






























































































































































Dublin/Pleasanton Station Access 
Alternatives Analysis


BART Board Meeting 
June 22, 2017


Garage 


Expansion







Agenda


 Background


 Parking Alternatives 


 Multimodal Access Alternatives 


 Recommendations


 Next Steps
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Timeline 
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• Informational 
Item: 
Addendum to 
the DTC EIR –
Phase II Garage


2016 2017


Dec Jan Feb March April May June


December 1, 2016 • Action Item: Adopt Addendum
• Multimodal Access Alternatives 


Analysis requested 


February 9, 2017


• Action Item: 
Multimodal Access 
Alternatives Analysis


June 22, 2017


• Cost-benefit analysis
• Parking analysis includes W D/P station


• Ridership analysis/survey 
• Outreach with private establishments
• Discussions with stakeholders  


February - May







Motion Presented (Feb. 9)


Prior to bringing a proposal to the Board to approve a Dublin Parking Garage or submit a grant request to 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for funding, staff shall follow the Station Access Policy and 
evaluate and report back to the Board within 90 days on the following: 


1. Options for delivering the equivalent of 540 net new spaces at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station at lower 
cost to BART, Alameda County, and the region, by using a combination of


(a) Accessing existing non-BART parking resources near the Dublin/Pleasanton Station that could 
potentially serve as dedicated or shared parking for BART patrons, 


(b) Using BART’s existing parking resources more efficiently through automated stacked parking, 
attendant parking services, improved enforcement, and carpool incentives, and 


(c) Creating new surface parking resources within a half- mile of the station on private or 
government-owned land; 


2. Options for multimodal access improvements for the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, including estimated 
costs, ridership impacts, and implementation steps for BART-identified projects, projects identified by 
other station-area plans, and projects proposed by relevant stakeholders;


3. When the matter of the 540 net new parking spaces at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station is returned to 
the Board, the parking garage and alternatives will come before the Board as action items.
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Parking analysis considers D/P and W D/P stations







Access policy 


5


Primary Investments: 
BART will prioritize investments of funds and staff 
time on and off of BART property, consistent with 
access goals; priority projects best achieve policy 
goals, focus on safety and sustainability. 
Secondary Investments: 
BART will invest funds and staff time on and off of 
BART property, consistent with policy goals; 
secondary investments balance policy goals. 
Accommodated: 
BART will maintain and manage existing assets, and 
partner with other access providers as needed. 
Not Encouraged: 
BART will not invest in construction of parking 
expansion. 







Access policy continued 
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GOALS


A. Safer, Healthier, Greener. Increase sustainable modes


B. More Riders. Cost-effective investments, minimize peak travel


C. More Productive and Efficient. Asset management, station framework


D. Better Experience. Expand station access choices


E. Equitable Services. Invest in access choices for all riders


F. Innovation and Partnerships.
STRATEGIES


Plan, Innovate and Partner. System wide access mode shift


Invest and Implement. Invest in or partner on strategic parking resources; 


including shared parking, on-street parking, programs to maximize existing parking 


assets, and locating new parking resources only where other approaches are not 


sufficient


Manage and Assess. Manage resources we have







Agenda


 Background


 Parking Alternatives 


 Multimodal Access Alternatives 


 Recommendations


 Next Steps
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Parking alternatives
*Alternatives considered for D/P and W D/P stations 


A) Garage expansion 


B) Automated Parking


C) Attended-assist parking


D) Satellite Park & Ride


E) Lease or acquire new surface lots


F) Shared parking


G) On-street parking


H) Reconfigure parking
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* See Appendix A for detailed descriptions of parking alternatives







Parking Alternatives Alternative
New Parking 


Spaces


Total  Annual 
Parking Cost
Net New 
Space/day (1)


Net Cost or


Benefit (2)


A) Garage Expansion 540 $11.70 -$260,000


B) Automated Parking 545 $11.70 -$260,000


C) Attended Assist Parking 445 $14.20 -$500,000


D) Satellite Park-and-Ride 550 $9.75 -$940,000


E) New Surface Lot(3) 240-2,000 (4) $5.45 $355,000


F) Shared Parking 140 $5.43 $126,000


G) On-Street parking(3) 490-720(5) n/a (6) n/a (6)


