home ZIP code, and 

a lower percentage of riders reported a San Mateo County home ZIP code. 
 

HOME COUNTY 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal  Weekend 

 
Total 

Base       1,342       1,376       2,718         1,347      4,065  
        
Alameda 42% 47% 44%   41%   44% 
San Francisco 22% 18% 20%   23%   20% 
Contra Costa 22% 20% 21%   16%   20% 
San Mateo 6% 3% 5%   4%   5% 
Santa Clara 3% 4% 3%   3%   3% 
San Joaquin 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
Solano 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
Other 2% 3% 2%   4%   3% 
Out of state / country 2% 4% 3%   7%   3% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 

*ZIP codes provided were matched with counties for this table. 
**This percentage is impacted by rounding. 

 
 

HOME COUNTY 2018 2020 2022 2024 

Base 4,921        2,380 2,624 4,065 
     
Alameda 44% 43% 44% 44% 

San Francisco 15% 17% 18% 20% 

Contra Costa 20% 26% 23% 20% 

San Mateo 11% 5% 5% 5% 

Santa Clara 3% 2% 3% 3% 

San Joaquin 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Solano 1% 2% 1% 1% 

Other 2% 2% 2% 3% 

Out of state / country 3% 2% 3% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

21. What is your home ZIP code?* 
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HOME STATION 

 
Sorted in descending order on Total 
 

 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base         1,398         1,432         2,830          1,402          4,232 
        
Fruitvale 4% 5% 4%   3%   4% 
24th St Mission 4% 4% 4%   4%   4% 
El Cerrito del Norte 3% 5% 4%   2%   4% 
Dublin / Pleasanton  3% 4% 4%   3%   3% 
San Leandro 4% 3% 4%   3%   3% 
MacArthur 4% 2% 3%   3%   3% 
Powell St. 3% 2% 3%   5%   3% 
Daly City 4% 2% 3%   3%   3% 
Glen Park 3% 3% 3%   2%   3% 
Downtown Berkeley 2% 3% 2%   5%   3% 
Civic Center / UN Plaza 3% 2% 3%   3%   3% 
Richmond 2% 3% 3%   1%   3% 
Coliseum 2% 3% 3%   2%   2% 
Pleasant Hill 3% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
19th St. Oakland  3% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
Lake Merritt 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
Balboa Park 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
Bay Fair 2% 3% 2%   2%   2% 
Hayward 2% 3% 2%   2%   2% 
Rockridge 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
El Cerrito Plaza 2% 2% 2%   1%   2% 
Embarcadero 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
Fremont 1% 3% 2%   2%   2% 
Ashby 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
West Oakland 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
Antioch 2% 1% 2%   2%   2% 
16th St. Mission 2% 1% 2%   3%   2% 
Walnut Creek 2% 2% 2%   1%   2% 
Berryessa/North San Jose 1% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
12th St./Oakland City Center  2% 1% 2%   2%   2% 
Castro Valley 2% 2% 2%   2%   2% 
North Berkeley 2% 2% 2%   1%   2% 
Union City 1% 2% 2%   1%   2% 
Concord 2% 1% 2%   3%   2% 
South Hayward 1% 2% 2%   1%   2% 

22. Which BART station is your “home” station (the one you typically use when coming from home)? 
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HOME STATION (cont’d) 

 
Sorted in descending order on Total 
 

 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal 

 
Weekend 

 
Total 

Base         1,398         1,432         2,830          1,402          4,232 
        
Montgomery St. 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
Pittsburg / Bay Point 1% 1% 1%   2%   1% 
Lafayette 2% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
Orinda 1% 1% 1%   <1%   1% 
Milpitas 1% 1% 1%   <1%   1% 
West Dublin / Pleasanton 1% 1% 1%   2%   1% 
Colma 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
North Concord / Martinez 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
South San Francisco 1% <1% 1%   <1%   1% 
Millbrae 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 
San Bruno 1% 1% 1%   <1%   1% 
Warm Springs / South Fremont <1% 1% 1%   <1%   <1% 
Pittsburg Center <1% 1% <1%   1%   <1% 
        

Unspecified SF, Oakland, Pittsburg, or El 
Cerrito station 1% 1% 1%   1%   1% 

NA or Visiting 3% 5% 4%   9%   5% 
Total 100% 100% 100%   100%   100% 

 
 
 

  

22. Which BART station is your “home” station (the one you typically use when coming from home)? 
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RATING BART ON SPECIFIC ATTRIBUTES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 POOR                EXCELLENT    

             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 

Note: “7” is the highest rating a respondent can give and 
“1” is the lowest. Blank responses were eliminated when 
calculating the mean. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

24. Please help BART improve service by rating each of the following attributes. “7” (excellent) is 
the highest rating, and “1” (poor) is the lowest rating. You also can use any number in between. 
Skip attributes that do not apply to you. 



                                    2024 BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION STUDY  

 

BART Marketing and Research Department 63 
 

RATING BART ON SPECIFIC ATTRIBUTES  
Sorted in descending order on mean (Total)   
 

   MEAN (1 – 7 scale) 

Attribute 

Base 
for 

Total  Total  
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday  
Off-peak 

Weekday 
Subtotal  Weekend 

Comfortable temperature aboard trains 4,179   5.52   5.43 5.55 5.49   5.68 
Hours of operation 4,256   5.30   5.29 5.33 5.31   5.24 
On-time performance of trains 4,350   5.30   5.17 5.37 5.27   5.45 
Timeliness of connections between 
BART trains 3,868 

  
5.14   5.05 5.20 5.12   5.24 

BART (official) mobile app 3,579   5.14   5.13 5.17 5.15   5.09 
bart.gov website 3,670   5.07   5.03 5.12 5.07   5.08 
Frequency of train service 4,234   5.03   4.93 5.09 5.01   5.12 
Timely information about service 
disruptions 3,978 

  
5.02   4.92 5.07 4.99   5.14 

Access for people with disabilities 3,463   4.96   4.82 5.11 4.96   5.00 
Timeliness of connections with other 
transit 3,581 

  
4.87   4.79 4.93 4.86   4.94 

Availability of space on trains for 
luggage, bicycles, and strollers 4,047 

  
4.86   4.62 4.99 4.80   5.18 

Availability of seats on trains 4,202   4.81   4.51 4.98 4.73   5.23 
Train interior cleanliness 4,276   4.54   4.42 4.56 4.49   4.82 
Availability of Station Agents 4,121   4.50   4.47 4.51 4.49   4.55 
Clarity of public address 
announcements 4,134 

  
4.48   4.34 4.57 4.44   4.67 

Noise level on trains 4,181   4.47   4.43 4.47 4.45   4.58 
Escalator availability and reliability 4,102   4.45   4.33 4.53 4.42   4.61 
Elevator availability and reliability 3,703   4.34   4.23 4.40 4.31   4.50 
Station cleanliness 4,293   4.16   4.07 4.18 4.13   4.36 
Personal security in the BART system 3,967   4.04   3.90 4.10 3.99   4.28 
Presence of BART police 3,884   3.76   3.68 3.77 3.72   3.97 
Restroom availability 3,791   3.68   3.60 3.72 3.66   3.77 
Enforcement against fare evasion 3,751   3.65   3.41 3.73 3.56   4.12 
Addressing homelessness on the BART 
system 3,850 

  
3.47   3.33 3.50 3.41   3.80 
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Appendix C: 
SERVICE ATTRIBUTE RATINGS – 

PERCENTAGES 
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Service Attribute Ratings – Percentages 
Sorted in descending order on mean 
 

SCALE: 1 = Poor, 7 = Excellent 

Attribute Base   Mean  Top Two Neutral 
Bottom 

Two 

Comfortable temperature aboard trains 4,179  5.52  58% 39% 3% 

Hours of operation 4,256  5.30  52% 42% 5% 

On-time performance of trains 4,350  5.30  49% 47% 4% 

Timeliness of connections between BART trains 3,868  5.14  44% 52% 4% 

BART (official) mobile app 3,579  5.14  44% 50% 5% 

bart.gov website 3,670  5.07  41% 54% 4% 

Frequency of train service 4,234  5.03  42% 52% 6% 

Timely information about service disruptions 3,978  5.02  42% 51% 7% 

Access for people with disabilities 3,463  4.96  41% 51% 7% 

Timeliness of connections with other transit 3,581  4.87  38% 55% 7% 
Availability of space on trains for luggage, bicycles, and 
strollers 4,047  4.86  39% 52% 9% 

