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
March 28 and 29, 2014

President Keller has called a Special Meeting of the Board of Directors on Friday,
March 28, 2014, at 9:00 a.m., and Saturday, March 29, at 9:00 a.m. The meeting will be held at
the Hotel Shattuck Plaza, Crystal Ballroom II, 2086 Allston Way, Berkeley, CA.

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

Friday, March 28, 2014, 9:00 a.m.

A Roll Call.

B. Pledge of Allegiance.

C. Introduction of Special Guests.
1. Public Comment on Items 2 - 5 Only.

2. WORKSHOP

A. Workshop Overview.
1. Meeting Goals
2. Review of Progress Since 2013 Workshop
3. Projections for the Future
For discussion.
B. District Finances. For discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)
C. Human Resources Issues. For discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)

D. (Working lunch) Roll Call for Introductions: Prioritization of Items. For
discussion.

E. District Infrastructure. For discussion.
1. Asset Management and State of Good Repair: Integration into Budget and

Capital Planning.
2. Capacity Strategy.

RECESS (15 minutes)

E. District Infrastructure (continued)
3. Stations and Access to Stations.

ADJOURN to Saturday, March 29, 2014, at 9:00 a.m.



Saturday, March 29, 2014, 9:00 a.m.

A Roll Call.

B. Pledge of Allegiance.

C. Introduction of Special Guests.
3. Public Comment on Items 4 and 5 Only.

4. WORKSHOP CONTINUED

F. Review of Workshop Day One.
G. Unmet Needs and Funding of District Priorities. For discussion.

RECESS (15 minutes)

H. Public Communications and Customer Satisfaction. For discussion.
l. Workshop Review. For discussion.

5. CLOSED SESSION

A. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION. (Crystal Ballroom 1)
Title: General Manager
Government Code Sections: 54957

6. OPEN SESSION (Crystal Ballroom I1)





RISK BASED
ASSET MANAGEMENT

March 28, 2014

 Funding Models
 State of the Assets
e Risk-Driven AM / Results






Policy DONE
Inventory DONE
Condition DONE
Risk DONE
Valuation DONE
Projects DONE
Plans "4 In Progress
Strategy In progress
Long-Term Financial Plan
O&M Budget In Progress
Capital Budget In Progress

5-Yr Capital Budget | In Progress
SRTP/CIP





OVERALL - 10 YEARS

CURRENT CONDITION '
FUNDING SCENARIO 2
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CURRENT CONDITION

OVERALL - 10 YEARS
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Depreciable Assets

Assets at Risk (30.5%)

Service Risk

SoGR Backlog

10-yr Funding Gap

$21.2B

$6.5B

High

$600M

$4.6B






Trains Delayed-Cover Boards

Trains Delayed by Track
Maintenance
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5329 Public 5326 Transit 5303/5304
Transportation Asset Transportation
Agency Safety Management Planning

[ SMS Hazard/Risk Assessment |€ Asset Inventory /
l Condition Assessment

ioh Cafety Taroatc b e e - > R Integrate Performance Based
[ Establish ?afety Targets 1‘ [ Establish SGR Targets 1 > e
¥
Metropolitan and Statewide
Long Range Plans
[ Develop Risk Controls & ) R T
-p _ — Prioritize Investn’_ients/ —_— Adopt TIP/STIP
Monitoring Strategy Program of Projects l
Public Transportation Agency Transit Asset Management Program 5337 SGR and 5307
Safety Plan Plan and 5311 Formula Funds






SERVICE

[ BART Metro & |

Expansion

Stations

Capacity —>

Modernization & p—p

5 Place-making |

f N

" _J

—
State of Good

SAFETY (MAP-21) —>

Repair (MAP-21)
—

RISK & ASSET
MANAGEMENT

Long-Term
Financial Plan






Policy DONE
Inventory DONE
Condition DONE
Risk DONE
Valuation DONE
Projects DONE
Plans NV In Progress
Strategy In progress
Long-Term Financial Plan Planned
O&M Budget In Progress
Capital Budget In Progress

5-Yr Capital Budget In Progress
SRTP / CIP Planned
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Asset Management — Integration with FY15
Budget, Short Range Transit Plan/Capital
Improvement Program (SRTP/CIP)

March 28, 2014






Budget Project Control Group bo

- The Budget Project Control Group (PCG) will help guide a
long-term financial plan to address asset management
needs while maintaining financial stability.

