SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
300 Lakeside Drive, P. O. Box 12688, Oakland, CA 94604-2688

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING AND AGENDA
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
January 29 and 30, 2015

President Blalock has called a Special Meeting of the Board of Directors on Thursday,
January 29, 2015, at 9:00 a.m., and Friday, January 30, 2015, at 9:00 a.m. The meeting will be
held at the Renaissance ClubSport, Renaissance Room, 2805 Jones Road, Walnut Creek, CA.

The purpose of the Special Board Meeting is to consider and take such action as the
Board may desire in connection with:

Thursday, January 29, 2015, 9:00 a.m.

A. Roll Call.

B. Pledge of Allegiance.

C. Introduction of Special Guests.
1. Public Comment on Items 2 - 6 Only.

2. WORKSHOP

A. Workshop Overview. For discussion.

B. Customer Satisfaction Survey 2014. For discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)

G BART Draft Strategic Framework.* For discussion.

D. Roundtable Discussion on Approach to Priority Setting. For discussion.
WORKING LUNCH (60 minutes)

E. Role of BART in the Region. For discussion.

E. District Infrastructure: Capacity, State of Good Repair, and Asset Management.
For discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)

G. District Infrastructure: Capacity, State of Good Repair, and Asset Management
(continued).

H; Financial Outlook and Funding Priorities. For discussion.

L. Day 1 Workshop Review. For discussion.



3. CLOSED SESSION (Renaissance ClubSport Board Room)

A. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION.
Title: General Manager
Government Code Sections: 54957

4. OPEN SESSION (Renaissance ClubSport Board Room)

ADJOURN to Friday, January 30, 2015, at 9:00 a.m.

Friday, January 30, 2015, 9:00 a.m.

A. Roll Call.
B. Pledge of Allegiance.
C Introduction of Special Guests.

5. Public Comment on Item 6 Only.

6. WORKSHOP CONTINUED

& Advancing Sustainability in the Region and at BART. For discussion.
K. Stations: Connecting and Creating Great Places. For discussion.
RECESS (15 minutes)

L. Guidance on District Priorities. For discussion.

LUNCH (45 minutes)

M. Human Resources Modernization Initiatives and Labor Report Follow-up. For
discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)

N. Workshop Review. For discussion.



SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors DATE: January 23,2015
FROM: General Manager
SUBJECT: Special Meeting Agenda Item #2.C: BART Draft Strategic Framework

In developing topics and materials for the Board workshop, we have been using a draft
strategic framework as a backdrop, and will be using it to frame discussion at the
workshop next week. The attached draft strategic framework 1s intended to help us
develop policy-level guidance that can inform District choices over a multi-year period.
This document stems from the first BART Strategic Plan, adopted 1999, and from updated
Strategic Plan work since then, most recently the 2008 update.

The Vision, Mission, Goals and Strategies groups are intended to be policy-level elements.
The strategies and initiatives (lower portion of the page) are intended as staff-level efforts
— some underway now and some to be initiated this year.

If you have any questions prior to the workshop, please contact Ellen Smith, Planning, at
(510) 287-4758, or esmithl @bart.gov. I look forward to our discussion at the workshop.

Do O

(/ Grace Crunican

Attachment

ee; Board Appointed Officers
Deputy General Manager
Executive Staff




BART Board Workshop 2015

Workshop Overview

January 29, 2015





BART Board Workshop 2015

Workshop Framework

1) Obtain direction
2) Provide briefing

3) “Tee Up” for future Board discussion





BART Board Workshop 2015

Future Board Topics

Later this year, focused presentations on:

1) Public Safety 5) Clipper |
2) Employee Safety 6) Fare Policy
3) Berkeley Hills 7) Station Access

Tunnel 8) BART Vision
4) Labor Report





BART Board Workshop 2015

Workshop Agenda

Day #1

Workshop Overview
Customer Satisfaction
Strategic Framework

Approach to Priority Setting by
Board

Role of BART in the Region

District Infrastructure:

* Expand Capacity, Manage Demand
e Fix, Maintain & Modernize

Financial Outlook

Day #2

Advance Sustainability

Stations: Connect & Create Great
Places

Board Guidance on District
Priorities

Human Resources Modernization
& Labor Report

Wrap-Up





1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

BART Board Workshop 2015

Daniel’s Discussion Guidelines

Maximize Interaction. Maximize time for Board interaction
with other Directors, and with staff.

Forward Looking. Engage in constructive dialog with a
focus on the future, problem solving and creative solutions.

Clarify Positions. State individual positions clearly where
common agreement may be lacking.

Common Ground. Identify common ground and points of
agreement among Board members.

Prioritize. Identify clear direction and potential action steps
for top priority issues.





BART Board Workshop 2015

2014 Recap

e Rebuild from 2013
e 2014 Workshop

e Advance Labor-Management Partnership
e Accelerate Asset Management

e Develop and Fund “Big 3”

e Refine Financial Plan

e Clean and Modernize Stations

e Engage the Public and Partners

e Continued Economy Expansion

e Record Ridership





BART Board Workshop 2015

Economic Expansion Continues

“...upswing in 2014 marks five straight years of
Bay Area job expansion, the best stretch of
employment growth since the dot-com era....”

“...employment gains in the Bay Area
represented the third straight year in which the
region added at least 100,000 jobs during the
year. That's the longest stretch of job gains at
the 100,000-plus level since 1990 ...”

Source: Bay Area adds 11,000 jobs in December and 113,500 during 2014 in record-setting employment surge, Oakland
Tribune, George Avalos, 01/23/2015





West Bay — Strong Recovery

East Bay — Trending Towards Average
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San Francisco: Office Supply Constraints /

New Space Under Construction

e Rate of SF job growth slowing

e Office Space:
e Vacancyrate [l
e Askingrents 1

e SF “... office availability is likely to
limit employment growth for the
remainder of this economic cycle.”

Ted Egan, Chief Economist, City and County of San Francisco
In SPUR Urbanist Dec. 2014

e Under Construction: 3.4 M SF
 Occupancy 2015 - 2018

e Adds 600 to 1,700 peak hour
Transbay BART trips





What about the price of gas?

New York Times, The Upshot, 2015-01-27





MTC Vital Signs 2015

Freeways More Congested

1) “... highly concentrated ... on
routes leading into ... San
Francisco and the Silicon Valley.

2) “.. more than half of the
region's congested delay is ... in
Alameda and Contra Costa
counties.

3) “... commuters ... stand to
benefit as major investments
such as BART to San Jose, BART
capacity improvements, ...
come on line in the years
ahead."

Amy Rein Worth, MTC Chair
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Workshop Agenda

Day #1

Workshop Overview
Customer Satisfaction
Strategic Framework

Approach to Priority Setting by
Board

Role of BART in the Region

District Infrastructure:

* Expand Capacity, Manage Demand
e Fix, Maintain & Modernize

Financial Outlook

Day #2

Advance Sustainability

Stations: Connect & Create Great
Places

Board Guidance on District
Priorities

Human Resources Modernization
& Labor Report

Wrap-Up
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Board of Directors
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Background

Objectives

e Track trends in customer satisfaction
e Obtain feedback on specific service attributes

e Prioritize areas that need improvement

BART Marketing and Research Department 1





Background

Methods

e Sampling technique
e Questionnaire

e Analysis of data

BART Marketing and Research Department 2





Results

Satisfaction

Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by BART?

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

W 2012: 84% Satisfied
W 2014: 74% Satisfied

a4y A46%

1% 2%
[

Very Satisfied Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very Dissatisfied

Satisfied Dissatisfied

Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding

BART Marketing and Research Department
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Results

Recommend to a Friend

Would you recommend BART to a friend or out-of-town guest?

80%
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0%
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m 2014: 89% Would recommend
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BART Marketing and Research Department 4





Results

Value for the Money

“BART is a good value for the money.”

80% -
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60% -
50% -
40%
30%
20%
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0%

H 2012: 70% Agree
H 2014: 63% Agree

40%

38%

Agree Strongly Agree Somewhat Neutral Disagree Disagree Strongly
Somewhat

Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding

BART Marketing and Research Department 5





Results

Impact of Seating Availability

More people had to stand in 2014; among those who stood, ratings were significantly
lower.

100% -
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

91%

m Stood
m Didn't Stand

Overall Satisfaction Would Recommend Good Value for the
BART Money

BART Marketing and Research Department





Results

Largest Changes From Prior Survey

-10.3% Leadership in solving regional transportation problems

-8.5% Availability of seats on trains

-7.8% Station cleanliness

-7.8% Elevator cleanliness

-7.0% Comfortable temperature aboard trains

BART Marketing and Research Department
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BART Marketing and Research Department
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Results

Satisfaction Trends

SFO Opens
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Historical Context

Trough to Peak

* Previous instance of satisfaction at 74% in 1998, after which
satisfaction rose to an all-time high of 86% in 2004

e S1.2 billion investment in renovation

18 Target Issues in 1998 2 Target Issues in 2004

TVM reliability Station Agent availability Train cleanliness
Fare gate reliability Personnel courtesy Ticket refunds
Lines at exit gates Ticket refunds

Escalator availability Seat availability

Elevator availability Train temperature

Train cleanliness Noise level

Station cleanliness PA announcements

Station condition Bus connections

Personal security Leadership in reg’l trans.

BART Marketing and Research Department 10





Historical Context

Conditions prior to 1998 Survey

v - :
Esoglditoars dué 0b fareigates out of service

BART Marketing and Research Department 11





Historical Context

Customer Ratings 1998 — 2004

e Overall satisfaction grew from 74% to 86%. Top

increases:

Reliability of ticket vending machines
Escalator availability and reliability
Length of lines at exit gates
Condition/cleanliness of train windows

Elevator availability and reliability

BART Marketing and Research Department

15.9%

15.9%

22.5%

22.3%

39.4%
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2

Conclusion

Current initiatives & potential investments

Attribute (% change vs. 2012)
- Seat availability (-8.5%)

- Availability of standing room (-5.1%)
- Space for luggage, bikes, strollers (-4.5%)

- Train temperature (-7.0%)

BART Marketing and Research Department

Current Initiatives

Stabilization of car availability
expected by July after floors are
done

Contra Costa Crossover will free up
13 cars

Add yellow line shoulder service
FOF: first 10 pilot cars in service in
Fall 2016. 775 cars total.