Availability of seats on trains 4,202  4.81  37% 55% 9% 

Train interior cleanliness 4,276  4.54  31% 56% 13% 

Availability of Station Agents 4,121  4.50  29% 58% 13% 

Clarity of public address announcements 4,134  4.48  35% 48% 17% 

Noise level on trains 4,181  4.47  31% 54% 15% 

Escalator availability and reliability 4,102  4.45  30% 55% 14% 

Elevator availability and reliability 3,703  4.34  28% 56% 16% 

Station cleanliness 4,293  4.16  23% 59% 18% 

Personal security in the BART system 3,967  4.04  22% 57% 21% 

Presence of BART police 3,884  3.76  18% 55% 27% 

Restroom availability 3,791  3.68  19% 51% 30% 

Enforcement against fare evasion 3,751  3.65  22% 43% 34% 

Addressing homelessness on the BART system 3,850  3.47  18% 46% 36% 
 

 
Note: Ratings are based on a scale of 1 - 7. Top Two includes 6 or 7 ratings, Neutral includes 3, 4, or 5 ratings, and Bottom Two includes 1 or 2 
ratings. 
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Appendix D: 
DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY 
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DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY 
 

FIELD PROCEDURES  
 
A total of eight survey takers and one field supervisor, managed by Q & A Research, worked on this 
project.  The survey training session was conducted at BART’s headquarters in Oakland on Tuesday, 
October 8, 2024.  Including the two survey runs that were conducted immediately after training, 
surveying took place onboard trains from October 8 – November 9, 2024.   
 
Survey takers boarded pre-selected BART trains and distributed questionnaires to riders on one random, 
pre-selected car.  Survey takers worked in pairs, typically splitting the random car to ensure sufficient 
coverage throughout the run.  In cases where there were very few riders on the random car (typically in 
off-peak hours), one of the survey takers would survey an adjacent car for efficiency. 
 
Survey takers rode most of their designated line, continually collecting completed surveys and 
distributing surveys to new riders entering their cars.  Origination/destination stations were generally: 

• Yellow line: Concord and Glen Park (with a few runs extended to Daly City) 
• Orange line: El Cerrito Plaza and South Hayward  
• Red line: El Cerrito Plaza and Glen Park (with one run extended to Daly City) 
• Blue line: Castro Valley and Glen Park 
• Green line: South Hayward and Glen Park (with several runs extended to Fremont) 

 
Survey takers were provided with a survey packet for each run, consisting of a manilla envelope with 
printed surveys inside (in English, Spanish and Chinese) and a combined control/tally sheet adhered to 
the outside.  Control sheets were pre-populated with control instructions (e.g., run number, departure 
time, boarding car, etc.), as well as the serial numbers of printed surveys assigned to that particular run.  In 
cases where survey takers needed more printed surveys than were assigned to a packet, they pulled 
extras from a supplemental envelope and noted serial numbers on the control/tally sheet. 
Survey takers carried clipboards with a flyer adhered to the back that described the survey and the 
incentive (a drawing to win one of four $100 gift cards) in English, Spanish and Chinese.  They also wore 
buttons that said "Customer Satisfaction Survey" in all three languages. 
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Flyer (affixed to backs of clipboards) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following questionnaire return options were offered: 

• Complete paper questionnaire and return onboard; 
• Complete paper questionnaire and return via mail (questionnaire could be folded into a postage-

paid mail piece; no envelope required); 
• Complete online by scanning QR code or typing URL printed on paper questionnaire 

(questionnaire serial number required); 
• Complete online by scanning QR code on survey takers’ envelopes (new this year – no serial 

number required; each survey run had a unique QR code). 
 
Survey takers offered questionnaires to everyone on their designated cars, except: 

• Children who appeared to be under 13 years old; 
• Riders who were sleeping. 

 
They kept tallies of the above, plus refusals and those who exited the train before they could be 
approached, on their control/tally sheets.  After each run, survey takers put all questionnaires from that 
run back in the envelope and sealed it closed.  A Q & A field supervisor collected these envelopes from 
interviewers regularly.   
 
Upon collection, a Q & A project manager and/or staffer opened each envelope, sorting the enclosed 
surveys into piles by language and by completion status. Surveys deemed complete or complete enough 
for use had the run number hand-written in the lower right corner and were counted and tallied on the 
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control/tally sheet. 
 
Completed surveys were scanned and then shipped to Q & A Research's Kansas City office where a team 
of three staff members started by coding the entry and exit stations provided by respondents using a 
code list from BART. The same team handled data entry of all surveys.  Numerical data on all surveys were 
data-entered twice, by two different staff members.  Syntax was programmed to compare each pair of 
survey data and when a difference was detected, the supervisor did a visual check, correcting any 
discrepancies.  
 
After adding in the mail-ins and online completes, and removing any surveys completed by children under 
13 years old, a total of 4,687 questionnaires were considered sufficiently complete for analysis (at least 
half of front side completed, including at least one of the three key satisfaction questions answered).  
Unweighted counts by method of return and survey language are as follows: 
 
Method of return 

 
Unweighted 

count 
Unweighted 

% 
Onboard  3,708 79% 

 Mailed back  92                                         
  
 

2% 
 Completed online (QR code or URL on questionnaire) 

 
115                          

  
 

2% 
Completed online (QR code unique to each run affixed to survey taker’s envelope) 
 

772 16% 
Total 4,687 100% 

 
Questionnaire language* 

 
Unweighted 

count 
Unweighted 

% 
English 4,489 96% 
Spanish 155 3% 
Chinese  43 1% 
Total 4,687 100% 

 
*Note that these tallies are based on the language in which the survey was printed (paper questionnaires) or the language in which the survey 
was taken (online questionnaires), regardless of the language in which any comments were provided. 
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SAMPLING 
The general sampling guidelines and target number of runs were very similar to those from 2022.   
 
BART provided Q & A Research with the following guidelines for developing the survey schedule: 
 

• Survey at least 140 runs, with the split between weekday and weekend approximately 96 / 44. 
• Target weekday run split: approximately 40% peak and 60% off-peak (matching prior surveys). 

o Definitions were the same as in the past, with peak defined as weekday trains dispatched 
between 5:30 am - 8:30 am and 3:30 pm - 6:30 pm. Off-peak included weekday trains 
dispatched all other times. 

• Sampling by line should take into account the amount of service provided on that line.   
• Weekday surveying should provide coverage during AM Peak, Midday, PM peak and Evening.   
• Weekend runs selected should incorporate a variety of times of day. 
• Target number of completed surveys: at least 4,000. 

 
Q & A Research used these guidelines to develop the sampling plan, which also took fieldwork scheduling 
and logistics into account.   
 
Once in the field, response rates on some runs were lower than expected.  If the number of completes 
was very low, the run was typically re-done using different survey takers on a different randomly selected 
car.  In the end, a total of 142 runs were surveyed, which broke out as follows:  
 
Runs surveyed by day part: 

 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday Off-

Peak Saturday Sunday Total 
Number of runs 
surveyed 40 57 27 18 142 

 
 

Runs surveyed by line color: 
 Yellow Orange Blue Red Green Total 

Weekday runs 29 20 20 14 14 97 
Saturday runs 7 6 6 4 4 27 
Sunday runs 4 4 4 3 3 18 
Total 40 30 30 21 21 142 

 
 

WEIGHTING 
The data were weighted by daypart to proportionately represent BART trips. The dayparts used were 
weekday peak, weekday off-peak, Saturday, and Sunday. The chart below shows the actual number of 
unweighted questionnaires by daypart, as well as the weighted number of questionnaires by daypart.  It 
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also shows the estimated number of weekly BART trips during the survey time period, upon which the 
weights were based. 
 

 
Weekday 

Peak 
Weekday 
Off-peak 

 
Saturday 

 
Sunday 

Weekly 
Total 

 
Questionnaires received 
(unweighted) 1,518 1,602 832 735 4,687 
 
Questionnaires weighted by 
daypart 2,033 1,899 437 319 4,687 
 
Estimated # of BART trips* 450,064 420,399 96,682 

               
70,521 

          
1,037,666 

Weighted % 43% 41% 9% 7% 100% 
 
* Estimated number of BART trips taken from ridership averages from the following days during survey period: Monday, 10/28;  
  Tuesday, 10/29; Wednesday, 10/16; Thursday, 10/10; Friday, 10/11; Saturday, 10/19; Sunday, 11/3. 
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QUADRANT CHART METHODOLOGY 
 
The quadrant chart is an important tool for helping BART to prioritize future initiatives to improve 
customer satisfaction.  The "Target Issues" quadrant (top left) displays the most important service 
attributes in need of attention (those attributes that are likely to be most important to BART customers, 
but receive relatively low ratings). 
 