H) Reconfigure parking 60 $4.65 $75,000
(1) All costs assumptions consider higher costs when provided a cost range
(2) Annual Net Cost or Benefit = Annual revenue – Total annual parking cost
(3) Alternatives not pursued further due to lack of stakeholder support
(4) Assume 540 for calculations 
(5) Since some streets are currently unregulated, the total net new number of spaces could be substantially lower – possibly as low as 490
(6) Would depend on agreement with municipality
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Parking Alternatives 
Findings 


Alternative


New 


Parking 


Spaces


Annual
Revenue 
Potential:
Parking + 
Fare


Capital 


Cost/Net 


new space 


(1)


O&M  Cost 


per year (1)


Total  
Annual 
Parking 
Cost
Net New 
Space/day


Annual 


Net Cost 


or Benefit 


(2) 


Implem-


entation


Timeframe


(years)


Solution


Timeframe


Stake-


holder 


Support


Implem-


entation


Feasibility 


A) Garage 


Expansion
540


$420,000 + 
$930,000 = 
$1,350,000


$34,300,000 


($63,520/


new space)


$257,000
$1,610,000


$11.70
-260,000 3.5 Long term


B) 


Automated 


Parking


545
$423,000 + 
$937,000 = 
$1,360,000


$25,000,000
($45,870/
new space)


$419,000
$1,620,000
$11.70


-260,000 2-3 Long term


C) Attended 


Assist 


Parking


445
$345,000 + 
$765,000 = 
$1,110,000


$50,000 
($110/new
space)


$1,600,000
$1,610,000
$14.20


-500,000 < 1
Yearly 
(Predict-
able)


D) Satellite 


Park-and-


Ride


547
$175,000 + 
$245,000 = 
$420,000


$10,700,000
($19,560/
new space)


$1,030,000
$1,360,000
$9.75


-940,000 2
Mid to 
Long term


E) New 


Surface Lot 


(3)


240-


2,000


(4)


$258,000+
$928,000=
$1,186,000


$19,100,000 
($35,370/ 
new space)


$225,000
$830,000
$6.00


$355,000 n/a
Mid to 
Long term


F) Shared 


Parking
154


$78,500+
$261,000 =
$339,500


$47,000
$305/new
space)


$185,000
$213,000
$5.45


$126,000 < 1 Yearly


G) On-


Street (3)


490-


720
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a


H) 


Reconfigure
59


$46,000 + 
$101,000 = 
$145,000


$1,410,000
($23,860/
new space)


$25,000
$70,000
$4.65


$75,000 < 1 Long term


Low High


(1) All costs assumptions consider higher costs when provided a cost range
(2) Annual Net Cost or Benefit = Annual revenue – Total annual parking cost
(3) Alternatives not pursued further due to lack of stakeholder support
(4) Assume 540 for calculations 







Agenda


 Background


 Parking Alternatives 


 Multimodal Access Alternatives 


 Recommendations


 Next Steps
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Additional Multimodal Access
*Alternatives considered for Dublin/Pleasanton station


• Pedestrian and Bike Access  


• Iron Horse Trail (IHT)


• Bike Station 


• Pedestrian/Bike Connectivity


• Increase Transit Access (Monitor LAVTA service changes)


• Increase carpooling (Scoop)


• Partnerships with Transportation Network Companies (i.e., Lyft, 
Uber)


• Future TOD potential
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* See Appendix B for detailed descriptions of multimodal alternatives







Multimodal Access AlternativesAlternative
Capital 


Cost


Total  Annual  


Cost


Daily Break


Even 


Ridership


Iron Horse Trail $3,140,000 $110,000 35


Bike Station $840,000 $40,000 15


Ped/Bike Connectivity $800,000 $25,000 10


Monitor Transit Access n/a n/a n/a


Carpool Technology n/a n/a n/a


Partnerships with TNC n/a n/a n/a


Future TOD Potential n/a n/a n/a
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*  Revenue based on break-even ridership calculation


Alternative


Annual
Fare 
Revenue 
Potential*


Capital Cost


O&M  


Cost per 


year


Total  


Annual  


Cost


Break 


Even 


Ridership


Implemen-


tation


Timeframe


(years)