FOF cars feature wider aisles,
higher seats, bike racks
Communication campaign re: near-
term constraints on making trains
longer

Replace degraded electrical
controls on A/B cars as units fail
Install upgraded units on all C cars

Potential Investments

- Increase shop staffing to raise
car availability

- Repair 6 cars currently out of
service

- Goal to increase new car fleet
to at least 1,000 cars

- Proactive replacement of A/B
car units with new electrical
controls

13
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4

5
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Conclusion

Current initiatives & potential

Attribute (% change vs. 2012)

- Station cleanliness (-7.8%)

- Station condition / state of repair (-5.0%)

- Car interior cleanliness (-4.7%)

- Condition/cleanliness of seats (-2.6%)

- Car floor condition (-5.4%)

- On-time performance (-4.5%)

BART Marketing and Research Department

Current Initiatives

Station brightening: 5 stations/year
(Completed: Coliseum. In progress:
Powell St. Next: Civic Center)
Additional station entrance and
scrub crews

Escalator replacement/canopies:
Phase 1 (Powell & Civic)

All upholstered seat covers replaced
with vinyl (Completed Dec 2014)

All carpeted floors to be replaced
with hard surface by 6/30/15

Contra Costa Crossover

investments

Potential Initiatives

Expand and accelerate station
brightening program

Increase System Service
staffing

Expand escalator
replacement/canopy program.
Phase 2 covers 12 more
stations

EOL cleaning crew at Pitts/Bay
Point

Extend EOL crews at Millbrae,
Richmond, Daly City until 9
pm

Increase Mainline Technician
and Paramedic coverage
Additional OCC staffing

14





Conclusion

Summary

e Satisfaction is down significantly vs. two years ago.

e High ridership and an aging infrastructure are stressing the BART
system. This underscores the importance of current initiatives to
modernize and increase the capacity of BART stations and trains.

e |nitiatives to build a better BART system are underway in ten key
areas, and staff are proposing additional investments for
consideration by the Board in the upcoming budget.

e BART’s experience from 1998-2004 shows that investment in
Quadrant Chart Target Issues can yield dramatic satisfaction
iImprovements.

e To avoid satisfaction peaks and valleys in the future, a more
sustained program of reinvestment in the core system is needed.

BART Marketing and Research Department 15





End of Presentation

BART Marketing and Research Department
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Appendix

Access from home to BART

35% -
3% (+1.3)

30% - 29%

28%(-0.8)
25% -

20% -
W 2012
W 2014

15% - 14% (-2.5)

10% 10%
10% -
6% 6%(+0.7) 5% 59 (+0.6)

5% - 39% 4% (+0.7)

0% -

Walked Drove alone Bus/transit Dropped off Carpooled Bicycle Other/No
response

BART Marketing and Research Department 18





Appendix

BART Customer Demographics

BART customers’ ethnicities reflect the diversity of the region.

B Bay Area Census Data (2013 ACS Estimate)

B BART 2014 Customer Satisfaction Survey

50% -

q0% | % 38%

30%

20%

10% 4% 5%

<1% 1%

0% | .

White Asian/Pacific  Hispanic (any  Black/African American Other, incl. 2+
Islander race) American Indian/Alaska races

Native

BART Marketing and Research Department 19
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BART Board 2015 Workshop

Strategic Framework

January 29, 2015





Strategic Framework

BART’s Strategic Plans

An New Era of Partnerships Our Customers| Our People | Our Future
1999 2008





Strategic Framework

What’s changed since 2008?

e Dramatic economic changes
e Explosive ridership growth
e Sustainability direction

e BART turns 40!

e Asset management focus

e MAP-21

e Title VI compliance

e Community policing

e Aging workforce

e New leadership





Strategic Framework

Strategic thinking

e\Where are we today?
e\Where do we want to be in 10 to 20 years?
eHow will we get there?

eHow will we know we have arrived?





Strategic Framework

Draft Strategic Framework






Strategic Framework

Implementation






Strategic Framework

Next steps

eFramework modifications

eBoard consideration for adoption
eQutreach

e Advancement of implementation

eRobust element of 2016/17 budget
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Role of BART In the Region:

Overview

e How does investment in BART
benefit:

 Counties and Cities?
e Households?
 Businesses?

 How can we quantify this
contribution?

 What are the implications of
future investments in BART?





Role of BART In the Region:

Three Studies

The Economic Contributions of BART
= Qualitative and quantitative overview of BART’s benefits to

Bay Area
= County-by-County benefits, as available

Property Value Impacts of BART
Premium for condo, single family, apartment, commercial
property near BART
= Separate study of San Francisco
= Designed to support Value Capture tools

Rider and Driver Delays from Recurring Incidents

* Build upon 2012 Deakin study
= Impact by corridor, freeway segment, to drivers and riders
* Impacts on businesses and goods movement





The Economic Contributions of BART

* Support Regional Competitiveness

v Quality of Life: Household Time & Cost
Savings

v Place-Based Benefits
BART as Employer





Concentrated Job Growth Requires a

Multimodal Transportation Network
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Source: Steven Levy, Center for the Continuing Study of the California Economy, for MTC — January 2015 4





Role of BART in the Region

Resilient in the Recession

2002 to 2011 Job Change

BART Station Areas Cities with BART: Region:
(1/2 Mile): 2% Loss 1% Loss
12% growth





Role of BART in the Region

Household Benefits: Lower

Transportation Costs

Personal Cost
Savings

Near BART:

14% HH
Income

Regional:
18% HH
Income

Transportation Cost as % Regional

Regional Average

El Cerrito (Plaza)

Concord
(Downtown)

San Leandro
(Downtown)

San Francisco
(Civic Center)

San Francisco
(Balboa Park)

Median Income

12%

12%

15%

18%

B Ne
m Cit

%
20%

ar BART

ywide
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Role of BART in the Region

Household Benefits: Lower

Transportation Costs

Personal Cost Savings

Personal Cost Savings by Taking BART

2004 2014
Car Commute Costs
Variable Costs (2) 2,400 $2,300
Parking and Bridge Tolls $4,700 6,800
Total $7,100 $9,100
Comparable BART Trip Costs
BART Parking SO S600
BART Fare $1,600 $2,200
Total $1,600 $2,800
Total Savings on BART $5,500 $6,300

Source: ALH Urban & Regional Economics.
(1) Assumes commute distance of 40 miles and 228 work days per year.
(2) Includes gasoline, maintenance, tire replacement, oil change, and depreciation.
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Place-Based Benefits

Property Value Premiums — Single Family Homes





Place-Based Benefits

Property Value Premiums - Condos





Place-Based Benefits

Property Value Premiums — Single Family Homes by County

Alameda

Contra
Costa

10





Place-Based Benefits

Property Value Premiums — Office in East Bay and N. San Mateo
County, Near BART vs. outside 2 Mile

16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

BART Proximity Premium

13.7%

$65 million/year
In added revenue

7.6%

Within 1/4 mile

1/4 to 1/2 mile

Road Distance to Nearest BART Station 1

Source: Strategic Economics, CoStar Group, 2015.





Place-Based Benefits

Property Value Premiums — Office in East Bay, Near BART vs.
outside %2 mile

20.0% - 18.2%

18.0% -
16.0% -
14.0% -
12.0% -
10.0% -
8.0% -
6.0% -
4.0% -
2.0% -
0.0% |

Within 1/4 mile 1/4 to 1/2 mile

11.1%

BART Proximity Premium

Road Distance to Nearest BART Station 12





Impacts of Recurring Delays

What happens if the Bay Area does not invest in fixing
& modernizing BART?

Study approach:

1) What's happened in other regions experiencing regular
delays?

2) What's happened to the region during major occasional
Incidents at BART?

3) What changes when “occasional” becomes “frequent”?

13





Role of BART in the Region

Case Study: Chicago Transit Authority

Slow Zones

Deferred Maintenance
Resulted in System Past
Useful Life:

22% Rail ROW
40% Stations
45% Substations
49% Escalators

13% of System Affected by
“Slow Zones”





Role of BART in the Region

Case Study: Chicago Transit Authority

Slow Zones

Red Line Slow Zones add 20
minutes of delay for 38% of
CTA's passengers

CTA loses riders due to longer
travel and wait times — despite
overall ridership gains

Lower customer satisfaction —
41% dissatisfied with travel
and wait times

15





Role of BART in the Region

Case Study: Washington Metro

Automatic Train Operation
Disabling (2009-current)

June 22: Fatal Red Line
accident resulting from
undetected train

1,500 track circuit modules
could fail in same way

Automatic train control taken
offline, trains single-tracked

16





Role of BART in the Region

Case Study: Washington Metro

Automatic Train Operation
Disabling (2009-current)

Stagnant ridership despite
economic growth since
2008

2008 Ridership: 750,000
2014 Ridership: 722,000

Customer satisfaction fell
7% from 2013 to 2014

17





Do These Examples Apply to BART?

Electrical Assets Traction Power

18





Loss of Transbay Service

19
Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 511, Nelson\Nygaard





Loss of Transbay Service

20
Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 511, Nelson\Nygaard





Impacts of Recurring Delays

RARRRRRRARRRARR

RRRRRRRRRRRARAR

23,460 peopLE/HOUR

21
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Impacts of Recurring Delays

Caldecott Tunnel and BART:
AM Peak Hour Westbound

22
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In Sum: Role of BART in the Region

$73 million / day

...with advance
notice...

23





BART Keeps the Economy Moving
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Expand Capacity,
Manage Demand

January 29, 2015





Briefing Outline

e Context

e Expanding Capacity
e Near-Term
e Longer-Term

e Managing Demand





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

BART’s Capacity Issues

Station Capacity

e Discussed later in this presentation

Vehicle & Service Capacity

e Crowding continues to grow during
the AM/PM peak period

e Peak hour train frequency is
essentially maxed out

e Delivery of new cars starts about
two years from today





Strategies to Relieve Crowding:

Options Available Now (2015-2016)

e Peak period crowding must be balanced by additional
vehicle or service capacity

e There are two options:

e Run Longer Trains

e Strategically lengthen trains <10 cars throughout peak

e Run extra service

e Only applies to peak shoulders where trains can fit in
schedule and train is available





Strategies to Relieve Crowding:

Ridership and Capacity Overview
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Ridership Trends:

Ridership Now Well Over 400k

Average Weekday Ridership Actual and Forecast
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Ridership Trends:

27,500

25,000

22,500

20,000

17,500

15,000

Transbay AM Peak Hour/Direction (Median)

FTA standard

Highest Loads On Trains Today

BART standard

2012

2019
(Projected)

2013 2014 Fall 2014

~140 pax / vehicle
28,610 per hour

e 115 pax / vehicle
* 23,460 per hour

107 pax / vehicle
* 21,870 per hour






Briefing Outline

e Expanding Capacity
e Near-Term
e Longer-Term





Peak Period Vehicle Capacity:

BART Standard

Peak Hour/Direction: Average Vehicle Load Standard
107 Passengers/Car: 60 Seated plus 47 Standees w/6.7 sq. ft. of space

Standing Density: - Very High - High - Medium Low






Peak Period Vehicle Capacity:

Reoccurring Maximum Loads Today

Peak Hour/Direction: Average Vehicle Max. Load
140 Passengers/Car: 60 Seated plus 80 Standees w/3.9 sq. ft. of space

Standing Density: - Very High - High - Medium Low






Peak Period Transbay Crowding:

Fremont-Daly City (8:30-9:30 AM SF Arrival)

Crowding Relief Solution: Lengthen Trains >115 ppc
>>Requires Five (5) Cars<<
10





Peak Period Transbay Crowding:

Bay Point-SFO (8:30-9:30 AM SF Arrival)

Crowding Relief Solution: Lengthen Bay Point-SFO Trains <10 Cars
>>Requires Nine (9) Cars<<

11





Peak Period Transbay Crowding:

Daly City-Dublin (Leaves SF 5:00-6:00 PM)

Crowding Relief Solution: Make all trains 9-cars
>>Requires Six (6) Cars<<

12





Other Vehicle Needs (2015-2016)

e \Warm Springs Extension
(December 2015):

e Staff exploring several options
given car constraints

e One option: Green Line service
weekdays (needs 9 cars)

e |f pursued, restoration of
SFO-Millbrae shuttle train
on weekdays needs three
(3) cars