 
 
Values along the horizontal axis are average ratings. Customers marked their ratings on a scale of 1 = poor 
to 7 = excellent, so higher ratings on the right side of the Quadrant Chart are better scores, and those on 
the left side are worse. The vertical axis ("Derived Importance") scale was derived by correlating each of 
the service attributes with customers' overall satisfaction levels. Those service attributes having strong 
correlations with overall satisfaction are seen as "More Important,” while those with weaker correlations 
are seen as "Less Important."  
 
For example, customer ratings of “train interior cleanliness” are very strongly correlated with overall 
satisfaction (i.e., customers that are happy with train interior cleanliness tend to be more satisfied overall, 
and conversely, customers that are disappointed with train interior cleanliness tend to be less satisfied 
overall). On the other hand, customer ratings of “restroom availability” have only a weak correlation with 
overall satisfaction (i.e., customers may give low ratings to restroom availability, while still being very 
satisfied with BART). Therefore, “train interior cleanliness” is located in the upper part of the chart, while 
“restroom availability” is located in the lower part.  
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Specific values along the vertical axis are derived by calculating ratios between correlation coefficients 
for each service attribute and the median correlation level. For example, the correlation coefficient for 
train interior cleanliness and overall satisfaction was .527.  The median correlation coefficient for all 
attributes and overall satisfaction was .392.  Using the formula .527 / .392 * 100 resulted in a derived 
importance score of 134. 
 
Those service attributes with derived importance scores above 100 (i.e., above the median correlation 
coefficient) are more correlated with overall satisfaction, while those below 100 are less so. 
 
Note that some service attributes are seen as fairly unimportant on average because not all customers are 
affected by them, even though they are quite important to specific customer segments (e.g., elevator 
availability). 
 
The vertical axis crosses the horizontal axis at the average (mean) performance rating from the 
benchmark survey in 1996, which was 4.685 on a scale from 1 to 7.  (Note that the average rating of 4.61 for 
the 2024 survey is also shown for reference.) 
 
While the 2022 quadrant chart is included at the end of this report for reference, please note that the 
horizontal axis scale is different from the horizontal axis scale in the 2024 chart, which should be kept in 
mind when comparing the two. 
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Appendix E: 
DATA EDITING AND CODING OF 

RESPONDENT COMMENTS 
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DATA EDITING AND CODING 
 

This section outlines editing and coding procedures used on the 2024 BART Customer Satisfaction Study. 
For the most part, information as provided by the respondent on the self-administered questionnaire was 
entered as recorded. 
 
Editing procedures, where disparities occurred, were as follows: 
 
Scaling Questions 
• If multiples occurred where only one response was acceptable (e.g., both 5 and 6 circled on the Poor - 

Excellent scale or Agree Strongly and Agree Somewhat both checked), the answer input alternated 
between the higher and lower responses. On the first occurrence we took the higher response, and on 
the next occurrence we took the lower response, etc.  

• In cases where bipolar discrepancies were observed (e.g., both 1 and 7 circled) the midpoint was used.  
 

Open-ended Comments 
The back side of the questionnaire included a section for open-ended comments. Overall, about 25% of 
respondents provided comments.  All comments were data-entered as written and subsequently 
reviewed in order to develop comment codes.  A comment could be coded into multiple categories if the 
comment addressed multiple topics.  For the most part, the same code list from 2022 was used, with a 
few adjustments (e.g., the “masks/face coverings” category was removed). 
 
The verbatim comments for each code are available to the BART departments responsible for each area. 
This provides them with an additional tool to understand the reasons for customer rating levels. 
 
The counts on the next page show the number of comments received in each category.   
 
While these are not intended to provide quantitative data on the importance of various issues, they do 
provide additional insight into possible reasons behind the ratings.  For example, based on the number of 
comments received, issues pertaining to personal security are top-of-mind for many customers. 
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2024 Customer Satisfaction Study  
Code Sheet – Comment Code Frequencies 
 

Category 
Unweighted 

count 
This page will be updated once coding of comments has been completed.  
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Appendix F: 
2022 QUADRANT CHART 

Note that the horizontal axis scale in the 2022 quadrant chart differs from the horizontal axis scale in the  
2024 quadrant chart. 
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2022 Quadrant Chart 



Title VI 2025 DRAFT 
Demographic Profile 

Appendix 10. Demographic Profile 



 

 
2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update 
Appendix 10 Demographic Profile | 2 

To ensure this Triennial makes use of the most recent, reliable demographic data, staff analyzed race, ethnicity, and 
household income levels using demographic information from the Customer Satisfaction Survey (2024) and ACS 5-
year Estimates (2019-2023). (Note that the 2024 5-year estimates aren’t planned for release until Dec. 11, 2025.)  

 

Race / Ethnicity 

• The chart below displays the ethnic composition of BART’s customers in comparison to the ethnic composition 
of the five-county service area as a whole. The data show that current BART riders are less likely to identify as 
White or Asian/Pacific Islander, and more likely to identify as African American. 

 

BART’s customer base is approximately 71% minority, as compared to 69% in the service area, according to the 2023 
American Community Survey (ACS, 1-year estimates).  (Note: for the purposes of this comparison, staff used 2023 
ACS 1-year estimates, as they were the most current data source at the time of the 2024 Customer Satisfaction 
Survey.) 
 

 ALAMEDA 
CONTRA 
COSTA 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 

SAN 
MATEO 

SANTA 
CLARA 

FIVE-
COUNTY 
TOTAL* 

BART 2024 CUST. 
SAT. SURVEY 

Population 1,622,188 1,155,025 808,988 726,353 1,877,592 6,190,146 4,519 

 

Percentage  % % % % % % % 

 

White (non-Hispanic) 27% 37% 37% 34% 27% 31% 29% 

 

Asian/Pacific Islander (non-
Hispanic) 34% 20% 36% 33% 41% 34% 28% 

Hispanic (any race) 23% 28% 16% 25% 25% 24% 24% 

 

Black/African American (non-
Hispanic) 9% 8% 5% 2% 2% 5% 12% 

 

American Indian or  

Alaska Native (non-Hispanic) <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 1% 

 

Other, including 2+ Races (non-
Hispanic) 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 
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Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

        

Non-white subtotal 73% 63% 63% 66% 73% 69% 71% 

 
*ACS 2023, 1-year estimates  
 
 
 
Household income 

In comparison to household income levels of the five-county service area as a whole, the data illustrate that BART 
customers’ household incomes skew lower than regional household income levels. 

 ALAMEDA 
CONTRA 
COSTA 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 

SAN 
MATEO 

SANTA 
CLARA 

FIVE-COUNTY 
TOTAL 

BART 2024 CUST. 
SAT. SURVEY 

Households 
                                   

608,534  
                        

416,172  
                                                                         

372,027  
                                                            

265,124     665,549  2,327,406 4,217 

 

 % % % % % % % 

Under $30,000 13% 10% 16% 10% 10% 12% 17% 

$30,000 - $39,999 4% 5% 4% 3% 3% 4% 7% 

$40,000 - $49,999 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 5% 

$50,000 - $59,999 4% 5% 3% 3% 4% 4% 6% 

$60,000 - $74,999 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 8% 

$75,000 - $99,999 10% 10% 9% 8% 8% 9% 13% 

$100,000 - $149,999 17% 18% 14% 16% 15% 16% 14% 

$150,000 - $199,999 12% 14% 11% 12% 12% 12% 11% 

$200,000+ 29% 28% 34% 38% 40% 34% 20% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

        

Low-income estimate 20% 18% 23% 16% 16% 19% 28% 
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English Proficiency 

Limited English Proficient has been defined as those who report that they speak English less than “Very Well.”  This 
includes those who speak English “Well,” “Not Well,” or “Not at All.”  Based on responses to these questions, 
approximately 10% of survey respondents could be classified as Limited English Proficient. 