Solution


Time


frame


Ease of 
Environmental 
Clearance 


Stake-


holder 


Support


Implem-


entation


Feasibility 


Iron Horse 


Trail
$110,000 $3,140,000 $9,000 $110,000 35 <3 Long-term


Bike Station $40,000 $840,000 $12,000 $40,000 15 <1.5
Long-


term


Ped/Bike 


Connectivity 
$25,000 $800,000 n/a $25,000 10 1-2 


Long-


term
n/a


Monitor


Transit 


Access 


n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Ongoing 


effort


Ongoing 


effort


Carpool


Technology
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a


Ongoing 


effort


Flexible 


solution


Partnerships 


with TNC
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 to 1.5


Flexible 


solution


Future TOD 


Potential 
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a


Ongoing 


effort


Long-


term
n/a n/a n/a


Low High
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Agenda


 Background


 Parking Alternatives 


 Multimodal Access Alternatives 


 Recommendations


 Next Steps 
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Key considerations 


• BART to Livermore project 
• Autonomous vehicles
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Recommendation: Hybrid Option 
Phased Approach
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Phase 1


Reconfigure (60) 


Shared parking (155)


Attendant Assist (340)


Automated (0) 


Total = 540+


Phase 2


Reconfigure (60) 


Shared parking (155)


Attendant Assist (280)


Automated (60) 


Total = 540+


Phase 3


Reconfigure (60) 


Shared parking (155)


Attendant Assist (0)


Automated (335) 


Total = 540+


Net cost: -$160,000
Capital cost: $1.5 million
O&M cost: $1.5 million
Implementation time: 1-2 yrs


Net cost: -$150,000
Capital cost: $4.3 million
O&M cost: $1.3 million
Implementation time: 2-3 yrs


Net benefit: +$30,000
Capital cost: $16.8 million
O&M cost: $500,000
Implementation time: 3-3.5 yrs







Alternative


Net


New 


Parking 


Spaces


Annual
Revenue 


Potential:
Parking + 


Fare


Capital Cost
O&M  Cost 


per year


Total Annual 
Cost (Capital + 


O&M +
Capitalized 


maintenance)


Net Cost 
or Benefit


/Year 


Imp-


lementation


Timeframe


(years)


Solution


Timeframe


Implementation


Feasibility


Build Alternative


I) Garage 


Expansion 


(w/out real time 


information)


540
$420,000 + 
$930,000 = 
$1,350,000


$34,300,000 


($63,520/new 


space)


$257,000 $1,610,000 -$260,000 3.5 Long term


Combination of Build/Managed Parking Alternatives


II) 


Reconfigure (59)


Shared (0) 


Attendant (226) 


Automated (263)


548
$425,000 + 
$940,000 = 
$1,365,000


$13,500,000
($24,600/new 
space)


$1,065,000 $1,690,000 -$325,000 1 to 2 
Long term 
+ yearly
Contract


III)


Reconfigure (59)


Shared (154) 


Attendant (0)  


Automated (335)


548
$380,000 + 
$930,000 = 
$1,320,000


$16,800,000
($30,700/new 
space)


$500,000 $1,290,000 $30,000
1 to 2 
(Phase 1) 


Long term 
+ yearly
Contract


Primarily Managed Parking Alternatives (10-year horizon)  


IV)


Reconfigure (59)


Shared (162) 


Attendant (319)


540
$370,000 +
$930,000 =
$1,300,000


$1,495,000 
($2,765/new 
space)


$1,370,000 $1,430,000 -$130,000 1
Long term 
+ yearly
Contract


Other Multimodal Access Strategies 


Iron Horse Trail n/a $110,000 $3,140,000 $9,000 $110,000 - <3 Long term


Bike Station 130 $40,000 $840,000 $12,000 $40,000 - <1.5 Long term


Ped/Bike 


Connectivity 
n/a $25,000 $800,000 n/a $25,000 - 1-2 Long term


Carpool 


Technology
n/a n/a Minimal n/a n/a n/a


Ongoing 


effort
Flexible 


Monitor Transit 


Access 
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a


Ongoing 


effort
Flexible 


Worse value/time relative to other alternatives  Better value/time relative to other alternatives  







Parking Alternatives – Net Results 
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Agenda


 Background


 Parking Alternatives 


 Multimodal Access Alternatives 


 Recommendations


 Next Steps
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Next Steps  


Parking 


• Bring for Board action: 


• Environmental review  


• Funding plan with funding partners 


• Deliver parking solutions: 


• Attendant assist parking 


• Shared parking 


• Automated parking 


• Reconfigure existing parking lot 


• Engage in additional shared parking outreach 


Multimodal Access Strategies 


• Advance bike/pedestrian network improvements 


• Monitor success of carpool technologies and LAVTA service changes 
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LAKE MERRITT BART STATION 
Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design
BART Board of Directors