13





Summary of Vehicle Needs (2015-2016)

e Lengthen Transbay Trains:
e Green Line (5 cars)
e Yellow Line (9 cars)
e Red Line (2 cars)
e Blue Line (6 cars)

e New Train Service:

e Warm Springs Extension (9 cars)
e SFO-Millbrae Shuttle (3 cars)

e Total Car Need = 34 Cars

14





Vehicle Supply Topics:

Key Sources for Vehicles (2015-2016)

1. Invest in shop productivity: more work from existing shop facilities
2. Repair Damaged Vehicles

3. Retune schedule: move more people with same fleet size
e Strategic turn-backs allow service to increase
e But can change service levels at select stations
e Source of 10+ vehicles

4. Draw from our internal reserves (“emergency savings”)
e Sacrifice ready reserve trains as a contingency
 Will negatively impact service reliability

15





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Rolling Stock & Shops — Capacity

16





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand
Capacity

e Demands on our Old Fleet

 Options for Increasing Vehicle Availability

17





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Demands on Our Old Fleet

FLEET SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

B BART FY16
BART (NOW)

m WMATA

m CHICAGO

mNY

= MUNI

W PHIL

BART FY16 BART (NOW) WMATA CHICAGO MUNI PHIL

95%

90%

85%

80%

75%

70%

65%

60%

55%

50%
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Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Options for Increased Vehicle Availability

e Resource Existing Facilities

* Expedited Repair of Damaged Vehicles

19





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Resource Existing Facilities

20





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Resource Existing Facilities

Hayward Shop Weekend Shifts

e Relieves Truck Bay Queuing
e 13 Vehicles for Peak Service
e S249K Per Vehicle / 28 People

Daly City Grave Shift
e Enables 10.5 % Increase in Use of Shop Capacity

e Reduces Queuing of Vehicle Level Work, Truck Bay &
Wheel Truing

* 5 Vehicles
e S255K Per Vehicle / 11 People

21





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Expedited Repair of Damaged Vehicles






Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Acudent Repair of Team

- Up to 6 Vehicles Next Year
- $279K Per Vehicles / 12 People

23





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Up to 24 Additional Vehicles

o Staff Hayward = 13 vehicles (5249K per)

 Staff Daly City = 5 vehicles ($255K per)

* Accident Repair = 6 vehicles ($279K per)

24





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Near Term Facility Enhancements

e Concord Wheel Truing

e Additional Vehicle Lifts
— Daly City
— Richmond

25





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Expanding Capacity: Longer-Term

26





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Capacity Efforts

Other capacity efforts currently underway:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

BART Vision. Priorities for fix & modernize, capacity and expansion.
Spring 2015

BART Metro. Implementation of capital elements of the BART Metro
service plan to increase system flexibility, efficiency and capacity.

BART’s FTA Core Capacity application (New Starts). Proposal to enter into
FTA project development for funding of Train Control, more Train Cars,
Hayward Maintenance Complex, and other capacity elements.

Embarcadero-Montgomery Capacity Implementation Plan. Phasing plan
for capacity improvements at BART’s busiest stations.

MTC SF Bay Area Core Capacity Study. Alternatives analysis of short-,

medium- and long-term transit capacity investments to core job centers. .





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

BART Metro

BART Metro study completed 2013.

MTC’s Transit Performance Initiative
Program funds increased system
flexibility, efficiency and capacity.

Work starting on:
— Tail track extensions
— Crossovers

28





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

MTC’s Core Capacity Challenge Grant

e Commission adopted the Core Capacity Challenge to address
transit overcrowding.

* Provides a funding plan for BART’s Big 3:

— Rail Cars
— Train Control Modernization
— Hayward Maintenance Complex

e Authorizes BART to seek FTA Core Capacity funding.

29






Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

BART Transbay Corridor Core Capacity Application

e MAP-21 established new element to FTA New Starts:

Core Capacity
e Corridor at capacity
* Achieve > 10% capacity increase
* Does not include SGR

e Proposal to FTA to enter Project Development phase

* Proposed package of projects:
Train Control

Hayward Maintenance Complex
306 vehicles for capacity expansion
Traction Power

Elevators

Platform Doors
Crossovers/Turnbacks

e BART seeking significant funds for the Core Capacity Program — Amount TBD.
30





BART Core Capacity Package

Total and Core Capacity Cost Breakdown

Total Cost Breakdown* Core Capacity Cost Breakdown*
(in millions of S) (in millions of S)

- Train Control

- Vehicles

- HMC (Phase 1 and 2)
- Platform Doors

|:| Elevators

|:| Traction Power**

Total Cost: Over $3.8B Core Capacity Cost: $1.6-1.9B

SGR and Other Core Capacity Commited Funds
$1.9-2.28 $16-1.98 $1.3B 2.5 31






Embarcadero-Montgomery Capacity

Implementation Plan

 Developing phased
implementation plan for
series of capacity

improvements:

— Station modernization

— Vertical circulation (elevators
and escalators)

— Platform screen doors

— Side platforms

 Working with San Francisco
agency partners.

e Due to complete December
2015.

32





MTC’s SF Bay Area Core Capacity Study

* Region received S1M USDOT TIGER
Planning Grant

* Initiated early 2015, BART a key study
partner.

e Looking at short, medium and long-term
solutions for the Transbay Corridor.

e Considering bus, rail and ferry
improvements in phases.

e Will estimate when current capacity of all
modes are full.

e Evaluating trade-offs between investing
in BART San Francisco station capacity

improvements and 2" Transbay Tube.
33





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Capacity Recap

34





Briefing Outline

e Managing Demand

35





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Pricing Approach

* Targeted peak fare pricing could:

— Manage peak transit crowding,

— Defer capacity investments to fund
critical fix & modernize priorities,

— Possible “user fee” to generate funds for
core capacity needs

36





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Incentive Approach

e \What about incentives?

e Singapore transit peak incentive study
conducted by Stanford

e Use behavioral economics and network
optimization to shift behavior
1) Incentives (“I win”)
2) Loyalty program (“frequent flyer”)
3) Social networking (“my friends”)
4) Gamification (“make it fun”)

e Shifted 7.5% of participants to travel
outside of peak hours

37





Expand Capacity, Manage Demand

Land Use Approach

Encourage trips where and when
BART has capacity

Challenging to influence the real
estate market

Employment - TOD opportunities:

 West Oakland TOD
e 19t Street
* Warm Springs

38
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On Time Performance —

A System in Decline?






Roadway Worker Protection (RWP)

GO175

Roadway Worker
Protection

« BART implemented
GO175

« RWP Training
completed

« Wayside work incurs
delay

» Categories of Work
Defined
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BART Board Workshop 2015

M&E Immediate Maintenance
Priorities

January 29-30, 2015





Focus: Areas that Impact Customers

e Track

e Train Control

* Traction Power

e Elevator/ Escalator










Fixing Track Conditions






Train Control





Train Control Essential 120vDC
Battery Bank






Critical Communication with Trains





Switch Machine Replacement






Traction Power System





Substation — Rectifiers






System Erosion Due to Stray Current






Elevator Escalator





Escalator Availability





Escalator Step Replacement






Elevator Availability





Elevators
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Rolling Stock & Shops -
Strategic State of Good Repair






Car Performance

Mean Time Between Service Disruption
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Strategic Investments

* AB Cars
— Air Conditioning
— Battery

e CCars

— Auxiliary Power System Equipment (APSE)
— Propulsion System
— Cab Window





AB Car Air Conditioning &

Battery Sets





C Car Propulsion





Ready for Testing





C Car APSE





Cab Window — Sash Design





Cab Window — Hinged Design
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BART Board Workshop

Fix, Maintain & Modernize

BART Asset Management

January 21, 2015

January 29, 2015





BART is completing its 3™ year

of Asset Management

e February 2014: First budget process informed by data and risk

e April 2014: Board adopted an Asset Management Policy

e January 2015: Another year of data and risk improvement






BART’s Asset Management Annual Cycle

BECOMES EVIDENCE-BASED & Asset Mgmt Plan

MITIGATING HIGHEST RISKS / TODAY: Draft Service Plans

WORK PRIORITIES

December| January

FY+1 BUDGET

ANALYZE November ruary
ASSET RISKS & PROCESS
FINANCES

October

Cycle Starts Here

Juy & June

REFRESH ASSET INVENTORY DATA, RISKS & C-F-C





ISO 55000 is the new global world-class AM standard

Customers Legislation Board Commercial
Environment

Organizational Strategic Plan

Strategy & Planning

Organization
& People

Cvairan T

Lifecycle Delivery

Asset Information

AM Anatomy from the Institute of Asset Management 2014





BART'’s progress in this IAM system perspective

Customers

Legislation

B Progress to date

Planned this year

Board

Commercial
Environment

Organizational Strategic Plan

. Strategy & Planning

Organization

ision Making

& People
. t Management
c

Cvaran T

Wlifecycle Delivery

Risk
& Review






Elements & Progress

Helps to describe our focus areas
in the coming year, as well as
elements that will be worked
later

The IAM Anatomy will
align our maturity into
an integrated system

Asset Management Policy

Asset Management Strategy & Objectives
Strategy & Planning Demand Analysis

Strategic Planning

Asset Management Planning

ment Decision-Making
Asset Management rations & Maintenance Decision-Making
Decision-Making le Value Realization

sourcing Strategy

downs & Outage Strategy

nical Standards & Legislation

t creation and acquisition
stems Engineering

nfiguration Management
Lifecycle Delivery nance Delivery

bility Engineering

perations

source Management

down & Outage Management

t & Incident Response

set decommissioning & disposal

Asset Information ormation Standards

& Information Management
ocurement & Supply Chain Management
gement leadership
Organization & People nal Structure

nal Culture

mpetance Management

sessment & Management

ingency Planning & Resilience Analysis
stainable Development

Risk & Review agement of Change

t performance & health monitoring
anagement review, audit & assurance
eholder engagement





anag
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Financial Outlook - Key Findings

« CHANGES TO OPERATING FROM FY14 SRTP/CIP BASELINE

« Higher ridership estimate +$250M
« Sales tax revenue +$75M
 Revised STA projection -$80M

« CAPITAL —%$4.8B CUMULATIVE 10-YEAR SHORTFALL

« 50% of total projected
need

* Near-term needs are the
greatest

 Cost increases on Big 3
may pose out-year budget
challenges

OPERATING AND CAPITAL NEED





Current Financial Outlook

Operating Financial Outlook
Net Annual Result

$20 -

$10 \
SO

FY15 FY16 Y17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24

_510 _

_520 _

Millions

Ten-year cumulative shortfall of $320M

-$3O _

-S40 -

_550 _

-$60 J





SRTP/CIP — Main Themes

* Highlights the importance of striking the right balance
between reinvestment, capacity improvement and
expansion

Earthquake Other
Safety 0.1%
4.6%

System
Expansion
3.3%

Service and
Capacity
Enhancement
17.5%

System
Reinvestment
74.5%





Capital Funding Scenarios

General assumptions — all scenarios

No operating deficit — operating allocations to Big 3 reduced from
baseline to eliminate deficit