One of the critical tasks of the Budget PCG is to identify for
funding the most effective risk management options by
linking the asset management plans with the budget
process.

« PCG made up of representatives from Planning &
Development, Office of the CIO, Transportation, Rolling
Stock & Shops, Maintenance & Engineering (including
Asset Management), Administration & Budget





Role of Budget PCG m

1. Guide where BART spends its money (resourcing strategy)
to get the best long term value.

2. ldentify initiatives and innovations that can reduce net long
term operating and maintenance costs for the set target
service levels and risks.

3. Provide guidance on communicating with the community
and customers on how to address our asset needs.





Support Documents bo

« BART now has six Draft Asset Management Plans (AMPS)
under review and a risk management framework in place.

- Risk management plans are in progress and will accompany
each asset management plan to guide the effective allocation
of resources.

- An initial Asset Management Strategy summarizes the AMPs
and guides the asset management process.

- Other resources in development.





Financial Outlook

10 Year Projected Operating & Capital Expenditure

Funding Scenario 2

Scenario 2 - Unfunded Need (54.4 BN Renewal Deferred)
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Aligning Expenditure with
Resources — FY15 Budget

Does the expenditure provide best value? (Aligning our expenditure with our plan_ - YES NO
greatest need and best long term value.)

Does this resource allocation (capital or maintenance/operating) address existing
highest residual risk in the nisk reqgister?

Does the resource allocation align with assessed need determined by a gap
between the actual service level and our set target in the service plan / asset

management plan?

Focus for
FY15 Budget
Process

Does the resource allocation look at alternative options to minimize life cycle costs

and propose the best option? {

Does the resource allocation align with the strategy to build internal capacity to
manage risk and improve value for money?

Does this resource allocation align with the six point financial strategy for long term
financial sustainability?





Initial Steps: FY15 Budget bo

- ldentify any areas of expenditure in proposed White
Paper initiatives that do not align with resourcing strategy
for possible deferral and further evaluation.

- Prioritize proposed White Paper initiatives for
consideration by executive staff.

- For future capital budgets, all capital projects to be
“screened” through Asset Management evaluation
structure





N S
Initial Steps: SRTP/CIP bo

- Capital Improvement Program (CIP) identifies Asset
Management needs — “rolled up” summaries, not as
detailed as Asset Management Plans

« CIP will describe process for how capital projects will be
evaluated through the Asset Management evaluation
structure

- CIP will attempt to evaluate opportunities for project
delivery, based on project interdependence (e.g., project
deliver, operational cost savings, etc.)

- TBD — What level/category of assets will be included In
“baseline” Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) financial
forecast?






Next Steps bo

- Develop Budget PCG Policies & Procedures
- Project assessment
- Voting process
- Meeting frequency

- Refine organizational structure
- Add members? Form working groups?

- Further define linkage among the Budget PCG, asset
management program, annual budget, and long-term
financial plan
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BART’s Capacity Issues

Vehicle Capacity

* Trains are getting crowded during the AM and PM peaks

Station Capacity

e Platform escalator queues at Embarcadero & Montgomery
stations are getting long during the AM peak

e Platforms at same stations are crowded during the PM peak





Weekday Ridership is up by 100,000 trips since FYO04

with 2.3% average annual growth rate

500,000 weekday riders are easily achievable in 5-10 years

420,000

400,000

380,000

M

360,000

340,000

320,000 -

T\
NS J

77 Al

300,000

‘A vV

280,000

3 5 MM s sl o e o s s s e s

FYO4 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14





BART: The Next 40 Years

Projected Weekday Ridership Scenarios





Vehicle Capacity

Peak Hour Peak Direction Vehicle Load Standard
107 Passengers per Car: 45 Standees w/6.5 sq. ft. of space
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Average Weekday Passengers per Car

How Crowded are BART’s Peak Trains Today?

Transbay Peak Hour & Direction Passengers per Car
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What’s My Line?

