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

- REVISED -

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING AND AGENDA
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
November 4 and 5, 2011

President Franklin has called a Special Meeting of the Board of Directors on Friday,
November 4, 2011, at 12:00 p.m., and Saturday, November 5, at 8:00 a.m. This meeting shall
consist of a simultaneous teleconference call at the following locations:

Renaissance Club Sport Hotel Asian Week

Club Room 809 Sacramento Street
2805 Jones Road San Francisco, CA 94108
Walnut Creek, CA 94597

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

Friday, November 4, 2011, 12:00 p.m.

A. Roll Call.

B. Pledge of Allegiance.

C. Introduction of Special Guests.
1. Public Comment on Items 2 - 8 Only.

2. WORKSHOP

A Regional Leadership in Transportation: BART’s Role in the Regional
Transportation Network. For information.

RECESS
B. BART State of Good Repair: Regional Impact Study.* For information.

C. Rail Car Procurement: Project Update, Funding Program, and Next Steps.*
For information.

3. CLOSED SESSION (Board Room adjacent to Club Room)

A. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:
Title: General Manager
Government Code Sections: 54957 and 54957.6

4. OPEN SESSION

ADJOURN to Saturday, November 5, 2011, at 8:00 a.m.

Revised November 2, 2011



Saturday, November 5, 2011, 8:00 a.m.

A. Roll Call.

B. Pledge of Allegiance.

C. Introduction of Special Guests.
5. Public Comment on Items 6 - 8 Only.

6. WORKSHOP CONTINUED

D. District Financial Stability.*

E. Research Results for Rail Car and Transit Funding.*
F. General Manager Initiatives.
RECESS

7. CLOSED SESSION:

A. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS:
Designated Representatives:
Grace Crunican, General Manager; Elaine Kurtz, Acting Assistant General
Manager, Administration; Rudolph Medina, Department Manager, Labor
Relations.
Employee Organizations:
1) Amalgamated Transit Union, Local 1555;
2 American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,
Local 3993,
3) BART Police Officers Association;
4) BART Police Managers Association;
(5) Service Employees International Union, Local 1021; and
(6) Service Employees International Union, Local 1021, BART
Professional Chapter.
Government Code Section:  54957.6

8. WORKSHOP CONTINUED

G. Board of Directors Priorities. For information.

Kenneth A. Duron
District Secretary

Please refrain from wearing scented products (perfume, cologne, after-shave, etc.) to this meeting, as there may be
people in attendance susceptible to environmental illnesses.

BART provides services/accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and individuals who are limited
English proficient who wish to address BART Board matters. A request must be made within one and five days in
advance of a Board meeting, depending on the service requested. Please contact the District Secretary’s Office at
(510) 464-6083 for information.

* Attachment available.




SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

TO: Board of Directors DATE: October 28 2011

FROM: General Manager

SUBJECT: BART Board Retreat - BART State of Good Repair

At the BART Board of Directors Retreat on November 4, there will be a two-part presentation on
BART State of Good Repair.

First, Dr. Elizabeth Deakin, Professor of City & Regional Planning at U.C. Berkeley, and Dr.
Sean Randolph, President of the Bay Area Council Economic Institute (in partnership with the
Bay Area Council), will present the findings of their independent analysis on the long-term
impacts on the region if the BART system is not maintained. Deferred investment will have
negative implications on the ability of BART to provide the current quality of its services. The
U.C. Berkeley / Bay Area Council study estimates the potential impacts on the Bay Area’s
transportation system, environment and economy. They will also provide insights into the
perceptions and support of the public and the business community.