Big 3 cost estimates have been updated
 Railcar Replacement Program — cars 776 through 1081
 Train Control Modernization Program - $915M
« Hayward Maintenance Complex - $412M

Big 3 needs reflect entire program; other needs are 10 year
SRTP/CIP baseline needs

Capacity expansion cars embedded in railcar program

Expansion costs are predominantly closeouts of existing projects;
some small amounts for extensions planning, SVBX





Capital Funding — Where We Stand Today

2014 SRTP/CIP BASELINE SCENARIO
« No additional revenues beyond adopted SRTP/CIP
« No regional cost sharing for increased costs for railcars, TCMP

$3,500.0

$3,000.0

$2,500.0

$2,000.0

$1,500.0

H Unfunded

$1,000.0
B MTC/Grant

$500.0

VTA

$0.0 W BART

S\ O\
X 0
o\ o\
o e






Capital Funding — Best Case

“BLUE SKY” SCENARIO
« Assumes 30 year $3B revenue measure with 45% of proceeds in 10 year window
» ALL revenues projected in RTP (including highly speculative, e.g. gas tax)

s35004 _ Regional cost sharing on additive amounts for railcars, TCMP

$3,000.0

$2,500.0

$2,000.0

$1,500.0

B Unfunded

B MTC/Grant

$1,000.0

VTA

$500.0

M Revenue
Measure
W BART






Outside of 2014 SRTP/CIP Envelope

Potential Expansion Projects

LIVERMORE EXTENSION

« $1.2B current cost estimate; technology undetermined
« $400M in Measure BB; potential $150M in other sources

SECOND TRANSBAY TUBE
« +$10B-$12B cost estimate (2007 escalated to 2015)
« Terminates at Market Street transfer station; further SF expansion not included
 No identified capital funding

WEST CONTRA COSTA COUNTY EXTENSION (wWBART)
« $750M+ cost estimate
« DMU technology from Richmond BART to Hercules
 No identified capital funding

eBART EXTENSION PHASE 11
« $+320M cost estimate (2012 escalated to 2015)
« Extends DMU from Antioch to Brentwood
 No identified capital funding





Passenger Funding

Parking / Fare increases

First Year Revenue
Revenue Through FY24
New Parking Fees! S5M S100M
Fare revenue increase compared to
baseline (CPI - 0.5%)
CPI S1M S45M
CPl + 0.5% S3M $100M
Capital Surcharge of 10¢ per Trip S8M S90M
Transbay Surcharge S5M S50M
Increase Base Fare to $2.25 S8M S75M

1. Potential new programs could include: weekend fees, extended weekday hours, and
variable/peak pricing





Sample Voter Initiative Funding

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND

$3 billion for reinvestment program effort

As BART county property values have increased, the estimated ratio of
debt service to assessed valuation (AV) has declined — term average
$18.20 per $100K of AV; peak year $27.70 per $100K of AV

Applicability — any “fixed” asset , including the majority of anticipated
reinvestment and “hard” capacity improvements

Currently %4 voter threshold - competition with schools, others





Sample Voter Initiative Funding

DISTRICT-WIDE PARCEL TAX

$45M/yeart at $50/parcel (estimate)
No limitations on use; can be used for operations or any capital use

Flat tax on all parcels (although exemptions possible); can be
regressive

Competition with other transit operators and service, park districts

Currently 24 voter threshold for approval

10





Sample Voter Initiative Funding

BART SALES TAX INCREASE

« Revenue Generation potential
« Vs ¢ - $75M/year (based on 2013 sales tax receipts)
« Va ¢ - $150M/year (based on 2013 sales tax receipts)

* BART projects have been included in other Countywide transportation
measures — predominantly for expansion and enhancements, not needs

« Would compete with other local sales tax reauthorization efforts

 Currently requires % voter approval

11





Local and Regional Funding

ADDITIONAL BAY BRIDGE TOLL INCREMENT

« Controlled by MTC and/or State initiative as future RM3; likely
limited to projects with bridge nexus

* 50% of $1 increase = £$22M/year

MTC REGIONAL GAS TAX

« MTC has authority to seek voter approval for up to a 10¢/gallon
additional fuel tax for roads and transit - estimated at up to
+$300M/ year

« Little political support to go forward

Both included in Plan Bay Area as potential discretionary revenues

12





Other Opportunities

IMPACT FEES/CEQA MITIGATIONS
Project and development specific exactions and fees

ASSESSMENT/IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS

Most are appropriate for defined areas of benefit - less likely for system wide
needs

ONE BAY AREA GRANT
Project specific, most programs focused on non-SGR activities

PUBLIC /7 PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

13





BART’s Balancing Act

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting

. 14
Associates, Inc.





Alameda
1 cent

Contra
Costa
% cent

San
Francisco
5 cent

County Transportation Sales Taxes

Current Measure
(Implemented /
Expires, Total$)

2015/2045
S8B

2009/2034
S2.1B

2003/
No expiration

Programmed for

SGR

S229M
SGR and
Capacity

S41M
Parking/
Access

S2M
Stations

Programmed for Potential for BART

Expansion / from
Enhancements Reauthorization
S520M BART eligible to
Livermore, compete for

Irvington station

add’l S416M
S150M eBART

S7M
Stations

15





County Transportation Sales Taxes

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

e Current status

« CCTA to adopt 2015 countywide transportation plan
March 2015

 CCTA to consider 2016 sales tax measure

« Undecided at this point whether to extend current
measure plus add another half-cent

16





County Transportation Sales Taxes

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

« BART’s strategy for advocacy

Developed a prioritized project list with recommended funding
targets

GM presented BART's needs to CCTA (Nov 2014)

girectors have made key Better BART presentations in Contra
osta

Board and staff to:

« Meet with locally elected officials to promote BART projects
and to forge support for station projects (Feb-Apr 2015)

 Step up interaction with local advocacy groups (ongoing)
« Refine message and develop media strategy

Goal - to benchmark BART share equivalent to or greater than
amount received in Alameda County’s Measure BB

17





County Transportation Sales Taxes

SAN FRANCISCO

 Current status

« BART to include all relevant projects in SF
Countywide Plan

 Collaborate with SFCTA on the MTC Core Capacity
Transit Study and BART’s Embarcadero-Montgomery
Capacity Implementation Strategy Study.

e Continue Better BART Outreach in 2015

18





County Transportation Sales Taxes

SAN FRANCISCO

« BART’s strategy for advocacy

Work with SFCTA to update the Countywide Transportation Plan
(SFTP) with projects

SF will likely have a 2016 ballot initiative to increase Vehicle
License Fees

...then a half cent sales tax augmentation to the voters in 2018

Goal - to benchmark BART share equivalent to or greater than
amount received in Alameda County’s Measure BB

19
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Support for a BART Infrastructure
Finance Measure:
A Survey of District Voters

Interviews Conducted:
September 3-11, 2014

BART Marketing and Research Department 220-3977





Methodology

e Telephone survey of 900 randomly-selected likely November
2016 voters

— 300 interviews were conducted in each of Alameda, Contra Costa
and San Francisco counties, statistically weighted to reflect the true
geographic distribution of voters throughout the District

e Survey was conducted September 3-11, 2014

* Interviews were conducted via landline and cell phones, and
in English, Spanish and Chinese

e The margin of sampling error is £3.7% at the 95% confidence
level for the total sample;
— The margin of error is £ 5.7% for each county
— Margins of error for population subgroups will be higher

BART Marketing and Research Department 1





Voters view BART very favorably, even in

comparison to other transit systems.

I’'m going to read you a list of public organizations and, for each, | would like you to tell me
if you have a generally favorable, neutral, or generally unfavorable opinion of that group.

E Total Fav. HTotal Unfav.

BART, or the Bay Area Rapid Transit
system

( Down Six Points from
May 2013 (75%)

69% 13% 1

(San Francisco County Voters Only)
San Francisco Muni

(Alameda and Contra Costa County Voters Only)

AC Transit

The Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, also known as MTC

75% 60% 45% 30% 15% 0% 15% 30% 45%

BART Marketing and Research Department 2





Hypothetical Ballot Language Tested

Shall the Bay Area Rapid Transit District replace and modernize its
deteriorating 40-year old system to keep BART safe; prevent breakdowns and
delays; increase the number of people BART can carry; relieve traffic
congestion; reduce wait times and overcrowding; reduce pollution and
increase energy efficiency; and keep trains and stations clean and
comfortable,

(SALES TAX)
By establishing a % cent sales tax, limited to 20 years, and subject to citizen
oversight and independent, annual audits?

(GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND)

By issuing $4.5 billion of bonds subject to citizen oversight and independent,
annual audits?

BA RT M d rkEti ng d nd Resea rCh De pa rtment 3. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it? Split Sample 3





Both measures were supported by solid

majorities, but just short of two-thirds.

% Cent Sales Tax

'\

Total
> Yes
66%

Points from

Down Two

May 2013

Probably yes 18%
Undecided, lean yes 7%
\
Undecided, lean no :}4%
Total
Probably no 7% > No
0,
Definitely no 17% y 28%

6%

Undecided

0% 20% 40%

60%

0%

$4.5 Billion Bond

'\
Total
20% > Yes
e 64%
° w,
]zw h
° Total
7% > No
26%
14%
),
10%

20% 40% 60%

BA RT M d rketi ng d nd Resea rCh De pa rtment 3. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it? Split Sample





At lower rates/amounts, both the sales tax

and bond reach the two-thirds threshold.

Total
E Def. Yes OProb./Undec. Lean Yes @EUndecided OProb./Undec. Lean No @ Def. No Yes

25% .11%- 66%
20% I 9% - 71%

26% 64%

20% 73%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1/4 Cent Sales Tax

1/8 Cent Sales Tax

S4.5 Billion Bond

S3 Billion Bond

$1.5 Billion Bond

S850 Million Bond

3/5/6. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it?

BART Marketing and Research Department it sampie

Total
No

28%

24%

26%

22%

20%

19%





Support is greatest for the measures that

generate the least amount of revenue.

3/5/6. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it?

BART Marketing and Research Department it sampie





Most voters ride BART, albeit infrequently, and

their support would be crucial to pass a measure.

Initial Vote by BART Ridership

| Definitely Yes O Probably/Undecided, Lean Yes B Total No @ Undecided

100% -+

82%

80% H

60% -

40%

20%

0%

5+ Days 3-4 Days 1-2 Days 1-3 Days <Once Never
per Week per Week per Week per Month per Month
(% of
Sample) (9%) (7%) (13%) (26%) (28%) (16%)

BA RT M d rketi ng d nd Resea rCh De pa rtment 3. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it? 7





Support exceeds two-thirds in BART

Districts 3, 7, 8, and 9.

Initial Vote by BART District

100% - W Definitely Yes O Probably/Undecided, Lean Yes B Total No @ Undecided

78% 78%

80%

60% -

40%

20%

0%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
(Murray) (Keller) (Saltzman) (Raburn)  (McPartland) (Blalock) (Mallett) (Josefowitz) (Radulovich)
(% of
Sample) (14%) (11%) (13%) (13%) (10%) (8%) (8%) (12%) (12%)

BA RT M d rketi ng d nd Resea rCh De pa rtment 3. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it?





There’s a strong correlation between measure

support and perceived funding needs for BART.