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Line Trains Cars Avg PPC Line Trains Cars Avg PPC
100's 4 39 115 100's 4 40 112
200's 4 26 92 200's 4 28 96
300's 10 95 99 300's 9 84 108

4 35 104 4 35 102

4 35 111 4 35 117
Total 26 104 Total 25 222 108
Transbay 105 Transbay 109






Standee Area Grows as Crowding Grows
Morning Standee Limits Noted In Purple
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The Trade-Off Between Capacity and
Service Quality

Date Ridership I;Zit:nrgtr?:::tci:: TPr: ::o?r::ri\r:ee PCa):siinrﬁzr
Performance
Nov. 2012 393,328 107 94.8% 96.7%
11/03/2010* 522,198 120 51.3% 71.7%
10/31/2012* 568,061 140 69.9% 79.2%

*2010 and 2012 SF Giants World Series Parade Day






Peak Hour Vehicle Load Levels with 775 Cars

Compared to current standard of 107 avg (122 max)

Plan Year SRTP Ridership Growth Core Ridership
~1.8% yr Growth = 3% yr
2020 115 avg (132 max) 130 avg (149 max)

2030 134 (154) 177 (202)






Fleet Sizes Needed to Achieve Vehicle Load Target
of 107 Per Car

Plan Year SRTP Ridership Growth Core Ridership
~1.8% yr Growth =3% yr
2020 880 cars 1,000 cars*
2030 1,020 cars™ 1,070 cars™

* Assumes Train Control System Modernization Project @ 30 peak trains/ hour





Station Capacity





Facts about Embarcadero & Montgomery

e Busiest Stations on the BART and Muni Metro systems:
— 112,000 Daily Combined Entries & Exits at Embarcadero
— 104,000 Daily Combined Entries & Exits at Montgomery
— Station activity split 75/25 between BART and Muni Metro

e #1 and #2 destination stations for every other BART station
outside of downtown SF

e Embarcadero Station platform is 6.5 feet narrower than the
Montgomery Platform
— 20% less gross floor space (19,000 versus 24,000 square feet)
— 37% less net floor space (7,500 versus 12,000 square feet)
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Two Concerns: AM Stair & Escalator Queues and
PM Platform Crowding

e VTA-BART Core Station Impact Study (2010) had the following
conclusions:

e AM Stair & Escalator Queues

* Year 2030, @ 735,000 riders: Embarcadero & Montgomery each had an escalator
whose queue did not clear in under 2 min during minor delay events

e PM Platform Crowding

* Year 2018, @487,000 riders: Embarcadero & Montgomery platforms were OK
during normal service, but failed during an extreme delay event

* Year 2030, @735,000 riders: Embarcadero was stressed during normal service and
failed during minor and extreme delay events. Montgomery only failed during an
extreme delay event





BART: The Next 40 Years

The Ultimate Solution: New Side Platforms

Total Estimated Construction Cost: $615 million (2009 dollars)
When do we have to make this investment? 20257 20407?

What can we do to get the most out of our existing infrastructure?





Current Station Conditions:
BART AFC/PFM Data Processed by ARUP Mass Motion Model

Peak Hour Ridership Observations
* More activity in the AM than the PM
e Very Little Off Peak Direction Activity: AM Boardings and PM Alightings (Exits)

e Montgomery (at 39%) is more Westbay-oriented than Embarcadero (28%)





Distribution of Activity: Faregates





Current PM Maximum Platform Crowding Levels

Montgomery: average ///7 passengers
maximum 1,067 passenger

11 sq. ft. per passenger = LOS B

Embarcadero: average 770 passengers
maximum 1,119 passenger

7.7 sq. ft. per passenger = LOS C





Year 2025: 560,000 System-wide Weekday Trips
AM & PM Peak Hour Ridership

Peak Station activity is up 20% to 30% over current levels

System-wide ridership is up 40% due to the opening of the
Extensions to Warm Springs and Berryessa





Mass Motion Model Output
Montgomery: Animated Micro-simulaton





2025 PM Maximum Platform Crowding Levels

Montgomery: average 1,052 passengers
maximum 1,526 passenger

7.8 sq. ft. per passenger = LOS C

Embarcadero: average 1,000 passengers
maximum 1,490 passenger

5.8 sq. ft. per passenger = LOS D+





Interim Capacity Improvement Measures
Tested by ARUP’s Mass Motion Model

1. Increase Embarcadero escalator speed from 90 ft/min
to 120 ft/min and operate all escalators in the up
direction in the AM peak

2. Remove or reduce platform furniture footprint and add
platform screen doors

3. Have westbound PM Peak Hour service skip
Embarcadero Station

4. Increase train frequency from 22 to 27 trains/hour with
a new upgraded train control system





Platform Furnishing Reductions

Embarcadero Payphone Carousel ,
Now you seeit, and........ . sesesecess now you don’t