Q: Do you speak a language other than English at home? / If “Yes,” how well do you speak English? 

  Percent 
Do not speak another language, or speak 
another language and speak English “very 
well” (not LEP) 83% 
Speak another language and speak English 
less than “very well” (LEP) 10% 
No response 7% 

 

Source: BART 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey 

Looking at the data another way, 4% of riders report that they speak English less than “Well.”  This includes those 
who speak English “Not Well” or “Not at All.”   

Q: Do you speak a language other than English at home? / If “Yes,” how well do you speak English? 

  Percent 
Do not speak another language, or speak 
another language and speak English “very 
well” or “well” 90% 
Speak another language and speak English 
less than “well” 4% 
No response 7% 

Source: BART 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey 

Additional data about LEP persons in BART’s service area, including other estimates of LEP riders, are provided in the 
“Language Access to LEP Persons” section of this report. 

Fare type by Protected Group 

BART offers tailored discount programs to assist various rider groups.  Staff collected data on the use of these 
discounts by protected groups as part of the 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey and continue to use this information 
to perform fare equity analyses as needed. 
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Low 
income  

Not low 
income  

 % % 
Regular BART fare 75% 80% 
High Value Discount 2% 7% 
Senior 4% 6% 
Disabled 3% 1% 

   
Youth 2% 1% 
Clipper START (for eligible low-
income riders) 

6% 1% 

Clipper BayPass (at selected 
universities / employers) 

6% 2% 

Muni Fast Pass^ 1% 1% 
Other 2% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 

Source: BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 

 

  Minority 
Non-

minority 
  % % 

Regular BART fare 79% 77% 
High Value Discount 5% 6% 
Senior 5% 10% 
Disabled 2% 1% 
Youth 2% 1% 
Clipper START (for eligible low-
income riders) 

3% 2% 

Clipper BayPass (at selected 
universities / employers) 

3% 2% 

Muni Fast Pass^ 1% 1% 
   
Other 1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 

^Only accepted within San Francisco 
Source: BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 
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Notes: Non-response has been excluded from these tables in order to conform with data presented in BART’s fare 
equity analyses. Youth are under-represented in survey as BART only surveys those who appear to be at least age 
13+. 
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Trip type by Protected Group 

Similarly, BART staff analyze trip trends by protected group in order to better understand demographic ridership 
patterns throughout the BART system. 

  
Low 

income  
Not low 
income  

  % % 
Intra-East Bay 34% 22% 
Intra-West Bay 10% 15% 
Transbay 47% 61% 
Unknown 9% 2% 
Total 100% 100% 

Source: BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 

 

  Minority 
Non-

minority 
  % % 

Intra-East Bay 28% 19% 
Intra-West Bay 13% 16% 
Transbay 54% 63% 
Unknown 6% 2% 
Total 100% 100% 

Source: BART 2024 Customer Satisfaction Survey 
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Race/Ethnicity by Line 

The FTA Circular states that transit providers may supplement the Census determination of minority and non-
minority lines with ridership survey data to see if a different demographic profile is derived from a station’s 
ridership compared to its catchment area population.  As shown in the table below, using ridership survey data 
instead of ACS 2019-2023 data – the data used throughout the Triennial report - would not affect minority and 
non-minority line designations.   

It is important to note that the calculations in the table below do not include the new line extensions, because 
there is no available ridership survey data for stations opened after 2015.  According to the BART Ridership 
Methodology, however, it is assumed that these extensions would increase the overall minority revenue miles 
for the Yellow, Orange, and Green lines, resulting in the same line determinations. 

Minority and Non-Minority BART Lines, US Census ACS 2019-2023* 
Line Minority Total Minority 

Share of 
Revenue 

Miles 

Line 
Determination 

Revenue 
Miles*,** 

Revenue 
Miles*,** 

Green Berryessa/North San 
José–Daly City 

43.82 50.80 86.26% Minority 

Orange Berryessa/North San 
José–Richmond 

40.14 51.39 78.11% Minority 

Yellow Antioch–SFO+Millbrae 28.83 57.27 50.33% Non-minority 
Red Richmond–

Millbrae+SFO 
16.85 34.53 48.79% Non-minority 

Blue Dublin/Pleasanton–
Daly City 

26.47 35.37 74.83% Minority 

* Transbay tube was excluded. 
** Revenue mile calculations include the Orange and Green line extensions to Berryessa, and the Yellow line extension 
to Antioch. 
*** The Yellow and Red Line will be used as non-minority lines for all Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden tests, 
because their minority share of revenue miles falls below the regional average. 

Line 

Minority Total Minority 
Share of 
Revenue 

Miles 

Line Determination 

Revenue 
Miles 

Revenue 
Miles 

Yellow Pittsburg / Bay 
Point to SFO - 

Millbrae 

 
19.2 53.1 36.2% Minority 

Blue Dublin / 
Pleasanton to 

Daly City 

 
20.6 38.8 53.1% Minority 

Orange Fremont to 
Richmond 

 29.8 37.7 79.1% Minority 
Green Fremont to 

Daly City 
 31.9 38.6 82.8% Minority 

Red Richmond to 
Daly City to 

Millbrae 

 
21.7 37.7 57.5% Minority 

* US Census ACS 2019-2023  
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C. ACS 5-YEAR ESTIMATES (2019-2023) 
 

Minority Status by Station Area 

The table on the next page shows the minority and non-minority percentages within a station’s catchment area 
using tract-level data from ACS 2019-2023.  Trip origin data from BART’s 2015 Station Profile Study were used 
to define a station’s catchment area using Census tracts.  Stations where the minority percentages are at or 
exceed the service area average of 68% are highlighted.   

Given that the Pittsburg Center, Antioch, Warm Springs/South Fremont, Milpitas, and Berryessa/North San José 
stations opened after the 2015 Station Profile Study, their data is not complete. (* The 5 stations in italics were 
not open at the time of the 2015 survey, and therefore catchment areas based on survey data can't be created.  
As a proxy, the percentages from the nearest station were applied.)  SFO and OAK were not studied given their 
status as a destination station without a home-based population. 

  



 

 
2025 Title VI Triennial Program Update 
Appendix 10 Demographic Profile | 12 

Demographic data by Station Area using American Community Survey 2019-2023 

Table 5. Minority Status by Station Catchment Area 
(American Community Survey 2019-2023) 

 

Station % Minority % White 

Coliseum 89% 11% 

Richmond 87% 13% 

South Hayward 84% 16% 

Bay Fair 83% 17% 

Hayward 83% 17% 

Balboa Park 83% 17% 

Fremont 82% 18% 

Warm Springs* 82% 18% 

Milpitas* 82% 18% 

Berryessa / North San Jose* 82% 18% 

Union City 80% 20% 

San Leandro 78% 22% 

South San Francisco 76% 24% 

El Cerrito del Norte 76% 24% 

Fruitvale 74% 26% 

Pittsburg / Bay Point 72% 28% 

Pittsburg Center* 72% 28% 

Antioch* 72% 28% 

Glen Park 72% 28% 

Daly City 72% 28% 

Lake Merritt 69% 31% 

12th St. / Oakland City Center 67% 33% 

Colma 66% 34% 

Castro Valley 65% 35% 

San Bruno 65% 35% 
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Station % Minority % White 

West Oakland 65% 35% 

Millbrae 62% 38% 

Powell St. 61% 39% 

19th St. Oakland 61% 39% 

West Dublin / Pleasanton 60% 40% 

Dublin / Pleasanton 60% 40% 

El Cerrito Plaza 60% 40% 

MacArthur 57% 43% 

Concord 57% 43% 

North Concord / Martinez 57% 43% 

Embarcadero 57% 43% 

Civic Center / UN Plaza 57% 43% 

Montgomery St. 56% 44% 

24th St. Mission 54% 46% 

Downtown Berkeley 54% 46% 

16th St. Mission 53% 47% 

Ashby 53% 47% 

Pleasant Hill / Contra Costa Centre 47% 53% 

North Berkeley 45% 55% 

Rockridge 43% 57% 

Orinda 43% 57% 

Walnut Creek 38% 62% 

Lafayette 34% 66% 

Total Five-County Average 68% 32% 
* The five stations in italics were not open at the time of the 2015 survey, and 

therefore catchment areas based on survey data can’t be created.  As a proxy, the 
percentages from the nearest station were applied. 
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This table shows the minority and non-minority percentages within a station’s catchment area using tract-level data from ACS 2019-2023.  Trip origin data from 

BART’s 2015 Station Profile Study were used to define a station’s catchment area using Census tracts within the five-county area.  Stations where the minority 

percentages exceed the five-county average of 68% are highlighted.      