Initial Vote by Perceived Need for Additional Funding

W Definitely Yes O Probably/Undecided, Lean Yes B Total No @ Undecided

100% ~

86%

80%

60%

36%

40%

20%

RV
0%
Great Some Little/
(% of Need Need No Need
Sample) (23%) (40%) (24%)

BA RT M d rketi ng d nd Resea rCh De pa rtment 3. If there were an election today, do you think you would vote “yes” in favor of this measure or “no” to oppose it? 9





In terms of BART general spending categories,

maintaining safety and reliability is the top priority.

I’'m going to read you three different categories of improvements that might be made to
BART. Please tell me which one you think should be the highest priority.

| 1st Choice O 2nd Choice

Keeping BART safe and reliable, by
replacing deteriorating equipment and
station facilities

29% 69%

Serving new areas, by building BART
extensions in Alameda, Contra Costa, and
San Francisco counties

27% 57%

Increasing the number of people that
BART can carry, by upgrading the train
control system to run more trains more
frequently

33% 54%

Other/All/None/DK/NA

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

BART Marketing and Research Department 10





Safety, security and reliability are also top

priorities among more specific funding areas.

(All Results from 2013 Survey Unless Noted)
M Ext. Impt. @Very Impt. @Smwt. Impt. B Not Too Impt. @ DK/NA EXt-/VerV

Impt.
Keeping BART safe 40% - 84%
2% mproving safety and security 37% - 78%
Relieving Bay Area traffic congestion 42% _ 77%
Accommodating increased population and jobs

in the Bay Area 44% _ 77%
Preventing breakdowns and delays 44% _ 75%

Making additional earthquake safety . . .
improvements 35% 74%
Keeping trains clean and comfortable 47% _ 74%
291 mproving access for people with disabilities 33% 72%
Enhancing the safety of trains and stations 39% 72%
Reducing pollution 40% 72%
Improving access for the disabled 33% 38% 71%

O:% 2(I)% 4(;% 6CI)% 8(;% 1OIO%

13. 1am going to read you a list of some specific projects that this measure might fund. Please tell me how important it is to you 11

BART M d rkEti ng an d Resea rc h De pa rtment that that type of project be funded: extremely important, very important, somewhat important, or not too important.





Increasing system capacity, energy efficiency and

cleanliness also resonate with two-thirds of voters.

(All Results from 2013 Survey Unless Noted)

Ext./Very
M Ext. Impt. @Very Impt. @Smwt. Impt. B Not Too Impt. @ DK/NA Impt
*“Maintaining escalators and elevators 40% 71%
Accommodating an expected 75% increase in .
ridership over the next several decades 42% 1%
Increasing the number of people BART can 0 0
take off the roads Sl d| 07
Keeping stations clean and comfortable 44% _ 70%
Modernizing a deteriorating 40-year old .
infrastructure 38% 68%
Increasing the number of people BAR'I(':ac?rg 39% 67%
Increasing energy efficiency 42% 67%
Improving access for seniors 39% 66%
2014 Running trains more frequently 39% 65%
24 mproving station cleanliness 35% 64%
Modernizing a deteriorating 40-year old 36% 63%
system | : : . : :
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

13. 1am going to read you a list of some specific projects that this measure might fund. Please tell me how important it is to you 12

BART M d rkEti ng an d Resea rc h De pa rtment that that type of project be funded: extremely important, very important, somewhat important, or not too important.





Station art, noise reduction on platforms, Wi-Fi,

bicycle parking, signage and lighting are
comparatively low priorities.
(All Results from 2013 Survey Unless Noted)

Ext./Very
Impt.

35% 9% 60%

[ Ext. Impt. OVery Impt. @Smwt. Impt. B Not Too Impt. @ DK/NA

Reducing overcrowding on BART

Increasing the amount of parking available at
BART stations

Reducing wait times

32% 14% 55%

35% 14% 54%

Repairing and replacing station escalators 36% 15% 54%

?*Upgrading station lighting 28% 18% 47%

““Improving signs and directions 259 24% 43%

*Installing bicycle parking 259% 22% 38%
2Improving station Wi-Fi 10% 27%
2014Reducing noise on the platform 10% 259%,
*“Installing station art 7% 13%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

13. 1am going to read you a list of some specific projects that this measure might fund. Please tell me how important it is to you 13

BART M d rkEti ng an d Resea rc h De pa rtment that that type of project be funded: extremely important, very important, somewhat important, or not too important.





|dentifying Swing Voters

Demographic Groups Most Likely

Nearly one-third of voters (31%) qualify as to be “Swing” Voters

“swing” voters — consistently undecided on a BART District 6
BART finance measure, or switching positions as BART District 4
they hear pro and con arguments. Independents Ages 50+
BART District 2
The subgroups most likely to be swing voters African-Americans
are profiled to the right. All Voters of Color
Asian/Pacific Islanders
Top spending priorities for this group include: Non-Riders
Independent Men
 Keeping BART safe, secure and clean Independents
* Improving access for the disabled Women Ages 50+
e Keeping BART running well and on-time Ride BART Less Than

Once Per Month
Independent Women

Mixed Partisan Households

 Reducing traffic congestion
 Making earthquake safety improvements

BART Marketing and Research Department 14





Conclusions

A potential 2016 ballot measure generating funding for BART continues to appear
viable.

However, selecting a measure with a high likelihood of reaching the two-thirds
vote threshold will clearly be challenging.

Support is marginally higher at lower tax/bond amounts.

The District will need to weigh the tradeoffs between lowering the tax/bond
amount to maximize viability versus addressing BART’s backlog and anticipated
funding needs.

Safety and reliability continue to be top spending priorities.

Voters also see BART as important to reducing traffic congestion across the Bay
Area, and improvements that help it continue to fulfill this role are also seen as
critical.

Future research should consider other potential funding and transportation ballot
measures that may be on the November 2016 ballot and reduce the number of
BART finance options, in a best-case scenario, to a single mechanism and amount.

BART Marketing and Research Department
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For more information, contact:

Dave Metz Curtis Below

Dave@FM3research.com Curt@FM3research.com

1999 Harrison St., Suite 2020
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone (510) 451-9521
Fax (510) 451-0384
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Fares Discussion

January 29-30, 2015





Overview

“BART Fare Structure Report” provides background information

 BART’s Financial Stability Policy and Fare Policy, along with input
from the Customer Satisfaction survey and public outreach, give
guidance in developing/modifying fares

e Today’s presentation provides overview of BART’s existing fare
structure, fare programs under study, and existing fare-related
policies

e More detailed discussions to be scheduled at upcoming BART Board
meetings





Fare Structure Elements

e Distance-based fares

Short Trip Medium Trip Long Trip
Trip Length (in miles) 6 or less 6-14 14+
Minimum Fare $1.85 $1.93 $3.04
Per Mile Additional Charge - $0.14 per mile | S0.09 per mile
over 6 over 14
% of Total Trips 23% 35% 42%

. Speed differential

If trip’s travel time is faster than at systemwide average
speed, add 5.4¢ to fare per minute faster; if slower than
average, subtract 5.4¢ from fare per minute slower

— Example: Trip between San Leandro and Montgomery has
S0.10 added to it because trip is about 2 minutes faster than
at systemwide average speed

2





Fare Structure Elements o

e Surcharges
e Capital: $0.13

Daly City: $1.08 (not applied to Transbay trips)

Oakland Int’l Airport Project Fare: $6.00

SFO Premium Fare: $4.27

San Mateo County: $1.37 (not applied to Transbay trips)

Transbay: $0.94





Fare Structure Elements o

e Discounts

Seniors, people with disabilities, children 5-12: 62.5%
Children under age 5 ride free

Students at participating middle and high schools: 50%

High value discount: 6.25%, $48 in value for $45, $64 for S60

Muni Fast Pass: 30% discount (SFMTA reimburses BART $1.27 for
$1.85/$1.90 trip)

BART Plus: 6.25% discount

Airport-related Fare Discounts:

SFO Airline Employees: 25% discount to fare to/from SFO
SFO Airport-badged Employees: $4.27 SFO Prem Fare waived
OAK Airport-badged Employees: Pay $2 of $6 OAK Project Fare





Fare Structure Elements

e Fare Media Usage (Nov2014)

Clipper 61% |Mag Stripe 39%
Adult 36.7% |Blue 35.5%
HVD 14.0% |Red (Disabled & Youth) 1.3%
Fast Pass 5.8% |Green (Senior) 1.2%
Senior 2.9% |Student (Orange) 0.3%
Disabled 1.6% |SFO Airport-badged 0.2%
Youth 0.3% |Employees

e Ridership and Revenue (rv14)
e 117.1 million trips
e S415.7 million in fare revenue
* Average net fare: $3.55
» 75% farebox recovery ratio





Demand-Based Parking Fees

Daily Fee Range: S1 to S3 (57 at West Oakland)
Reserved: Monthly, single-day, airport/long term
e Monthly = (Daily Fee + $2) x 21
* Single-day = Daily Fee + S3
* Airport/Long Term = Daily Fee + $4

Additional revenue from demand-based initiative solely dedicated to station

access, station rehabilitation, and station modernization investments
* In FY14, S4M generated, out of total parking fee receipts of $20M

(65% from daily fee parking fees and 27% from monthly reserved

parking)





Fare Programs Under Study

 BART youth discount
e Board directed staff to study extending discount to youth older than 12
e Offer 50% or 62.5% discount to youth age 13 through 17 or 18

e Joint AC/BART fare product pilot program
* Proposal 1: 15% discount on BART fares with purchase of AC Transit pass

* Proposal 2: Single transfer discount Increased to $1.00 from $0.25 both to
and from BART

e MTC Regional Means-Based Fare Study

* Focus on transit affordability for low-income residents, consistent regional
fare discount policies, and identifying a financially viable and administratively
feasible transit affordability solution





Financial Stability Policy

Fare-related goals:

e Goal C. Preserve and maximize BART’s fare revenue
base, through a predictable pattern of adjustments,
while retaining ridership

e Goal D. Provide a fare and fee structure that is tied
to the cost of providing service, optimizes use of the
BART system, and provides BART customers with
convenience, ease of use, and a good value for the

money .





Fare Policy

e Decision-making framework, with goals that reflect the interconnected areas
fares can influence:

e Goal A. Ensure and enhance customer satisfaction

e Goal B. Increase ridership while meeting the goals of the District’s
Financial Stability Policy

e Goal C. Maintain and improve the District’s financial health, in accordance
with BART’s Strategic Plan and Financial Stability Policy

e Goal D. Promote seamless interagency travel

e Goal E. Optimize system usage and asset management





Discussion

e Are the Financial Stability Policy and Fare Policy still valid
and consistent with Board priorities?