Platform Screen Gates
Guangzhou Example





Mass Motion Model Output
Embarcadero: Platform Crowding Flows
with 27 trains per hour





Results Summary of Interim Capacity
Measures: Year 2025 (560K trips/day)

Montgomery Embarcadero

AM PM AM PM
Stairs & Escalators Platform Stairs & Escalators Platform

Measures Normal | Delay | Normal | Delay
Base Case \/ ‘/ ‘/

All Escalators go Up v v v v

in AM

Reduce Furniture
Add Platform Doors

Skip Embarcadero
Westbound PM

NN S
NN S

27+ Trains/Hour

27





Measures for Handling Crowding during
Extreme Service Delay Incidents

Morning Commute (stair/escalator queues)

Staff faregates to expedite ticket processing

Staff platform to direct passengers to underutilized stairs/escalators
Hold arriving train outside station until platform clears

Skip station

Afternoon Commute (platform crowding)

Close selected faregates to limit passenger inflow

Freeze escalators to meter passengers onto platform

Staff escalator landings to keep area clear

Close station at street level to inbound passengers

Short turn selected westbound trains in SF to serve eastbound passengers





Capacity Related Projects:

Embarcadero Elevator: Run all AM Escalators Up





Capacity Related Projects:

Station Entrance Canopies: Keep escalators in service





Conclusions

* Big Three Projects (1,000+ car fleet, new train
control and HMC) solve vehicle capacity issues
through 2030

 BART can manage station capacity with interim
measures through 2025

— Most effective measures are escalator operating direction and
increased train frequency

— 30 train/hour frequencies help meet challenges beyond 2025

 Crowding brought on by major delay incidents
will need additional on-site management





Capacity Planning Update

e August 2013: Caltrans planning grant awarded for
Embarcadero and Montgomery Station Capacity
Implementation Strategy

e November 2013: San Francisco Mayor’s Transportation Task
Force programming of City & County funds for BART/Muni
Metro station escalator and elevator improvement projects

e December 2013: MTC approval of a multi-year funding
commitment to the Big 3 projects in its Resolutions No. 4123
and 4126
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Opportunity Markets
(for BART’s spare capacity)






Increase productivity by X a0
growing travel markets < Concore
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Transit Competitive Work Destinations

« Macro conditions
« Employment density
e Socioeconomic characteristics of workers
* Vehicle availability
« Parking cost and availability
 Congestion, tolls

e Micro conditions
e Later





These work destinations have the macro
conditions to be transit competitive
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Of these, some are strong markets for
BART'’s spare capacity today
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Of these, some are strong markets for

BART's spare capacity today
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Some markets have potential
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Some markets have potential

California Plaza
1320 feet to BART
10% BART to work
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Transit Competitive Work Destinations

Micro Conditions: Place-Based

Employer provides transit pass
Refail shop density

Street connectivity

Sidewalk density

Feeder bus frequency

Street ree density

Streetlight density

Widest street width

Parking spaces/worker
Distance from stafion to office

Block face density

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

Source: Travel Characteristics of Transit-Oriented

Development in California, Lund, Cervero and Correlation (Absolute Value) with Transit Commuting (0-1) 8
Willson, 2004





Distance to Station

Jobs Need to be Close to Station

Tran_,sit Mode-Share as a Function of Distance from Station
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Transit Competitive Work Destinations

Micro Conditions: Policy-Based

—' : 50.0%
FI -T. 1 [ :
ex-Time === : : :

4.9%
Free Parking . 14,99

Employer Helps with * 40.3%  |m Program Available
TransitGosts 238% . 0 Program Not Available

Employer Helps with |1.3% : . :
Car Costs 46.5% -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Station-Area Residents' Commute Trips by Transit

Source: Travel Characteristics of Transit-Oriented Development in California, Lund, Cervero and Willson, 2004 10





Washington DC Metro Area

Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor transformed

i AT avE,

T

o

S} IR LT S T Potomac River © ot

Lower Density Zoning

—-—

gy Ty

—Zoning

iul-.;-luui

TR

Fairfax Drive "

11





Washington DC Metro Area

Balanced Metro Ridership
For All Arlington Stations
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		Opportunity Markets�(for BART’s spare capacity)