Including the 5 newer stations where minority percentages were estimated, BART has 21 stations which can be categorized as minority stations.  
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Income Status by Station 

The table below shows the low income and non-low income percentages within a station’s catchment area using 
tract-level data from the American Community Survey 2019 - 2023 (five-year estimates).  Trip origin data from 
BART’s 2015 Station Profile Study were used to define a station’s catchment area using Census tracts.  Stations 
where the low-income percentages are at or exceed the five-county average of 17.8% are highlighted. 

 

Income Status by Station 

   Low income   Not low income  

Coliseum 39% 61% 

Downtown Berkeley 34% 66% 

Richmond 34% 66% 

Fruitvale 27% 73% 

Powell St. 26% 74% 

19th St. Oakland 26% 74% 

Civic Center / UN Plaza 25% 75% 

12th St. / Oakland City Center 25% 75% 

Lake Merritt 25% 75% 

West Oakland 24% 76% 

Pittsburg / Bay Point 24% 76% 

Pittsburg Center* 24% 76% 

Antioch* 24% 76% 

Ashby 24% 76% 

Bay Fair 24% 76% 

San Leandro 23% 77% 

El Cerrito del Norte 22% 78% 

Glen Park 22% 78% 

Hayward 22% 78% 

Concord 21% 79% 

Montgomery St. 21% 79% 

Balboa Park 20% 80% 

MacArthur 20% 80% 

16th St. Mission 19% 81% 

North Concord / Martinez 18% 82% 

Embarcadero 17% 83% 

El Cerrito Plaza 17% 83% 

South Hayward 17% 83% 

24th St. Mission 17% 83% 

North Berkeley 17% 83% 

Daly City 17% 83% 

Pleasant Hill / Contra Costa Centre 16% 84% 

South San Francisco 16% 84% 

Fremont 15% 85% 

Warm Springs* 15% 85% 

Milpitas* 15% 85% 

Berryessa / North San Jose 15% 85% 

San Bruno 15% 85% 

Millbrae 15% 85% 

Castro Valley 14% 86% 

Colma 14% 86% 

Union City 14% 86% 

Rockridge 12% 88% 

Orinda 10% 90% 

Walnut Creek 10% 90% 

Dublin / Pleasanton 10% 90% 

Lafayette 9% 91% 

West Dublin / Pleasanton 8% 92% 
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D. BART MAPS 
 

Base Map 
The map below outlines the Census tracts in BART’s four-county service area (Alameda, Contra Costa, San 
Francisco, and San Mateo counties).  The BART line is shown in blue and stations are marked with white circles. 

Since the last Triennial Update (1/19/20), two new stations have been added to the BART system.  The Milpitas 
and Berryessa/ North San José stations are the second and third stations to extend the Green and Orange lines 
south of Fremont and will later connect with four additional stations planned for the Silicon Valley/Berryessa 
Extension project. 
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Recent and Planned Improvements 

Stations recently modernized or scheduled for modernization6 over the next five years. 

Completed projects: Since the 2019 Title VI Triennial Update, BART has completed station modernization 
projects at:  

• Powell St (ceiling, lighting, pilot canopy),  
• MacArthur (safety, lighting), 

Other modernization projects currently in the final design or construction phases:  
• North Berkeley (access improvements) 
• Powell St. (station modernization) 
• Balboa Park (station modernization, elevators, and transit plaza), and  
• 19th St/Oakland, and 
• the Market St. San Francisco Stations – Embarcadero, Montgomery, Powell, and Civic Center 

(escalators, canopies, improvements and bike stations).  

Concept planning for future station modernization projects, underway or planned:  
• Downtown Berkeley (station modernization),  
• Lake Merritt (Operations Control Center and plaza).  

 
 

 

6 Unless noted, Station Modernization includes comprehensive station improvements.  
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• Concord (lighting) 
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Final design and/or construction dependent on securing and allocating funds. 

 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Projects 

Approved/Under Construction TOD projects:  
• Balboa Park (under construction) 
• Lake Merritt (approved agreement with developer, construction not commenced yet) 
• Millbrae (under construction- to be completed in early 2023) 
• Walnut Creek (phase 1 near completion, Phase II/III not yet started) 
• West Oakland (not yet initiated, but developer selected and grants secured for environmental 

remediation) 
• North Berkeley (developer selected) 
• El Cerrito Plaza (developer selected, design is underway) 
• North Concord (developer was selected, but work has not commenced) 
• Pleasant Hill (all phases but one are complete- final phase, Block D-office use, has stalled) 
• West Dublin/Pleasanton (hoping to see design and construction commence in coming months) 

 
Planned TOD projects: (projects we expect to advance in coming 2 years) 

• Ashby (developer selection process expected in coming months) 
• Rockridge 
• Hayward 
• Warm Springs/South Fremont 

 
Final design and/or construction dependent on securing and allocating funds. 
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E. DEMOGRAPHIC MAPS 
 

For the purposes of this Triennial, BART has elected to use ACS 5-Year Estimates (2019-2023) to determine 
service area thresholds and station catchment area demographics, as these are the most current estimates. 

Minority and Non-Minority 

The following map shows the Census tracts where the minority population exceeds the five-county service area 
average of 68% (2019-2023 ACS Estimates). 

Demographic Maps by Specific Race 

Looking at distinct minority groups, the following maps show Census tracts in which the percentage of 
Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and Black/African American residents, respectively, exceed overall service area 
averages.   

Asian/Pacific Islander 

The map shows tracts in which the Asian / Pacific Islander population exceeds the service area average of 
32.4%. 
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Hispanic 

The map shows tracts in which the Hispanic population exceeds the service area average of 23.8%. 
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Black/African American 
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The map below shows tracts in which the Black / African American population exceeds the service area 
average of 5.6%. 
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Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

As noted above, Limited English Proficient (LEP) is defined as those who report that they speak English less 
than “Very Well.”  This includes those who speak English “Well,” “Not Well,” or “Not at All.”  The map below 
shows tracts in which the LEP population exceeds the service area average of 17.6%. 
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Low-Income 

The map below shows the Census tracts where the low-income population exceeds the four-county service area 
average of 17.8%. Due to the high cost of living in the District, BART has defined low income as 200% of the 
federal poverty level. 
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2025 Title VI Triennial Program Appendices 
Title VI Service and Fare Equity Analyses during the Reporting Period 

Appendix 11.  Station Amenities



Detailed Station Pairs Analysis  

1. San Leandro ↔ Rockridge 

Out of the 24 transit amenity categories, there are four instances where the minority station (San 

Leandro) has fewer amenities than the non-minority station (Rockridge). The most significant 

variance is in Bicycle Racks, where Rockridge has substantially more bicycle parking due to a 

higher bicycle mode-access share. Conversely, San Leandro is more transit-oriented and 

accordingly provides significantly more bus access facilities. 

 

2. Bay Fair ↔ Walnut Creek 

Out of the 24 amenity categories, seven instances show fewer amenities at the minority station 

(Bay Fair) compared to the non-minority station (Walnut Creek). The most notable difference is 

in Bike Racks, which aligns with BART’s practice of allocating bicycle facilities based on 

demonstrated and projected demand, as documented in the BART Bike Program Capital Plan 

(2017). 

 

3. Union City ↔ El Cerrito Plaza 

Out of the 24 amenity categories, there are three instances where the minority station (Union 

City) has fewer amenities than the non-minority station (El Cerrito Plaza). The largest variance is 

in Bicycle Amenities—El Cerrito Plaza has 28 additional Bicycle Lockers and 25 additional 

rack/storage spaces. This reflects the higher bicycle mode-access share at El Cerrito Plaza. Union 

City, however, provides a significantly larger supply of parking spaces, which offsets the 

variance in bicycle facilities. 

 

4. South Hayward ↔ Orinda 

Across 24 amenity categories, four reflect fewer amenities at the minority station (South 

Hayward) compared to the non-minority station (Orinda). Overall, amenities are relatively 

balanced. The primary variance is in Benches, which is attributable to structural constraints such 

as station layout and bench sizing, rather than service equity issues. 