10
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Advance Sustainability

2015 BART Board Workshop
January 30, 2015





Briefing Outline

e Context

e Framework and Initiatives
e Tools
e Next Steps





NEXT STEPS — 2015 ACTIVITIES

Jan Mar May July Sept Nov
Sustainability Action Plan : Prioritize, Pilot, Accountability |mplement,
Framework Audit, Report

i
Inventory

Opportunities
Establish and Prioritize
Goals and Specific Actions

Interdepartmental Sustainability Action Plan

s Pilot Initiatives Board Briefing

Working groups i ’

Program Manager o

Stra%cegic Plan ° E/Isganti)'iz:]in Annual

Integration & Workplans
S and Budget
Evaluate

EMS Certification





BART Sustainability Policy

Vision
* Regional Sustainability. Reinforce BART’s
essential role in regional sustainability

e Quality of Life. Promote the Bay Area’s social
and environmental quality of life

* Prosperity. Maintain long-term economic
prosperity and entrepreneurial spirit

e Model. Become a model for other transit
agencies

BART Board Adopted, Dec. 2002






Transit Industry Best Practices

September 20, 2010

transit
sustainability
guidelines

Transit Sustainability Guidelines Working Group
Tian Feng, Chair and Editor
tfeng @ bart.gov

Standards Development Committee
American Public Transportation Association 4






Briefing Outline

e Framework and Initiatives





Framework and Initiatives

VISION
Reinforce BART’s essential role in regional sustainability

IMPLEMENTATION

e U 0 amme [ e
Smart Land Use & I ateria s Energy & L. Qua '.y o I Extreme Weather
. Construction I I Emissions & Ambient .
Livable ) Resource Pollution C | | Envi & Adaptation &
Neighborhood | Op-era-tlops I i I ollution Contro nvironment I Resiliency
Optimization Health
S N L G





Emissions & Pollution Control

Definition: Emissions and discharges related to fuel, chemical use, solid
waste management, wastewater, stormwater, and other sources of pollution.

Potential Goal: Reduce overall emissions to the environment and
generation of waste

Potential Metric: Solid Waste/Recycling Level, GHG emissions, GHG
displacement, Noise

Accomplishments:
Recycling Program at Oakland Shops
New Dumpster Enclosures
New Trash/Recycling Receptacle Pilot
Energy Procurement (Strategic Energy Plan Update)
Renewable Power Generation (Richmond yard, Hayward yard, Union City
Bus canopy, HMC, WSX, Hillcrest eBART Station, Solar on TODS)
Efficiency Efforts
Solar Feasibility Study






Emissions & Pollution Control

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

BART is a major player in regional GHG reduction
 85% emissions reduction for driver that switches to BART

e Increase in ridership can make major contributions to
reducing the Bay Areas GHG emissions

BART |S d prOd ucer Of GHG M |bs CO2/passenger mile 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

kWh/seat mile |
g s

New York City Subway [E—

Atlanta MARTA

FTA “Public Transportation Role in Responding to

I
: I
Climate Change “(2010) Washington Metro






Emissions & Pollution Control

GHG Inventory (2013)

Sources Uses
Non- Shops Yards
Revenue and Other,
Vehicles, 2%
4%
Stations,
19%

89,208

89,208 _
metric tons metric tons
CO2e/yr CO2e/yr

Revenue
Vehicle
Traction,

75%





Emission & Pollution Control

BART GHG Target Setting: Approach

Baseline

4

200% - 100% - 200% -
180% - 1803 -
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100% 4 5 : : | I E - 100% 4=
CU réi ractiony EEFTEMLQ Nrg;n action-A -
- . - ol -
X | o 0 o 'DEMAND
ET2 9 Mon-Revenue Vehicles (NRV) pow | ——MNRV-C NRV-A :E: i ElecTricitysr ueis-C
L3 Offices (0] | ——officesc Offices-A Electrici y&Fuels-A
(D) 20% - —— Shops & Yards (5Y) —Shops-C Shops-A 20% 1
0% : ! 0% : . 03 T 1
D 2007 Baseline 2020 2035 2007 Baseline 2020 2035 2007 Baseline 2040 2035
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(f) 20% - 20% - —- - GHG Normalized-A
0% T 1 - T 1 0% T 1
2007 Baseline 2020 2035 2007 Baseline 2020 2035 2007 Baseline 2020 2035

. 4

Alternative Scenarios
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Energy Demand

Strategies Modeled

ED1 — Trains and Traction

NEW: General Efficiency
NEW and RETROFIT: Traction Power Efficiency

ED2 — Stations

ED3 — Non-revenue Vehicles

ED4 — Offices

ED5 — Shops and Yards

NEW: General Efficiency

RETROFIT: Full Lighting Redesign
RETROFIT: Full Lighting Redesign with LED
RETROFIT: “Other” Efficiency

NEW: Plug-in Electric Vehicles*

NEW: Hybrid Vehicles
NEW: Fuel-efficient Vehicles

NEW: General Efficiency

RETROFIT: Code-related Efficiency

RETROFIT: Downsizing Efficiency

RETROFIT: Beyond-code Retrofit / Green Lease

NEW: General Efficiency
RETROFIT: Full Lighting Redesign
RETROFIT: Process Equipment Efficiency

* PEV at stations would address regional GHG emissions
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CYO7

BART Actions: Cost per Metric Ton of CO2

More Cost Effective (_) Less Cost Effective

Cost per Metric Ton of CO2 Emissions Abatement (Bart Strategy)

Off-peak Frequency Enhancements $1,900
Structured Parking $1,300 ]$5,500
Surface Parking $2,500
TOD with Full Replacement Parking
BART Extension 7 $2,090
-
(-]
dad .

= Attended Parking
=

= Unlimited Ride Pass

Renewable Energy . $100 5300
Kids Ride Free $10 s 80

Feeder Shuttle Service

Train Efficiency Improvements

TOD with Partial Replacement

TOD without Replacement s2270 [ T 1]
-$3,000 -§2,000 -$1,000 $0 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $4,000 $5,000 $6,000
COST PER TON OF CO2 EMISSIONS ABATEMENT
BN | - [ower Potential (< 20,000 Tons) I 3 - High Potential (50,000 - 100,000 Tons) 7 Transportation Strategies I Energy Strategies
I 2 - Moderate Potential (20,001 - 50,000 Tons) . 4 - Very High Potential (> 100,000 Tons) . Other Strategies
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Energy & Resource Efficiency

Existing Energy Demand Reduction

UPDATE of Lighting BFS - Underway ¢ Station Lighting Re-lamping -

Lighting Upgrade Prioritization Underway

Study - Underway

Pittsburg/
Bay Point

— Prioritize need —_— {orth Concordiiarines
— Cost benefit analysis e
ut
— ldentify financing/implementation options Lafayet
— WMATA example ol
Emba ritt I
Mantger .
0 P’ | liseum/Oakland Airpart (OAK)
~UNPL
: Dublin/
Castro Valley Pleasanton
Daly
s gyward b '::_'I 1
Hm : uth Hayward
5z -*.-!Jr;i:l:'..-.ll-.-. 0" San Francisco
International Airport (SFO) Union C
in B
Pate -rx-"lillt:rsz:lt\:- Sy Fremont





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Existing Energy Demand Reduction

BART Facility Standards

— Natural ventilation and day-lighting
— Smart & efficient Lighting
— Efficiencies in mechanical systems

— eBART Maintenance Facility BART’s
First LEED certified facility

New cars
— 10% more efficient ($3.3m/year)

CBTC Train Control
Efficiencies- Underway

— 10-12% reduced traction power
consumption






Proposed Energy Supply Decarbonization

e Strategic Energy Procurement Plan
— 75% Green by 2017
— 100% Carbon Free/Neutral — 2020
— 100% Renewable — 2025

* Methods to increase renewable energy use
— Off-site procurement of renewable energy

— On-site solar power generation

15





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Existing/Proposed Energy Supply Decarbonization

BART existing/proposed on-site
solar portfolio

e 565kW Existing

Richmond and Hayward
Maintenance Facilities

Union City Station

e 800 kW proposed

Lafayette and Orinda Station
Parking Lots

e ~2.5-3.5 MW Under Development

Warm springs parking lot
eBART parking lot

Hayward Maintenance Complex
Roof

MacArthur Transit Village Garage
Walnut Creek Transit Village Garage

San Francisco
International Airport (SFO)

MOMN-FRI aifer /pm
SAT-5UN

Millbrae

Pittsburc

Bay F"1:'i|i.O

il
rd
riut €
kland Airport (OAK)
Dublin/

Castro Valley  Pleasanton

Fremont

()





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Proposed Energy Supply Decarbonization

Solar Feasibility Study - analyze feasibility of large scale solar
PV Generation within BART System

e Scope — Contractual Review, Technical and Engineering
Feasibility, Economic and Financial Impact

17





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Proposed Energy Storage Projects

Energy Storage Options — needs further study

— Wayside Energy Storage

e SEPTA, WMATA, LA Metro FTA
pilots

— Advanced Energy Storage
* Reduce peak demand
* Potential $1.2 million annual savings

e CPUC - California Self-Generation
Incentive Program

¢ Transition to future on-site solar
storage

— Store excess renewable on-site

solar

e Plug-In Electric Vehicle (PEV) charging
at stations to mitigate solar
overproduction

18





Emission & Pollution Control

Solid Waste Reduction

Recycle,

e Audit of existing trash/recycling program 21 tons

e Trash/Recycling Receptacle Pilot Program
e 16t St Mission, Concord, Fruitvale
e |Increase recycling, reduce costs
e Big Belly - Smart System

e Smart System Pilot Preview

e 40% diversion rate
e 70% reduction of servicing

2013 Solid Waste Generation (Tons)





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Definition: Power, fuel, and water consumption.
Includes opportunities for energy efficiency and renewable energy

Potential Goal: Become more efficient with our energy and resource
consumption

Potential Metric: water Usage, Energy Usage

Accomplishments:
Lighting Retrofits (T12-T8, Station Modernization, Tunnel Lighting,
Emergency Lighting)
New Train Car Procurement
Non-revenue Hybrid Vehicles
Irrigation and Landscaping BFS Update
Water Conservation Communication
Low Flow Water Fixtures (Station Mod, eBART, WSX)
Train Washing Recycling and Scheduling






Energy & Resource Efficiency

Water Conservation: Drought 2014

Responses

e Develop Baseline Water Inventory

e Reduced Irrigation Schedule
¢ 10 minutes 5days/week = 10 min 2
days/week
e Turned off when rains began

e Communication Campaign
e BARTable Newsletters
e General Manager Memo

e Reduced Revenue Service Vehicular

_ 52.9 million gallons
Washlng (2013)

e 4 day cycle = 8 day cycle

21





Energy & Resource Efficiency

2014 Water Conservation Results

One Year ~12% reduction

22





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Car Wash Reduction

Train Wash Performance

8000 - -7
—\WashCount
7000 - 6
" -m-Customer Satisfaction of
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S =
L 5 o
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23
* Source: BART Customer Satisfaction Survey





Energy & Resource Efficiency

Landscaping/Irrigation BFS Update

NEW
Plant List & Irrigation Updates

e Low water use & hardiness
e Low maintenance

e Bio-retention palette for stormwater
mitigation

* |rrigate only during establishment
e Sub-surface drip irrigation
e Integration of Smart technologies

e Reduced maintenance time

24





Water Conservation

Investigate Water Fixtures Improvement

Proposed Water Fixture Replacement

o Automatic dual flush flush-o-meters
(toilet & urinals)

e Automatic faucets

e $225,000 for all stations

32% water savings

‘)" —‘)‘)

5.5 million gallon/year 3.7 million gallon/year
Current Future






Extreme Weather Adaptation
& Resiliency

Definition: Adaptations and efforts to address impacts from extreme
weather events and natural disasters

Potential Goal: System is resilient against extreme weather events and
natural disasters.