		Increase productivity by growing travel markets where it has spare capacity

		Transit Competitive Work Destinations

		These work destinations have the macro conditions to be transit competitive

		Of these, some are strong markets for BART’s spare capacity today

		Of these, some are strong markets for BART’s spare capacity today

		Some markets have potential

		Some markets have potential

		Transit Competitive Work Destinations �Micro Conditions: Place-Based

		Slide Number 10

		Slide Number 11

		Washington DC Metro Area�Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor transformed

		Slide Number 13
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Relationship of Station Activities
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= Qverview
= Station Folders

= Station Modernization Program
= Early Wins
= Systemic
= Gateway
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Office of the CIO 5

Enterprise Data Management
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“Location based organization”






= Station Modernization Program
= Early Wins
= Systemic
= Gateway





= Provide program update

= Obtain Board feedback to advance
Gateway Stations





« Early Wins - High touch, easy to implement, low cost

e Systemic — Medium range
Investment to address critical
deficiencies at multiple stations

Systemic

 Gateway — Transformative 45%
Improvements at selected Gateways
stations, to attract and leverage o
future funding






Early Wins





Identified

Assigned to
BART Depts.

to implement

Assessed 24 ~300
Stations Improvement
Actions
To identify areas Across all 24
for improvement/ stations = 1100+
deficiencies individual items

Actions = Type of improvement
Item = Improvement at specific station

Multiple departments
responsible for planning
& project delivery





Projects were identified for a wide variety of asset types:

» Outdoor access and amenities » Sightlines

Floors and Stairs

ADA Improvements
Break Rooms

Bike Parking
Seating

Walls and Ceilings

Escalators/Elevators

Lighting/Cameras

Sighage « Eftc.





Bay Fair Station Fence Replacement

Fencing replacement at multiple stations:
Union City, Hayward, Fremont





Lafayette Station — Wheel Stop Project





Civic Center Station—Old Transit Store Dismantling

BEFORE AFTER

Also removed old kiosks at 12t Street Oakland, 16" Street Mission

Working on Powell, Montgomery





Systemic





Similar investment at multiple stations
Prioritize State of Good Repair
Sensitive to Customer Experience

Coordinate with M+E, Police, Customer
Access, Ops Planning





Examples

= Emergency lighting
» Fire alarm replacement
= Escalator rehab
= Portal canopy / head houses
= Wayfinding
= Access improvement
= Fare evasion mitigation
= Security cameras
» Underground public restrooms
» Staff breakrooms
= Station agent booths / bullet proof glass / dutch doors





Examples of Wayfinding Improvement projects include Ashby, Pleasant Hill,
Union City, Dublin/Pleasanton, Fremont, Coliseum, Embarcadero,
Montgomery, Powell, Civic Center, Millorae, El Cerrito Del Norte, ...





Program
project
delivery in
concert with
Early Wins and
Gateway

Assess
system Identified for

improve design
ment development
needs






Gateway





Transformative improvements
Higher level of investment
Showcase to leverage future funding

Comprehensive assessment of needs,
with prioritized investments





On-going effort (dependent on funding)

Vision: Gateway investments at all stations
Initially: Select 4 — 6 Gateway Stations
Create project pipeline

Identify lessons learned (continuous improvement)





Step #1.: Step #2:
Select Conce_ptual Select
Stations Design Investments

Title VI / EJ

Deliverability





Invited inter-executive office team:
* Administration & Budget
* BART Police
* External Affairs
* General Manager (OCR)
* (Qperations

* Planning & Development





Weighting

25%
40%






Step #1 Goals & Objectives

Make Transit Work Connect to Create Place
Community
Improve Customer Support Sustainable Enhance BART TOD
Experience Growth (BT Ve Progre,
(Ridership) (Households Growth)
Prioritize High Encourage Reverse Leverage Partnerships
Reinvestment Needs Commute (Station Area Investment Framework)
(Capital Needs Inventory) (Jobs Outside of Financial District)
Ensure Equitable Influence Market
Investments Tipping Point

(Title VI + EJ Communities) (Market Analysis)















19t St. Oakland

12t Street Oakland City Center
Alameda Downtown Berkeley

West Oakland

San Leandro

El Cerrito del Norte
Richmond

Contra Costa Pittsburg/Bay Point
Walnut Creek
Concord

Civic Center/UN Plaza
Powell St.

San Francisco Balboa Park

24t Street Mission
16" Street Mission
Daly City

Millbrae

San Mateo Colma

South San Francisco
San Bruno






Score Range

0.600 — 0.750

0.545 - 0.600

0.500 — 0.545

0.450 — 0.500

Station

19t St. / Oakland

12t St. / Oakland City Center
Civic Center / UN Plaza
Downtown Berkeley
Powell St.