 

5. South San Francisco ↔ Lafayette 

Out of 24 categories, seven show fewer amenities at the minority station (South San Francisco). 

The most significant variance is in Parking Spaces, with Lafayette having 144 more spaces due 



to considerably greater available land. South San Francisco is more transit-oriented, served by 

multiple SamTrans routes and extensive employer shuttles, which reduces its reliance on parking 

compared to Lafayette. 

 

6. Pittsburg/Bay Point ↔ Concord 

Out of 24 amenity categories, the minority station (Pittsburg/Bay Point) has fewer amenities in 

five instances. The most substantial variance is in Parking Spaces, where Concord has 226 more 

spaces, consistent with its higher ridership levels. Differences in bicycle amenities also reflect 

mode-share patterns: Concord has a higher bicycle access share compared to Pittsburg/Bay 

Point. 

 

7. Hayward ↔ North Berkeley 

Out of 24 categories, there are four instances where the minority station (Hayward) has fewer 

amenities than North Berkeley. The most significant differences are in Bicycle Amenities—

North Berkeley has 28 additional Bicycle Lockers and 138 more Bicycle Racks, consistent with 

its unusually high system-wide bicycle mode-access share. Hayward, by contrast, provides 16 

Bus Bays, reflecting its higher reliance on public transit as an access mode. 

 

8. Lake Merritt ↔ Downtown Berkeley 

Across 23 amenity categories (parking excluded due to both stations’ dense urban locations), 

there are two instances where the minority station (Lake Merritt) has fewer amenities. 

Downtown Berkeley has significantly more bicycle-related facilities, including Bike Racks and 

a Bike Station, reflecting its high bicycle access share and proximity to a major university. 

 



BART Line & 
Stations

Minority/N
on-Minority

Platform 
Type

Station 
Agent 
Booths 
Staffed

Platform 
Canopies

Train 
Arrival 

Displays

Time 
Tables

Route 
Maps

Trash 
Receptacles

Restrooms Benches
Bill to Bill 
Changer 

(BBC)

Ticket 
Vending 
Machine 

(TVM)

Clipper 
Vending 
Machine 

(CVM)
San Leandro Minority side 1 Yes 8 1 5 10 2 16 1 0 6
Rockridge Non-Minority center 1 Yes 8 1 2 6 2 20 1 0 6
Difference 0 0 0 3 4 0 -4 0 0 0
Bay Fair Minority center 1 Yes 8 2 3 15 2 33 1 1 6
Walnut Creek Non-Minority side 1 Yes 8 1 4 14 2 15 1 0 3
Difference 0 0 1 -1 1 0 18 0 1 3
Union City Minority side 1 Yes 8 0 14 5 2 35 3 0 4
El Cerrito Plaza Non-Minority side 1 Yes 8 0 9 12 2 14 1 0 4
Difference 0 0 0 5 -7 0 21 2 0 0
South Hayward Minority side 1 Yes 8 0 10 9 2 12 1 0 4
Orinda Non-Minority 1 Yes 8 1 10 25 2 29 1 0 4
Difference 0 0 -1 0 -16 0 -17 0 0 0
South San Francisco Minority 1 Yes 10 1 10 13 2 5 1 0 5
Lafayette Non-Minority center 1 Yes 8 3 5 6 2 12 1 0 4
Difference 0 2 -2 5 7 0 -7 0 0 1
Pittsburg/Bay Point Minority center 1 Yes 8 0 3 28 2 35 3 0 5
Concord Non-Minority center 1 Yes 8 1 1 7 2 28 1 0 5
Difference 0 0 -1 2 21 0 7 2 0 0
Hayward Minority side 1 Yes 8 0 13 9 2 5 1 1 4
North Berkeley Non-Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 8 0 5 8 2 20 1 0 4
Difference 0 0 0 8 1 0 -15 0 1 0
Lake Merritt Minority center/side 3 Yes (Subway) 12 4 18 15 2 12 3 0 7
Downtown Berkeley Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 8 1 7 8 2 12 3 0 7
Difference 1 4 3 11 7 0 0 0 0 0

Station Pairing - Minority/Non-Minority 



Add Fare 
Machine 

(AFM)

Emergency 
Courtesy 
Phones 

Public 
Address 
Systems

Digital 
Information 

Systems 

Platform 
Elevators 

Platform 
Escalators 

Parking 
Spaces

Bike Lockers 
(keyed and 
electronic)

Bike Rack / 
Bikeep

Bike Station
(# of bikes 
that can be 

stored)

Bike Share 
Docks

Bus Access 
Facilities

(Covered Bus 
Shelters)

6 10 Yes Yes 2 4 898 96 91 0 0 12
3 9 Yes Yes 1 1 886 72 160 0 25 0
3 1 1 3 12 24 -69 0 -25 12
9 11 Yes Yes 1 1 1658 28 52 0 0 8
7 14 Yes Yes 2 2 1271 96 175 0 0 15
2 -3 Yes Yes -1 -1 387 -68 -123 0 0 -7
8 17 Yes Yes 2 4 951 84 82 0 0 12
3 12 Yes Yes 2 2 742 136 94 0 0 7
5 5 0 2 209 -52 -12 0 0 5
2 12 Yes Yes 2 2 1302 44 86 0 0 6
3 5 Yes Yes 1 1 1302 36 86 0 0 2

-1 7 1 1 0 8 0 0 0 4
2 8 Yes Yes 1 2 1350 42 44 0 0 9
3 10 Yes Yes 1 1 1494 62 76 0 0 2

-1 -2 0 1 -144 -20 -32 0 0 7
4 12 Yes Yes 2 2 2094 32 74 0 0 10
3 6 Yes Yes 1 2 2320 100 79 0 0 11
1 6 1 0 -226 -68 -5 0 0 -1
3 7 Yes Yes 2 2 1468 60 70 0 0 16
3 7 Yes Yes 1 2 756 84 208 0 27 0
0 0 1 0 712 -24 -138 0 -27 16
7 20 Yes Yes 2 9 0 12 30 0 35 0
6 11 Yes Yes 1 1 0 0 100 332 0 0
1 9 1 8 0 12 -70 -332 35 0



All Station Pairing
Minority/Non-

Minority
Platform 

Type

Station 
Agent 

Booths 
Staffed

(#)

Platform 
Canopies

(Y/N)

Brochure 
Bins 
(#)

Train 
Arrival 

Displays
(#)

Time 
Tables

(#)

Route 
Maps 

(#)

Trash 
Receptacles

(#)

Restrooms
(*At least 1 
not open to 
the public)

(#) 

Benches
(#)

Bill to Bill 
Changer 

(BBC)
(#)

Red/ Orange
Downtown Berkeley Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 8 1 4 8 2* 12 3
Lake Merritt Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 8 1 4 15 2 12 1
Fruitvale Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 4 19 2 15 1
Coliseum Minority center 2 Yes 0 8 0 3 16 2* 21 5
San Leandro Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 1 5 10 2 16 1
Bay Fair Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 2 3 12 2 33 1
Hayward Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 0 6 9 2* 5 1
South Hayward Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 0 6 9 2 12 1
Union City Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 0 6 12 2* 35 3
Fremont Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 5 19 2 38 1
Warm Springs/South Fremont Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 11 22 2 14 2
Milpitas Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 0 7 35 2 29 4
Berryessa/North San Jose Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 5 22 2 22 2

Yellow
Antioch Station Minority center 1 Yes 0 6 0 4 9 2 10 2
Pittsburg Center Minority center 0 Yes 0 5 0 4 8 0 4 2
eBART Transfer Platform center 0 Yes 0 8 0 3 4 0 2 0
Pittsburg/Bay Point Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 3 25 2 35 3
North Concord/ Martinez Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 3 15 2 16 1
Concord Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 2 1 15 2 28 1
Pleasant Hill/Contra Costa Center Non-Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 1 3 21 2 9 1
Walnut Creek Non-Minority side 1 Yes 0 8 1 4 19 2 15 1
Lafayette Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 1 3 6 2 12 1
Orinda Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 1 4 25 2 29 1
Rockridge Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 1 2 6 2 20 1

Blue

https://sfbartd-my.sharepoint.com/personal/070570_bart_gov/Documents/Desktop/2025 Amenities Count Checklist (Master)



All Station Pairing
Minority/Non-

Minority
Platform 

Type

Station 
Agent 

Booths 
Staffed

(#)

Platform 
Canopies

(Y/N)