Potential Metric: (to be determined)

Accomplishments:

« FTA Adaptation Assessment Pilot, 2012-2013

« FHWA-funded Climate Adaptation Pilot Study, 2013-2014
« Water Intrusion Remediation Program

« Earthquake Safety Program






Extreme Weather Adaptation & Resiliency

FTA Adaptation Assessment Pilot

27






Extreme Weather Adaptation & Resiliency
I l FTA Adaptation Assessment Pilot

Vulnerability and Risk
Assessment

e Sealevelrise
. Flooding
. Downpours
Adaptation Strategies
. Operational,
. Maintenance,
, Study Area
. Planning,
. Engineering
Next Steps

. Identify critical
extreme weather
events to BART

. Systemwide
vulnerability
assessment





Extreme Weather Adaptation & Resiliency

Assets Evaluated

ENTRANCE - Lake Merritt Station PORTAL - West Oakland

SUBSTATION — Coliseum Station TRAIN CONTROL ROOM - Fruitvale Station 29





¢

Extreme Weather Adaptation & Resiliency

Projected Future Risk

Lake

zard scenario | MEERE | oakgnd | oS | pEruinaler
Entrance Power
16-in. SLR Low Medium Medium Low
55-in. SLR Low High High Low
Downpour Medium High Medium High
Riverine flooding Medium Medium Very High Very High
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Extreme Weather Adaptation & Resiliency
| l Train Control Room Water Intrusion

e $1.5M under Station Modernization systemic
improvements

 Develop prototypes for remediation

Fruitvale train control room water 31
intrusion incident, 11/30/2012





x Materials & Construction,
Operations Optimization

Definition: Material selection, construction and fabrication of transit
system physical components. Policies and programs that promote sustainable
operations, as well as materials and products used in operations, such as
lubricant, cleaning products, and chemicals.

Potential Goal: Promote sustainable choices in material selection,
construction practices, and operations

Potential Metric: (to be determined)

Accomplishments:

 BFS Sustainability Guide Update

 Recycled Content in Project Material Selections
« Construction Waste Management Requirements

» Recycled Products in Operations






x> Fly Ash Use in the Earthquake

& %/ Safety Program

2020 Tons GHG Impact:

Fly Ash 701 MT (manufacture

less cement)
+

Fly ash is produce during combustion 29 MT (aVOId ﬂy aSh
of coal. ‘It can be used as a gOIng '[O Iandflll)

replacement for portland cement in
concrete mixes. Its use reduces the
GHG footprint of concrete and

e AECERUICERESS e | 730 MT CO2 equivalents

F





Quality of Ambient
Environment & Health

Definition: Positive riding experience, system cleanliness, sense of safety
and security, ambience, as well as easy access and navigation.

Potential Goal: create a positive travel experience

Potential Metric: Ridership, Customer Satisfaction Rating

Accomplishments:

e Station Brightening
Safety Culture Improvement Program
Art Policy
Wayfinding and Signage Program






Wayfinding and Signage Program





Smart Land Use and Livable
Neighborhoods

Definition: District's planning, development, and operations policies and
programs to local and regional land use, mobility, and placemaking.

Potential Goal: Reinforce transit at and around stations

Potential Metric: Ridership, Mode Share, Residential/Office unit

Accomplishments:
Transit-Oriented Development
Service Extension Projects
Bike Program
Car-share Program
Parking Facility Alerts






Transit Oriented Development

37





Briefing Outline

e Tools

38





Environmental Management System (EMS)






EMS Moving Forward

 Continue EMS at Oakland Shop

 Develop recommendations for EMS
strategy to expansion to other facilities
and advance sustainability

40





Sustainability in the District’s standards






Briefing Outline

e Next Steps

42





Framework and Initiatives

VISION
Reinforce BART’s essential role in regional sustainability

IMPLEMENTATION

e U 0 amme [ e
Smart Land Use & I ateria s Energy & L. Qua '.y o I Extreme Weather
. Construction I I Emissions & Ambient .
Livable ) Resource Pollution C | | Envi & Adaptation &
Neighborhood | Op-era-tlops I i I ollution Contro nvironment I Resiliency
Optimization Health
S N L G





Advancing Sustainability -

Jan

Sustainability

Framework

Dec

Water Action Plan

* Define baseline

 Low water use faucets replacement
e Audit water accounts

* |nvestigate water anomalies

GHG / Energy Action Plan

* Lighting Financing strategy
e Advance Energy Storage RFQ
 Energy Policy

Waste/Recycling Action Plan
e District-wide Recycling Integration
e QOperations coordination

Implement — Audit + Report





NEXT STEPS — 2015 ACTIVITIES

Jan Mar May July Sept Nov
Sustainability Action Plan : Prioritize, Pilot, Accountability |mplement,
Framework Audit, Report

i
Inventory

Opportunities
Establish and Prioritize
Goals and Specific Actions

Interdepartmental Sustainability Action Plan

s Pilot Initiatives Board Briefing

Working groups i ’

Program Manager o

Stra%cegic Plan ° E/Isganti)'iz:]in Annual

Integration & Workplans
S and Budget
Evaluate

EMS Certification





Advance Sustainability

2015 BART Board Workshop
January 30, 2015
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Stations: Creating and
Connecting Great Places

January 30, 2015





Station Modernization Program

Agenda

= Qverview

= Station Modernization Program

Early Wins / Station Brightening
= Systemic
=  (Gateway

= Value Capture





Station Modernization Program

Funding Framework *

S150 M (Prop 18), S10 M (BART), S80 M (Dedicated Local)
* Does not include new funding (Alameda County BB S90M + SF Prop A S30M)

w Gateway
w Systemic

- Early Wins






Station Modernization Program

2015 Leveraging Opportunities

One Bay Area Grants (OBAG)

California Cap-and-Trade (Affordable Housing / Sustainable
Communities)

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (SB142)
SF Prop A Bond Measure (S30 M for canopies/escalators)

Alameda CTC Measure BB (Sales Tax)

BART Station Modernization (S90 M)

= Bay Fair Connector (5100 M)

= Community Development Investments (S300 M)
= Bijke / Ped funds (S651 M)





Station Modernization Program

How to allocate Alameda CTC BB Funds?

= BART Station Modernization (S90 M)
= S45 M Gateway

u $45 M Systemic (potential)

= State of Good Repair
= Sustainability

= Wayfinding

= Escalator/Canopies





Station Modernization Program

Agenda

= Qverview

= Station Modernization Program

= Early Wins / Station Brightening
= Systemic
=  (Gateway

= Value Capture





Station Modernization Program

What are Early Wins?

" Small scale improvements

= Declutter, repair, maintain, freshen
" High touch
" Easy to implement

= | ow cost





Station Modernization Program

Early Wins Successes

After Before





Station Modernization Program

More Early Wins

Before After

Before After





BART Station Modernization Program

Station Brightening

Before In Progress After





BART Station Modernization Program

Station Brightening

10





Before

BART Station Modernization Program

Station Brightening

After
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Station Modernization Program

Station Brightening

12





Station Modernization Program

Station Brightening

Before

After
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Station Modernization Program

What are Systemic Investments?

Similar investment at multiple stations

Prioritize State of Good Repair

Programmatic timeline effort

Initial Investments:

Escalator Replacement / Canopies
Wayfinding

Fire alarm replacement
Emergency / security lighting
Access

Station Agent Booths

Public Address Systems

14





Station Modernization Program

What are Systemic Investments?

MEASURE J SUCCESS STORIES
WAY FINDING

15





Station Modernization Program

SF Escalator Modernization Program

Current scope that is funded:

e 3 street escalator replacements at Civic and Powell

e 8 escalator rehab at Embarcadero and Montgomery

e 3 platform escalator replacements at Montgomery and Powell

6 platform escalator overhauls at Embarcadero and Montgomery

Priority based on usage, maintenance, funding and station
safety

Separate update to the Board in Spring 2015

16





Station Modernization Program

SF Escalator/Entrance Modernization

O Current Project- Phase 1
O $12M/ 3 entrances (BART Prop 1B)

Next — Phase 2

$48M / 12 entrances (BART Prop 1B
+ SF Prop A)

O Future - Phase 3

Remaining entrances ($TBD)
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Station Modernization Program

What are Gateway Investments?

Transformative improvements
Showcase to leverage future funding
Comprehensive assessment of needs
Create project pipeline

Vision:
u On-going effort (subject to funding)
= Every station becomes a Gateway

18





Station Modernization Program

Gateway Framework: Goals

19
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Station Modernization Program

Gateway Stations - Schedule

FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2

018

Ql

Q2 | Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | Q3

Q2 [ Q3 | Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Powell Street - Ceiling

19th Street/Oakland

Civic Center

Balboa Park

Coliseum

Montgomery

[ cnceptudivesignl | [ 1
| Plocuremdnt/Construction| |

[NO]






Station Modernization Program

Phase 1 Gateway Station Improvements

Vertical
Lighting Circulation | Paid Area

Powell () () () o
19t St / Oakland o o o o
El Cerrito del Norte ([ [ () ()

BART Planning + Development

Way-
finding
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Station Modernization Program

Art Integration

Work with Design Team

To Integrate Art
Opportunities

Call for Artists and
Installation — Aligned with

Station Modernization
Schedule

C
O
i)
S
v o
2%
£ N
+— C
| S .
< O
e
9o
© >
(oY)
)
)
<
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Station Modernization Program

Powell Modernization Plan

24





Station Modernization Program

Powell Conceptual Vision — Space Planning

25





Station Modernization Program

Art Integration — Powell St.