June 17
June 22, 2017
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May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 2018 2019 2020 2021


TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY& 
PLAZA REDESIGN TIMELINE 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 2


Draft MND


Environmental Review (CEQA)


Construction & 
Systems 


Integration


Transit Operations Facility & Lake Merritt Plaza Design


Title VI 
Siting 


Analysis 


Federal
Approvals 
(NEPA)


Adopt
MND


Award 
Contract


Public Hearing


Working Group Open House Additional Working Groups / 
Stakeholder Meetings as needed


Approve 
Siting 


Analysis 


2017 2018‐2021


* Outreach completed to date: stakeholder meetings, two community working group meetings, community open house 


*


June 22 
Action


Board Actions







3


PRESENTATION OVERVIEW


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 3


• Siting Analysis 
• Resiliency and Operational Functionality 
• Title VI Analysis 
• Public Participation 


• Project Update Concept Design


• Next steps 


• Motion 
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
SITE SELECTION PROCESS 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 4


• BART is proposing to 
design and construct a 
new TOF


• Site  Alternatives Study: 
Resiliency & Operational 
Functionality
• Identify best location to 


support construction of a 
resilient, high-functioning 
new operations facility


• Considered 10 possible sites
• Ranked 6 sites using 15 


Criteria


Jack 
London
Square 
Portal


Jack 
London
Square 
Portal


Downtown OaklandDowntown Oakland


Lake Merritt ProximateLake Merritt Proximate


FruitvaleFruitvale


Lake Merritt ComplexLake Merritt Complex


Dublin/PleasantonDublin/Pleasanton
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
SITE SELECTION PROCESS 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 5


• Lake Merritt 
Complex scores 
highest score: 
• Colocation with related 


systems supports a 
high-functioning facility 


• Central location
• Space and availability 


for construction


• Reinforces findings 
of earlier study
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 S
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D
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to
n


St
at
io
n


Essentials 33 12 30 27 27 33


Access &
Operations


30 25 22 24 20 17


Land Use 8 10 9 9 11 9


Hazards 9 8 8 9 7 8


Total 80 55 69 69 65 67
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
SITE SELECTION PROCESS 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 6


• Federal funding recipients, such as BART, are required to 
complete a Title VI equity analysis on the determination of 
the site or location of facilities


• Per the FTA Title VI Circular, board approval is required 


• This is the first siting analysis BART has conducted since 
the Circular update in 2012 
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
SITE SELECTION PROCESS 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 7


Low-Income Population Demographic Assessment


Lake Merritt 
Complex


Downtown 
Oakland


Fruitvale 
Station


Lake Merritt 
Proximate


Jack 
London 
Square 
Portal


Dublin/ 
Pleasanton 


Station


½ Mile % Low-
Income


50.2% 48.1% 58.7% 50.2% 50.7% 11.1%


City %
Low-Income


41.5% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5% 10.8%*


% Difference
(10% threshold)


8.7% 6.6% 17.2% 8.7% 9.2% 0.3%


Potential 
Disparate 


Impact
No No Yes No No No


*Data for Dublin/Pleasanton Station includes an average of City of Dublin population data and City of Pleasanton 
population data as the site is located in both cities. Source: US Census and ACS data
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
SITE SELECTION PROCESS 
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Minority Population Demographic Assessment


Lake Merritt 
Complex


Downtown 
Oakland


Fruitvale 
Station


Lake Merritt 
Proximate


Jack 
London 
Square 
Portal


Dublin/ 
Pleasanton 


Station


½ Mile % 
Minority 


77.3% 78.1% 90.5% 77.3% 81.5% 59.5%


City %
Minority


74.1% 74.1% 74.1% 74.1% 74.1% 50.1%*


% Difference
(10% threshold)


3.2% 4.0% 16.4% 3.2% 7.4% 9.4%


Potential 
Disparate 


Impact
No No Yes No No No


*Data for Dublin/Pleasanton Station includes an average of City of Dublin population data and City of Pleasanton 
population data as the site is located in both cities. Source: US Census and ACS data
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 9


• To Date:
• Stakeholder meetings 
• LEP Advisory Committee 
• Title VI/EJ Advisory Committee 
• Community Working Group
• Community Open House 