Brochure 
Bins 
(#)

Train 
Arrival 

Displays
(#)

Time 
Tables

(#)

Route 
Maps 

(#)

Trash 
Receptacles

(#)

Restrooms
(*At least 1 
not open to 
the public)

(#) 

Benches
(#)

Bill to Bill 
Changer 

(BBC)
(#)

Castro Valley Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 10 0 3 20 2 17 2
West Dublin/ Pleasanton Non-Minority center 2 Yes 0 10 0 4 15 2 14 2
Dublin/ Pleasanton Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 2 4 25 2 38 2

Yellow/ Red/  Green/ Blue
West Oakland Non-Minority side 1 Yes 0 9 1 2 7 2* 8 1
Embarcadero Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 5 15 2 4 2
Montgomery Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 5 17 2* 7 2
Powell Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 5 16 2 7 3
Civic Center Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 5 18 2* 5 1
16th Street Mission Non-Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 11 0 5 6 2* 4 1
24th Street Mission Non-Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 5 8 2* 4 1
Glen Park Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 6 6 2 10 1
Balboa Park Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 8 0 7 14 2 11 2
Daly City Minority center/side 1 Yes 0 12 0 5 24 2* 49 2

Yellow/ Red
Colma Non-Minority center 1 Yes 0 8 0 3 28 2 45 2
South San Francisco Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 10 0 5 15 2* 5 1
San Bruno Non-Minority center 1 Yes (Subway) 0 10 0 3 8 2 8 2
SFO Airport Non-Minority center 2 Yes (Subway) 0 20 0 6 19 2* 10 4
Millbrae Non-Minority center 2 Yes 0 15 5 7 26 2 55 3

https://sfbartd-my.sharepoint.com/personal/070570_bart_gov/Documents/Desktop/2025 Amenities Count Checklist (Master)



Ticket 
Vending 
Machine 

(TVM) 
(#)

Clipper 
Vending 
Machine 

(CVM)
(#)

Add Fare 
Machine 

(AFM)
(X)

Emergency 
Courtesy 
Phones 

(#)

Public 
Address 
Systems

(Y/N) 

Digital 
Information 

Systems 
(Y/N)

Platform 
Elevators

(#) 

Platform 
Escalators

(#) 

Parking Spaces
(#)

*Information provided by 

Danielle Dai

**Available Parking not 
BART Owned *** Lake 

Merritt under 
construction

Bike Lockers (keyed 
and electronic)

(#)
*Information providey  by 

Heath Maddox

Bike 
Rack/Bikeep

(#)
*Information providey  

by Heath Maddox

Bike Station
(# of bikes 
that can be 

stored)
*Information 

providey  by Heath 

Maddox

Bike Share 
Docks

(#)
*Information 

providey  by Heath 

Maddox

Bus Access 
Facilities

(Covered Bus 
Shelters)

(#)

0 7 6 11 Yes Yes 1 1 0 0 100 332 0 0
0 4 2 10 Yes Yes 2 2 0 80 212 0 27 0
0 5 4 11 Yes Yes 2 4 893 28 49 200 15 7
2 12 6 18 Yes Yes 1 1 888 16 63 0 0 0
0 6 6 10 Yes Yes 2 4 898                          96 91 0 0 12
0 6 9 11 Yes Yes 1 1 1,658 28 52 0 0 8
1 4 3 7 Yes Yes 2 2 1,468 60 70 0 0 16
0 4 2 12 Yes Yes 1 2 1,302                       44 86 0 0 6
0 4 8 17 Yes Yes 2 4 951                          84 82 0 0 12
3 8 1 9 Yes Yes 1 2 1,654 104 121 0 0 11
2 12 1 21 Yes Yes 2 3 2,120 56 106 0 0 3
0 12 6 22 Yes Yes 2 4 1631** 12 24 185 0 16
0 8 7 13 Yes Yes 1 2 1527** 10 28 181 0 10

1 3 2 6 Yes Yes 2 2 1885 12 16 0 0 12
0 3 2 5 Yes Yes 1 0 262 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 4 Yes Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 5 4 12 Yes Yes 2 2 2,034                       32 74 0 0 10
0 4 3 11 Yes Yes 1 2 1,978                       32 74 0 0 3
0 5 3 6 Yes Yes 1 2 2,320 100 79 0 0 11
0 3 5 14 Yes Yes 2 2 2,883 110 234 215 0 10
0 3 7 14 Yes Yes 2 2 1,271 96 175 0 0 15
0 4 3 10 Yes Yes 1 1 1,494 62 76 0 0 2
0 4 3 5 Yes Yes 1 1 1,302                       36 86 0 0 2
0 6 3 9 Yes Yes 1 1 886                          72 160 0 25 0

https://sfbartd-my.sharepoint.com/personal/070570_bart_gov/Documents/Desktop/2025 Amenities Count Checklist (Master)



Ticket 
Vending 
Machine 

(TVM) 
(#)

Clipper 
Vending 
Machine 

(CVM)
(#)

Add Fare 
Machine 

(AFM)
(X)

Emergency 
Courtesy 
Phones 

(#)

Public 
Address 
Systems

(Y/N) 

Digital 
Information 

Systems 
(Y/N)

Platform 
Elevators

(#) 

Platform 
Escalators

(#) 

Parking Spaces
(#)

*Information provided by 

Danielle Dai

**Available Parking not 
BART Owned *** Lake 

Merritt under 
construction

Bike Lockers (keyed 
and electronic)

(#)
*Information providey  by 

Heath Maddox

Bike 
Rack/Bikeep

(#)
*Information providey  

by Heath Maddox

Bike Station
(# of bikes 
that can be 

stored)
*Information 

providey  by Heath 

Maddox

Bike Share 
Docks

(#)
*Information 

providey  by Heath 

Maddox

Bus Access 
Facilities

(Covered Bus 
Shelters)

(#)

0 4 2 8 Yes Yes 1 2 1,102 52 67 0 0 5
0 8 4 8 Yes Yes 1 2 1,155 48 70 0 0 5
0 8 8 13 Yes Yes 1 3 3,130 92 212 0 0 5

0 3 4 8 Yes Yes 2 2 452                          176 161 0 23 4
0 24 5 9 Yes Yes 1 4 0 0 0 106 27 0
0 28 4 9 Yes Yes 1 4 0 0 0 0 37 0
1 18 5 11 Yes Yes 1 2 0 0 7 0 33 0
2 17 2 6 Yes Yes 1 2 0 0 74 140 30 0
0 4 1 12 Yes Yes 1 1 0 0 97 0 31 0
0 7 1 7 Yes Yes 1 1 0 0 90 0 16 0
0 4 1 7 Yes Yes 1 2 53 24 56 0 40 0
0 7 3 6 Yes Yes 1 1 0 12 67 0 23 0
0 11 5 11 Yes Yes 2 2 1,995 20 35 0 0 9

0 6 3 12 Yes Yes 1 2 1,422 31 72 0 0 12
0 5 2 8 Yes Yes 1 2 1,350 42 44 0 0 9
0 5 2 8 Yes Yes 1 2 1,042 42 32 0 0 9
0 10 5 17 Yes Yes 2 4 0 42 44 0 0 0
0 10 5 17 Yes Yes 2 4 2,096 80 60 0 0 9

https://sfbartd-my.sharepoint.com/personal/070570_bart_gov/Documents/Desktop/2025 Amenities Count Checklist (Master)
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1 
 

Adopted: 7/11/13 

 

DISPARATE IMPACT AND DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN POLICY 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI Circular 4702.1B requires BART to develop a 
Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy for use in the assessment of proposed 
Major Service Changes or fare changes. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Statement of Policy: 
The purpose of the Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy is to establish a 
threshold that defines when impacts of a Major Service Change (see BART’s Major Service 
Change Threshold) or a fare change result in disproportionate impacts on protected populations 
or riders, defined as minority1 or low-income2 populations or riders. A finding of disproportionate 
impacts would determine whether BART may need to take additional steps, as defined in this 
Policy.  
 
Definitions: 
A Disparate Impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately and 
adversely affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin. A 
Disproportionate Burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately and 
adversely affects low-income populations. The thresholds, established by this Policy, will be 
used to assess adverse impacts on protected populations or riders. 
 
Disproportionate Impact: 
The following definitions of disproportionate will apply to determine Disparate Impact and 
Disproportionate Burden on protected populations or riders. 