MSGAD

Museum of the African Diaspora
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Station Modernization Program

19th St/Oakland Conceptual Vision

27

SR

®

Wayfinding Plus+ to direct to nearby
destinations

Replaced paid area barriers

Station LED re-lamping

Art to enliven underutilized areas

Re-open restrooms (pending District
decision) 27
Repaint ceiling and replace lighting fixtures





Station Modernization Program

19th St/Oakland Phase 1 Improvements

BART Planning + Development

28





Station Modernization Program

19th St/Oakland Phase 1 Optional Improvements

= Advancing design

= Coordinating w/ new owner of
Sears property

= “Uptown Station” - Early 2017
Opening Date

29
BART Planning + Development
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Station Modernization Program

El Cerrito Del Norte Conceptual Vision
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Station Modernization Program

El Cerrito Del Norte Phase 1 Improvements

BART Planning + Development
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Station Modernization Program

El Cerrito Del Norte Phase 1 Optional Improvements
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Station Modernization Program

Agenda

= Qverview

= Station Modernization Program

Early Wins / Station Brightening
= Systemic
=  Gateway

= Value Capture
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Value Capture

Financing Mechanisms

* Benefit Assessment Districts
— Transit Benefit Assessment District
— Landscaping & Lighting District

— Community Benefit or Business Improvement
District

* Other Property-Based Financing Mechanisms
— Infrastructure Finance District
— Community Facility District (Mello-Roos)
— Enhanced Infrastructure Finance District
— Property Development Agreements
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Value Capture

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADSs)

Recap:

- Senate Bill 142 —Signed Oct 2013 - BART Board defines district
, boundaries and initiates study
- Expires 2021

- Property owners may file

- % Mile Radius Assessments on protest vote
Properties
P - Subject to Prop. 218 and case
- Assess up to 40 years law for Benefit Assessment
Districts

*Are Here
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Value Capture

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADSs)

Special vs. General Benefit

70% Special
30% General

“Special:” Property owners “General:” Everyone gains
directly gain more than equally

everyone else

36





Value Capture

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADs)

Likely Candidates

Pedestrian Bridges, Paths

Noise Walls near
Stations

Landscape, Lighting

Demand Management

Programs, Infrastructure
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Value Capture

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADs)

Possible Candidates

Station Activation Programs (Like BIDs)
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Value Capture:

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADs)

Possibly Capacity (In San Francisco)

39





Value Capture:

Transit Benefit Assessment Districts (TBADSs)

Locations for Further Exploration
- West Dublin: Pedestrian Access on Dublin Side
- San Leandro: Landscape & Lighting
- Warm Springs: Pedestrian Bridge Maintenance
- Union City: Pedestrian Freight Crossing on East Side
- Coliseum: Pedestrian Freight Crossing on East Side
- El Cerrito del Norte: Pedestrian Improvements on West Side

- Walnut Creek: Transportation Demand Management

40





Value Capture

Next Steps

e |dentify 2-3 stations — by Spring 2015
— Outreach to property owners & local jurisdictions
— Clarify available funding for improvements

e Feasibility/Benefit Analysis — by Summer 2015

— Detailed list of improvements and costs
— Property database
— Determine options to fund (method of apportionment)

 Engineer’s Report — by Fall 2015

— Improvements to be constructed, services to be provided
— Budget

— Benefiting properties

— Formula used to determine assessment levels

e BART Board — Winter 2015

— Conduct property owner ballot proceedings
— Conduct public hearing/tabulate ballots
— Authorize formation of district(s) 41





BART Board Workshop 2015

Stations: Creating and
Connecting Great Places

January 30, 2015
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BART Board Workshop 2015

Human Resources Modernization
Initiatives & Labor Report Update

January 29-30, 2015





HR Modernization Overview

e Current Workforce Profile

e Talent Management Strategy

e 2015 Planned Initiatives & Target Dates





BART Workforce Profile

Current Retirement Eligibility: 45%

Eligible to Retire
(All Others)
38%

Not Eligible to
Retire
55%

1260
1843 7235

\Eligible to
Retire
BART Retirement Eligibility (SU pV/ MgrS)
50 years of age + 3338 Employees as of January 2015 7%

5 years of BART service





BART Workforce Profile

Retirement Eligibility for Supervisors/Managers: 55%

3338 Total

Supervisors/
Managers
13%

Eligible to Retire
55%

BART Employees
87%
235

Not Eligible
to Retire

= 194

BART Retirement Eligibility

50 years of age + Data as of January 2015
5 years of BART service






Talent Management Strategy

Recruit Retain

Workforce
Needs
Analysis

Talent
Management

Knowledge

Performance
Transfer

Management

Empower Develop





2015 Initiatives

Strategy Target Date

Recruit
e Streamline Hiring Process June 30
e |dentify Ar-wtlupated Critical Vacancies and June 30
Future Hiring Needs
o Establish Partnerships with Community June 30

Organizations for Internships/ Apprenticeships

 Develop a Marketing Outreach Plan June 30






2015 Initiatives (cont’d)

Strategy Target Date

Retain
e Wellness Initiative Launched &
On-going
e Enhance Employee Recognition Programs June 30
e |Improve Employee Safety June 30






2015 Initiatives (cont’d)

Strategy Target Date

Develop

 |Improve Performance Evaluation Process &

Tool June 30

e Expand Supervisor/Leadership Training December 31






2015 Initiatives (cont’d)

Strategy Target Date

Empower

 Develop Knowledge Transfer Plan December 31

e Develop Career Ladders and Active Coaching

. D 1
Services for Current Employees ecember 3






2015 Initiatives (cont’d)

Activity Target Date

Update Policy and Procedure Documents

* Non-Represented Employee Handbook June 30

 Non-Represented Employee Compensation

Manual December 31






Discussion

Questions?





Labor Report Update

Carol Isen
Chief Employee Relations Officer

* Responsibility Pyramid & Recommended Implementation Approach
 Review Report Recommendations

e Introduction of Presenters





Collective Bargaining Report and

Clarify and Align Roles
Internal Leadership

Labor Relations Support
Update Internal Data Systems

Q‘O Employee Relations Office

Q;v. e User Friendly Contracts ¢ Ground Rules ¢ Bargaining Process * Agreement on
e Communication « Interest Arbitration ¢ Early Negotiations Safeguards
Strategy ¢ Operating Guidelines ¢ Resolution Mechanisms ¢ Partnering Workshop
¢ Health Advocacy e Safeguards e Training e Contract Clarity
e Celebrate e Documents

SAFETY SAFETY SAFETY





Collective Bargaining Report and

Recommendations






Presenters

Arthur Hartinger

Principal and Chair, Labor and Employment Group
Mevyers Nave Riback Silver & Wilson

Richard Bolanos

Principal and SF Managing Partner
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

Combined 60+ years of professional experience in labor and employment law,
representing numerous public agencies throughout California in collective
bargaining, litigation and general labor and employment advice





Lessons Learned & Next Steps

e Labor relations principles

» Recommendation for action

e Successful and unsuccessful bargaining examples

» Examples not premised on last round of BART negotiations.





e [ntroduction

e Legal Framework

e Fundamental Bargaining Principles

e Elements of Successful / Unsuccessful Bargaining

e Recommendation for Board Governance Ground Rules
 Q&A





Roadmap for Change

Roadmap for Change:
Recommendations:

The following recommendations to improve the process of BART's labor
negotiations and labor-management relations are offered for
consideration. They are not listed in any order of priority. All
recommendations are included (explicitly or implicitly) in the Roadmap
Man that follows. Because of the large number of recommendations, the
agency will likely want to triage those they decide o implement, within a
budgeted and sequenced scope of work. Some recommendations may
already be underway at the release date of this report.

Direction Setting |1. Board™ develops a policy-level
vision for a new and improved way
of operating agency-wide regarding,
labor-management relations
{cultural change).

Change Plan 2. The board, at a policy level, outlines
a systemic change plan for labor-
management relations/ process with

f—"mlml

e e
’ﬁ.:l'rﬁ, Oversight, |3 The board determines its role and
Resourcing how members of the board will
engage W support successful
implementation and oversight of the

change effort. They also allocate
resourees o fund this undertaking.

h_ -;M

™ Linkess the board m spocifically referenced in 3 recammendation, it i mgested that execution of the
recomimendation is delegated






Roadmap for Change (cont’d)

Teambuilding 4. A customized eambailding session
for the board is recommeended bo
enhanoe communication and the
board's ability to operate as a
consistent, supportive unil; even
dion't agree.

Board Ground 5, The board develops ground rules

Rules and accountability measures for
hiover thee board will operate in
supporting construclive day-to-clay

lahnramn.lugcrrwn! relations,
imnlnlir tu I‘H!'E,Dti:il'iﬂl'd- dl.'ld.. 19 By

dodiyg, opserate at a policy level.
R ———

Accountabilities #, The board establishes participation
expectations and accouniability

measures for BART management
and unlon representalives for this
effort,

S

-

Objectives 7. The board sels measurable quarterly
progress olectives,

Commitments 8. The board tasks the general manager
with rtqnmnil.ilil}' for nuurinE
managers throughout the agency
participate in meeting these
objectives. The board obiains
assurances foom the union
presidents that they will do the same
with thetr boards, shop stewards
andd mombership






Legal Framework

Duty to Bargain in Good Faith

e Comes from: The SF Bay Area Rapid Transit District Act
e CPUC 28500, et. seq.

What it means:

* An obligation on the parties to participate actively in the deliberations and
indicate a present intention to find a basis for agreement





Legal Framework (cont’d)

Duty to Bargain in Good Faith

e Anopen mind and sincere desire to reach an agreement with
commensurate effort

 Does not require that an agreement be reached





Legal Framework (cont’d)

Duty to Bargain in Good Faith

e Whether the duty has been satisfied depends on an analysis of the totality
of the circumstances

e Nature of proposals and concessions (vs. surface bargaining)
e Participation in meetings (number, timing and length)

e Authority of the negotiator

e Direct dealing

e Exchange of information





Legal Framework (cont’d)

Duty to Bargain in Good Faith

* Key objective, of course, is to reach agreement

e When bargaining in good faith does not result in agreement, several things
can happen

e Parties can keep bargaining with status quo in effect with a mediator if
mutually agreed to

e Upon agreement by both parties, BART Act provides that dispute can be
submitted to an arbitration board for final decision

e Strike, lockout or unilateral imposition





Legal Framework (cont’d)

Duty to Bargain in Good Faith

e Upon request of a party, the Governor may seek a cooling off period under
the Public Transportation Labor Dispute Act

e May result in a 60 day injunction, that prohibits either side from striking or
locking out





Roles and Responsibilities

e Elected bodies set policy and parameters

e Elected bodies have final authority to approve labor agreements

 Administration implements the policy within the established
parameters





Elements of Successful Bargaining

Advance Planning

e Legislative body sets broad policy and bargaining objectives and
economic parameters

e Objectives and parameters supported by relevant data

 Majority of the legislative body authorizes its bargaining team to
achieve articulated objectives

e Unified legislative body is not always possible, but results in the
best outcomes





Elements of Successful Bargaining

Commitment to Effective Communications During Negotiations

e Legislative body communicates through its bargaining team
e Bargaining team communicates regularly with the legislative body

e All parties respect the objectives of the majority / individual elected
officials have no individual right to set policy objectives

* Individual elected officials refrain from communicating agency
positions on matters subject to negotiation





Elements of Successful Bargaining

Board’s labor negotiations team regularly communicates with the Board
about progress, and seeks guidance when necessary for authority
beyond what is authorized

Chief Executive (General Manager) presents either: (1) tentative
agreement; or (2) recommendation to declare impasse

Real Life Example





Elements of Unsuccessful Bargaining

Legislative Body Overly Controls Every Proposal and Counter-Proposal

e Chief Negotiator is simply a messenger

e Each proposal by the Union is brought to the Board for consideration

e Board meets and gives specific direction to the Chief Negotiator as to
the response





Elements of Unsuccessful Bargaining

e Members of the legislative body do not trust their negotiation team

e Individual elected officials regularly communicate with the union about
matters subject to negotiation

* Individual elected officials communicate with the media about process
and content of ongoing negotiation issues

e Legislative body regresses on authority

e Real Life Example





Next Steps: Board Ground Rules

e Roadmap for Change: Recommendation No. 5

e Consider developing a labor relations board governance policy —i.e,
“ground rules”

* Consider appointing a labor negotiations subcommittee to work with
staff to develop its policy





Next Steps: Board Governance Policy /

Board Ground Rules

Subjects to Consider:

* Process for Board access to information exchanged at the bargaining table
* Process for approving proposals and tentative agreements

e Board communications with labor

e Communications with the public / media

e Use of subcommittees

e Timelines

* Confidentiality of closed sessions

e |Interaction with agency negotiators

e Confirmation of majority control





Discussion / Questions

e Expectations going forward?
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