Balboa Park

West Oakland

24t St, Mission

San Leandro

16t St. Mission

Lake Merritt

Montgomery St.

El Cerrito del Norte
Richmond

MacArthur

Coliseum / Oakland Airport





Conceptual
Design
6-9 months

Preliminary
Engineering
5-6 months

Final Design
9-12 months

Procurement
5-6 months

Construction
18 — 24 months






OP&D Station Implementation

Conceptual Design

33





= Conceptual Design: Advance 6 additional stations

Downtown Berkeley | Richmond Civic Center

West Oakland Concord Balboa Park

= Preliminary Engineering: Advance 3 stations

19t Street El Cerrito del Norte | Powell






San Francisco Bond Measure
Alameda County Sales Tax Measure
Benefit Assessment Districts (SB142)

Redevelopment law





Incorporate Board input
Continue implementation of Early Wins

Refine and advance Conceptual Design and
Preliminary Engineering

Reassess leveraging opportunities later in year





		Station Modernization Program�Stations Update

		Station Modernization Program�Agenda

		Slide Number 3

		Station Modernization Program�Agenda

		Station Modernization Program�Station Folders

		Enterprise Data Management

		“Location based organization”

		Station Modernization Program�Agenda

		Station Modernization Program�Today’s Objective

		Stations Modernization Program 

		Slide Number 11

		Slide Number 12

		BART Station Modernization Program �Early Wins Types of Actions

		Station Modernization Program�Early Wins: Under $10K Completed

		Station Modernization Program�Early Wins: Under $10K Completed

		Station Modernization Program�Early Wins: Under $10K Completed

		Slide Number 17

		BART Station Modernization Program�What are Systemic Investments?

		BART Station Modernization Program�What are Systemic Investments?

		Station Modernization Program�Systemic: Wayfinding Improvement

		Slide Number 21

		Slide Number 22

		Station Modernization Program�What are Gateway Investments?

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway Station Investments

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway: Process

		Station Modernization Program�Staff Input on Goals & Objectives

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway Framework: Goals

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway: Select Stations

		BART Station Modernization Program�Identify Potential Gateway Stations – Top Quartile

		BART Station Modernization Program�Identify Potential Gateway Stations – Top 10

		Station Modernization Program�Top 5 per County

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway: Top Scoring Candidates

		2013 Station Modernization Program�Gateway Stations - Typical

		Slide Number 34

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway Stations: Proposed Next Steps

		Station Modernization Program�2014 Leveraging Opportunities

		Station Modernization Program�Gateway Stations: Next Steps




Real Estate Portfolio Review

March 28, 2014





Background

e Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) objectives

o Increase riders o Create physical connections to community
o Created services at stations o Create development opportunity
o Created tax revenue for cities o Create a sense of place

o Secure annual revenue/capital offsets

e Modest success to date:

O 8 completed projects valued at $460 million
» 380,000 annual transit trips
» $1.4 million in farebox revenue
» 870 residential units, 73,000 square feet retail, 107,000 square feet office

O Also have another 10 projects approved by BART and in various stages of
implementation

 More of the same type of development or more substantial development?





Key Questions
* How can BART achieve optimal use of its land?

* |s BART’s financial and operational performance optimized by allowing
lower density development in the near-term, or by waiting for a certain
period for economic and other conditions to change such that higher
density development can be achieved?

 What is potential for higher density development on BART property (e.g.,
20-story high-rise residential or office)?
o Phase 1 — High level review using variety of indicators to assess opportunity

o Phase 2 — In-depth assessment at key stations & how more effectively to accelerate
opportunities





Examined 49 Stations





Station
Data Sheets






25 Stations for Feasibility Analysis





Phase 1 Approach

e Land capacity analysis

* Development scenarios
» Uses (residential rental and office)
»Height/density (low rise and high rise)
» Parking (project and BART replacement)

* Pro forma financial feasibility analysis

* BART financial factors
»Replacement parking capital costs
» Parking revenues and operational costs
» Ridership and farebox revenue effects

* Net present value (NPV) scenario comparisons
»25-, 50-, 75- and 100-year cash flow projections
» Cash flows discounted to present value at 5%
» NPV estimates identify preferred scenarios