1. For across-the-board fare changes, BART will compare the percent changes in the 
average fare for protected riders and non-protected riders. A fare change will be 

                                                           
1 Minority persons: For the purposes of this Policy, Minority persons include the following: American Indian and Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 
 
2 Low-income person: BART defines low income as 200% of the federal poverty level. This definition takes into account the high 
cost of living in the Bay Area and is consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission‘s definition. For reference, this 
threshold categorizes a four-person household with an annual income under $47,100 as low income. When compiling information 
about the low-income populations within the BART service area using census data, this 200% threshold is used. When compiling 
information specifically about BART riders using survey data, the low-income definition is expanded to include all riders with annual 
household incomes under $50,000. This modified definition approximates the 200% threshold definition using existing survey 
income categories. 



2 
 

Adopted: 7/11/13 

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%.  

2. For fare type changes, BART will assess whether protected riders are disproportionately 
more likely to use the affected fare type or media. Impacts will be considered 
disproportionate when the difference between the affected fare type’s protected ridership 
share and the overall system’s protected ridership share is greater than 10%.  When the 
survey sample size of the ridership for the affected fare type is too small to permit a 
determination of statistical significance, BART will collect additional data.  

3. Adverse effects of a Major Service Change to the existing system are borne 
disproportionately by protected populations or riders when either (a) the difference 
between the affected service’s protected ridership share and the overall system’s 
protected ridership share is equal to or greater than 5%, or (b)  the difference between 
the percent change in travel times for protected populations or riders is equal to or 
greater than 5% when compared to the percent change in travel time for non-protected 
populations or riders. 

4. New service and new fares, including for new modes, media, or service, will be 
considered to have a disproportionate impact when the applicable difference is equal to 
or greater than 10%. 

 
Cumulative Impacts:  

1. The cumulative impacts of similar, major service changes or similar fare changes 
occurring during a three-year Title VI triennial reporting period will be analyzed as part of 
an equity analysis. 

Finding a Disparate Impact: 
Should BART find that minority populations or riders experience disproportionate impacts from 
the proposed change, BART should take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disparate 
impacts. If the additional steps do not mitigate the potential disparate impacts on minority 
populations, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART may proceed with the proposed major 
service or fare change only if BART can show that:  
• A substantial legitimate justification for the proposed major service or fare change exists 

and, 
• There are no alternatives serving the same legitimate objectives that would have a less 

disproportionate impact on minority populations.   

Finding a Disproportionate Burden: 
Should BART find that low-income populations or riders experience disproportionate impacts 
from proposed major service or fare changes, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART should 
take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. BART shall also describe 
alternatives available to low-income populations affected by service or fare changes.  













































Title VI 2025 Triennial Update 2026-01-08| Last Saved: 1/5/2026 16:01 

2025 Title VI Triennial Program Appendices 
Title VI Service and Fare Equity Analyses during the Reporting Period 

Appendix 13. Title VI Service and Fare Equity Analyses 
during the Reporting Period 



 

List of Fare Increases or Major Service Changes 
1. CPI Fare Increase - January 2024 & January 2025 

a. These two fare increases together served as the second-to-last in BART’s 
third series of productivity-adjusted inflation-based fare increases. The 
proposed fare increases help fares keep pace with inflation, generating 
revenue that supports BART operations as well as BART’s capital 
reinvestment projects. 

2. Clipper® StartSM Discount Increase – January 2024 
a. To leverage the early successes of the pilot and enhance its impact, BART 

proposed to increase its per-trip discount from 20% to 50% off of the Clipper 
Adult fare for qualified riders. 

3. Parking Policy Update - 2025 
a. Based on capacity at each station, BART sets parking prices within a range. 

The 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. 

b. The policy also included a request to extend the hours BART may charge for 
parking from 3:00 pm until 6:00 pm and Saturdays or Sundays. 

4. Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfers – 2025 
a. The Clipper BayPass provides an opportunity for Universities, Colleges, 

Affordable Housing entities, and other organizations to offer transit passes to 
students, residents, and employees. These entities purchase transit passes 
for their stakeholders and those riders can enjoy free access to all bus, rail, 
and ferry services in the nine (9) region area, except Muni cable cars. 

b. The Free & Discounted Transfer Program offers a more seamless experience 
for riders. When making a trip that requires transferring between transit 
agencies, riders using Clipper will pay the full fare for just the first agency. 
Transfer trips made between agencies in the two hours following their first 
Clipper card tag will be free or discounted up to the maximum local fare. 

Title VI Equity Analyses full reports: https://www.bart.gov/guide/titlevi/program 

 

https://www.bart.gov/guide/titlevi/program
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     Update Approval 



SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT | BART | 1957
Summary Applications/Awards TrAMS Users Locations Designated Recipient Related Actions

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT | Civil Rights
Programs

Recipient Details

Recipient ID

1957

Recipient Name

SAN FRANCISCO 
BAY AREA RAPID 
TRANSIT DISTRICT

DBE Tier

TBD

Civil Rights Programs

Civil Rights Programs

Program Name Submission Status Submitted Date Reviewed Date Due Date Expiration Date

DBE Goal Submitted - Reviewed 8/1/2019 9/26/2022 8/1/2025 9/30/2025

Title VI Program Submitted 1/30/2023 1/26/2022 2/1/2026 3/31/2026

DBE Program Submitted 9/27/2024 8/19/2021 N/A N/A

EEO Program Submitted 2/29/2024 4/29/2022 3/1/2028 4/30/2028

Program Details

Title VI Program Status History

Status Date User

Submitted 1/30/2023 Hoa Sin

Submitted - Reviewed 1/26/2022 Karin Vosgueritchian

Submitted 1/29/2020 Giusseppe Dizon

Submitted 1/29/2020 Hoa Sin

Submitted - Reviewed 10/4/2017 Lynette Little

1 – 5 of 8

Title VI Program Existing Document Details

Document Type Document Name
Program Begin and End
Dates

Date Uploaded Uploaded By

Title VI Program Plan New 
Submission

BART's Title VI 2022 
Program Update

N/A 1/30/2023 Hoa Sin

Title VI Other 
Documentation

Title VI 2/1/2020 - 
1/31/2023 Concur Letter

2/1/2020 - 1/31/2023 1/26/2022 Karin Vosgueritchian

Title VI
Title VI 2019 
Program_Triennial Update 
FINAL reduced.pdf

N/A 1/28/2020 Jennella Sambour-Wallace

Title VI concur letter 4 1 2017 to 3 31 2020 10/4/2017 Lynette Little

2/25/25, 2:23 PM Review Civil Rights Programs for SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT - TrAMS Recipients

https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1Dr… 1/2

https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/summary
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/_5-6yqA
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/_kPvIFQ
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/_ERqQWg
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/__pHKkQ
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/actions
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/sites/trams-recipients/page/records/record/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h0m5E1iX3WuLhq4KOS17FVevTI71y2F9TyODXlwcV1DrKXPmQNsqCFuG36qVTU3cdkUy7ehAHw21PpP4_z5wHSargnh_bPorH4/view/summary
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/rest/a/content/latest/isBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-t2jNNoyThk0T3iq5oEoqGX1VlaHWpY1ndrVc4hG6ux/o?isUIAnchorLink=true
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https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/rest/a/content/latest/isBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-hwi99qz-K66xA554BkyZ0E1XVDu9qA-FY0yj_zg1T8/o?isUIAnchorLink=true
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Title VI
Civil Rights Program 2016 
Triennial Update FINAL.pdf

N/A 1/31/2017 Sharon Moore
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Title VI Program Upload Document
Document Type

Document Name

Program Begin and End Dates

Civil Rights Document

Drop file here

Select a Document Type

UPLOAD

Title VI Program Comments
Civil Rights Program Comments

Remark By Comment Remark Date

Hoa Sin BART's submittal of its Title VI Program Update in compliance with FTA Circular 4702.1B. 1/30/2023

Karin Vosgueritchian Concurrence Letter emailed on 1/25/2022. 1/26/2022

Giusseppe Dizon
Program status updated to 'In Review - Under FTA Review.' A Regional Civil Rights Officer 
(RCRO) will review the program submittal when able.

1/29/2020

Hoa Sin Submission of BART Title VI 2019 Program Update. 1/29/2020

Lynette Little Status changed to Concur due to attached concur letter. 10/4/2017
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