• Upcoming:
• Ongoing stakeholder meetings
• Community Working Group
• Community Open House 
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WORKING GROUPS


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 10


• Made up of key stakeholders, local community based 
organizations, and neighboring institutions*


• Summarized initial feedback on project into design 
objectives: 
• Catalyze & Activate
• Connect & Integrate
• Safe & Welcoming


• Provided feedback on 3 design concepts; 2 preferred 
options refined for review/feedback at the open house 


*Working group attended by: City of Oakland, Asian Health Services, EBALDC, Laney College, Oakland Museum of California, 
APEN, Chinatown Chamber of Commerce, Tai Chi users, Bike East Bay, Chinatown Improvement Initiative, Transform, Jack London 
District Association. Additional invitations to Family Bridges, Oakland Asian Cultural Center, Oakland Heritage Alliance. 
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COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 11


• May 10 at MetroCenter


• Introduce Project, receive 
feedback on Plaza 


• Translation/Interpretation 
• Chinese (Cantonese & Mandarin) 
• Vietnamese
• Spanish


• 138 Surveys Completed
• 56% live within walking distance
• 38% work within walking distance
• 77% of respondents are minority 
• 43% don’t speak English at home
• 39% annual hh income < $50,000
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OPEN HOUSE FEEDBACK


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 12


• Overall support for plaza redesign (Concept 1 preferred), no 
major disagreement with location of TOF at LM Complex


• Ongoing design process will continue to work with community to 
incorporate feedback and develop design elements 


• Ideas & suggestions (recurring themes): 
• Provide adequate community space for all generations, explore programming
• Need for safety
• Emphasize & recognize site’s cultural significance; visually represent neighborhood
• Improving connections and circulation, esp to Chinatown and Madison Park 


• Concerns/potential impacts of project:
• Building as visual/physical barrier between the plaza and Madison Park
• Final design/look and feel of the TOF building
• Misc: traffic, safety, homelessness, displacement, station access
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PRECENDENTS & INSPIRATION


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 13
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TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY 
BUILDING DESIGN CONCEPTS
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• Design Features: 
• 14,000 sq. ft. 


footprint   
• 3 story structure
• Active ground floor 


wrap 
• Secure facility 
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CONCEPT 1: PLAN VIEWS
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May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 2018 2019 2020 2021


TRANSIT OPERATIONS FACILITY& 
PLAZA REDESIGN TIMELINE 
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Draft MND


Environmental Review (CEQA)


Construction & 
Systems 


Integration


Transit Operations Facility & Lake Merritt Plaza Design


Title VI 
Siting 


Analysis 


Federal
Approvals 
(NEPA)


Adopt
MND


Award 
Contract


Public Hearing


Working Group Open House Additional Working Groups / 
Stakeholder Meetings as needed


Approve 
Siting 


Analysis 


2017 2018‐2021


* Outreach completed to date: stakeholder meetings, two community working group meetings, community open house 


*


June 22 
Action


Board Actions
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MOTION 


Transit Operations Facility & Plaza Design 17


The BART Board of Directors approves BART’s Transit 
Operations Facility Title VI Siting Analysis. 








Quarterly Report of the 
Controller-Treasurer 
Period Ending 03/31/17


BART Board of Directors
June 22, 2017







Quarterly Report of the Controller-Treasurer
Period Ended 03/31/17


 The District currently provides benefits to employees which include, but are not limited to: 


 Retirement Pension Plan managed by the California Public Employee Retirement System 
(CALPERS), and funded by contributions from the District and it’s employees. CALPERS is 
the largest pension plan in the United States with assets of approximately $300 billion.


 Retiree Medical Benefits coverage funded by a Trust established by the District in 2005. 
The Trust as of March 31, 2017.
a. Invested in a combination of stocks, bonds, REIT & cash,
b. Benchmark 6.75%,
c. Total net assets $263.3 million and inception to date return is 6.7%,
d. Quarterly Report to the Unions


 Survivor Benefits of active and retired employees funded by the employees 
($15/month), 


 Life Insurance for retired employees which is currently unfunded but with a net required 
OPEB contribution of $20.0 million as of March 31, 2017. 


 The District also accrues liabilities through Property & Casualty insurance and workers 
compensation claims and maintains the required reserves related to its self-funded 
insurance programs for worker’s compensation and general liability based on an annual 
actuarial study.