Financial Feasibility of Scenarios

* Planning-level development cost estimates
»Normal conditions (e.g., basic site work only)
»Union labor
» Typical soft costs (e.g., A&E, fees/permits, financing)

* Pro forma feasibility
»Values established from market data
»BART land lease (2% of gross revenue)
»10% developer return — threshold requirement

* Feasibility timing
»Values increase at a rate 15% higher than costs

1 3.00% cost escalation
1 3.45% value appreciation

» Results are sensitive to appreciation assumption





Lake Merritt High-Rise Residential Feasibility
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Fremont High-Rise Office Feasibility
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10-Year Feasibility — Appreciation Test*

19" Street 3.6% 8 Years

Balboa Park 3.5% Now
Coliseum Not Considered 5.7%
Concord 7.0% 5.6%
Daly City 2 Years Now
Fremont 6.8% 5.3%
Hayward 7.6% 5.7%

*Appreciation rate necessary to achieve feasibility in 10 years; where feasibility is achieved before
11 year 10 under the base assumption of 3.45%, years to feasibility are shown.





Concord - Parking Requirement Test

T e e Reuced

High-Rise Office (w. Replacement Parking)

Parking 3.75/ 1,000 SF 2.75 /1,000 SF
Feasibility 92 Years 83 Years
BART NPV $-0.3M $0.25M

(100 Year)

High-Rise Residential (w. Replacement Parking)
Parking 1.75 / Unit 0.75 / Unit
Feasibility 63 Years 52 Years

BART NPV SSM $15|\/|

(100 Year)





Notable Financial Effects

e Higher value land lease from high density
»Can make high-rise projects worth waiting for (e.g., Lake Merritt)
» High-rise projects are typically preferable in 100-year analysis

e Better ridership from office use under current mode splits
» 470 versus 230 work-trips per year (per 1,000 square feet)
» Can make office use worth waiting for (e.g., 19t" Street)
» Future increases in non-work trips may change result

 Where rider retention is high, farebox revenue can be
maintained when parking is reduced
»Up to 73% retention where riders walk, bike, bus, etc.

»Makes reduced parking scenarios preferable from a financial
standpoint in most cases





Financially-Preferred Scenarios (Sample page)

Low-rise now, high-rise residential

19th Street High-Rise Office in 8 yrs., but significant ridership
from high-rise office in 13 yrs.

High-rise residential now, but

Balboa Park High-Rise Office significant ridership from office in
12 yrs.
. Low-Rise Supportable mid-term; high-rise
Coliseum . .
Residential may be 60+ yrs.
Low-Rise Supportable mid-term, _but may
Concord . . require external funding for
Residential replacement parking
_ H igh-Rise Strong n(_ear-tejrm ma_rkejt for.all
Daly City , _ uses; residential maximizes site
Residential St
Low-Rise Supportable mid-term, -but may
Fremont ) _ require external funding for
Residential replacement parking
Low-Rise Supportable mid-term; high-rise
Hayward Residential TR (008 (El0e e
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5-Story Residential





20-Story Residential





5-Story Office





20-Story Office





Top Near- and Mid-Term TOD Opportunities

Strong near-term market

(next two yrs)for all uses;

residential maximizes site
potential

Daly City High-Rise Residential

High-rise residential now, but
Balboa Park High-Rise Office significant ridership from
office in 12 yrs

Low-rise now, high-rise
residential in 8 yrs., but
significant ridership from
high-rise office in 13 yrs

19th Street High-Rise Office

Low-rise now, high-rise
residential in 11 yrs., but
significant ridership from
high-rise office in 13 yrs

Lake Merritt High-Rise Office

Supportable now, while high-

Pleasant Hill Low-Rise Residential .
rise may be 25+ yrs,





Phase 2 Activity - Underway

In-depth assessment and overcoming obstacles
e What can we do to accelerate opportunity to maximize asset value?

Development issues to overcome [initiated - preliminary matrix]
e Zoning/parking ratios, need for replacement parking
e Constraints to development (station, intermodal, underground facilities)
e Station area issues, parcel assembly opportunities
e Community engagement issues

Best practices [initiated]
* Interviews with others (transit, port authorities, railroads, universities)

Development industry review [spring 2014]
* Interviews with Bay Area developers — markets, constraints, changes
needed
Recommendations [June 2014]
e Approach to maximize use of assets over next 10-20 years, including
» How to better position key properties for success
» Interim use of properties with longer term (>20 years) potential
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