2
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Quarterly Report of the Controller-Treasurer
Period Ended 03/31/17


Funding Summary of Pension, Retiree Health & Other Post-Employment Benefits


Valuation Date
Market Value of 


Assets 
Total Pension 


Liability 
Unfunded Pension 


Liability % Funded


Retirement Pension with CALPERS


Miscellaneous Employees 6/30/2015 $     1,653,930,454 $     2,063,048,906 $         409,118,452 80.2%


Safety Employees 6/30/2015 $         182,630,907 $         288,315,795 $         105,684,888 63.3%


Retiree Health Benefits 6/30/2016 $         237,403,000 $         537,873,000 $         300,470,000 44.1%


Other Post Employment Benefits


Life Insurance 6/30/2016 $                             - $           30,501,000 $           30,501,000 0.0%


Survivors Benefits ----------------- Note A -------------------


Note A Actuarial valuation for this plan is currently being calculated.
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Accounts Payable
 Our goal is to pay 93% of our invoices within 30 days.  We continue to keep our focus on getting our vendors paid 


as quickly as possible. During the most recent quarter, the District was able to process 88.4% of all paid invoices 
within 30 days.  Of those that were not processed in 30 days, 10.5% were processed within 60 days, and 1.1% 
were processed within 90 days.  The trend depicting the past year is shown here:
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Accounts Receivable
 The time to receive reimbursement funding from our funding partners is shown in the chart below. The amount 


outstanding is $44,584,000 as of March 31, 2017.
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3. DISTRICT FINANCES
The District continues to actively search for investments which meets the Investment Policy and generates a yield higher than
zero.  Shown below are the composition of the District’s cash and investments as of the end of the quarter.


Cash and Investments
 Total Cash in Banks: $258,568,201
 Total CD Investments:  $864,330
 Total Government Securities: $402,026,000
 Return on T-Bill Investments:  Weighted average is .69% - Poor investment environment, but always looking.  The weighted 


average maturity (WAM) of our T-Bill Investment portfolio is 122 days.
 Pie chart showing the difference in cash, CD investments and government securities
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Operating and Other Reserves


Type of Reserves Amount Purpose
Unrestricted Retained Earnings $               11,011,326 Cumulative unencumbered balance of the District's earnings in 


the General Fund. Per Board Resolution 2785, up to $10,000,000 
of this amount should be set aside as working capital reserve for 
the purpose of providing working capital for the District's day to 
day operations.


Operating Reserve 40,740,162 This was established as operating reserve for economic 
uncertainty.  Resolution 5281 adopted in October 2014 sets a 
goal of 15% of Annual Operating Expenses or about $96M.  
Access to this reserve fund are only allowed to be used in the 
event of a major adverse natural event, or to supplement budget 
due to an economic downturn and no other funding is available.


Insurance Calamity Reserve 9,000,000 Board Resolution No. 1363 established the creation of this 
reserve in 1969 to cover catastrophic losses associated with 
District property damage, public liability and workers' 
compensation claims.


Operating Reserve West Bay Parking 185,609 Amount established in FY 2008 to cover shortfall in operating the 
San Francisco Airport Extension, in case it is needed. 


Operating Reserve - Power Market Uncertainty 1,456,693 Amount set aside in FY 2007 to protect the District against future 
energy market uncertainty.


Working Capital Reserve Fund 69,242,657 This was established in the 1990s to meet working capital needs. 
This fund support the District's  cash flow requirement by 
providing the funds used for payment of capital expenditures 
that are funded by a grant or from bond proceeds.  The District 
typically pays the expenses in advance before a reimbursement 
can be requested from the funding agencies or from the trustee.


Total Operating and Other Reserves $             131,636,447 







Debt


 The District currently has two types of debt outstanding:


1. Sales Tax Revenue Debt


2. General Obligation Debt


Sales Tax Revenue Debt


 Currently outstanding debt of $595.06 million.


 Annual Debt Service $50.4 million.


 Debt Services comes “off the top” of sales tax revenues remitted to the district by the State 
Board of Equalization.


 This directly impacts the operating budget.


General Obligation Bonds


 These were passed by a 2/3 majority of eligible voters.


 Currently outstanding debt of $600.2 million.


 Issued $740 of $980 authorized.


 Debt paid by annual assessment of BART property tax holders and does not impact the 
operating budget.


 Most recent assessment as of this current year is $8.00/$100,000
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