Second, Don Allen, BART’s Chief Engineer, will highlight examples from the BART system.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Carter Mau at 510.464.6194.

s

( Grace Crunican

cc:  Board Appointed Officers
Deputy General Manager
Executive Staff






BART Board Retreat

Regional Leadership In
Transportation

November 4, 2011
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California

Senate Bill 375  [ECINES

« Landmark legislation
for California on land use,
transportation and
environmental planning
passed in 2008

 Alocal-regional process to
support neighborhood
development, conserve

T
resources and create a
sustainable Bay Area " ===
 Local jurisdictions retain land : smoz— —
use control N






California BART
Climate Policy Framework h]

o AB32 CA Global Warming Solutions Act
1990 emissions levels by 2020

o Executive Order #S-3-05 (2005)
80% below 1990 emissions by 2050

o SB375 Sustainable Communities Strategy (2008)
Regional GHG Emission Targets for Autos / Light Trucks






MTC / ABAG Regional Gov't

Regional Plan

Goals

Multiple sustainability goals,
Including:

* Reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from driving in the
Bay Area by 15% by 2035

* House the region’s population
at all income levels
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Transportation is the Main Source
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions b

Transportationia () 9/9 Transportationa ! 9/‘)

Sources: ARB GHG Projections for 2020 Sources: USEIA, BAAQMD 2007 Base Year Inventory
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Conceptual BART
Transit’s Role in Reducing GHG Emissions m

Less Transit More Transit
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Transit Sustainability Project

BART Board of Directors
October 13, 2011
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FEBRUARY 23,2010

| Riders squeezed by transit cuts

San Francisco Chronicle
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JANUARY 14,2010

Is Bay Area transit
failing?

Northermn California residents have long considered Los Angeles to be less envi-
E do t . l. ronmentally-conscious and progressive than our decentralized, bucolic Bay
ioriai: ~ Area, But after two decades of smart investment, LA's transit use has surpassed

Bay Area transit agencies need new  THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

strategies to survive JANUARY 2,2010

THE BAY AREA'S public transportation agencees, both is ndesship. The reason bus systems are less efficient
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JANUARY 17, 2010

Public Transit Passengers Face Rough Ride

Bay Area publlc transit may take another budget hit

Muni looks at some of
deepest service cuts ever






Project Work Program

Project Goal: To identify the major challenges facing transit, confront
them directly, and identify a path toward an efficient, affordable,
well-funded transit system that more people will use.

o)

Financial Service

‘Institutionall

Reform and Revenue






BART Ridership

Current Travel Markets

2/3rds of BART trips to/from s East Bay pisburg
Market Street stations o ’

El Cerrito del Norte A\
El Cerrito Plaza "R\

Weekday Trips by Sub-Area UMD Berkelef ! et
 48%: Transbay
* 28%: intra-West Bay ===
« 24%: intra-East Bay | c;meu.../oak.anmpm( 0

International
Airport (OAK)

V\l\;hllbr% B ay Fremont

QBART






3500
Patrons Entering & Exiting BART (15-Minute Intervals)

3000 A

F/ \ Embarcadero

\

Montgomery
= 2500 T M\
-
)
=
O
S 2000
=
S
O
_ Civic Center
£ Powell
n
g Balboa Park
S 1000
o ‘ -\\ 12th Street
500 -
0 -
4:00 6:00 8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00 22:00

Source: BART DAS data, April 2008 Time of Day






BART CUSTOMER ETHNICITY COMPARED TO REGIONAL DATA

BART customers’ ethnicities reflect the diversity of the Bay Area.

Bay Area Census Data (2009 ACS Estimate)

43% . .
B BART 2010 Customer Satisfaction Survey

39%

27%
24%
21%
18%

11%
9%

A%

3%

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





BART CUSTOMER INCOMES COMPARED TO REGIONAL DATA

BART customers’ household incomes approximately track regional household income
distribution; however, there are notable differences at the lowest and highest income
categories.

Bay Area Census Data (2009 ACS Estimate)
W BART 2010 Customer Satisfaction Survey

19%

18% 18%

17%
16%

14%
13%
12%

10%
9%

7%
6%

Less than $15,000 - $25,000 - $50,000 - $75,000 - $100,000 -  $150,000-  $200,000
$15K $24,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 and over





BART Average Daily Ridership

Historic Trends and Projections

BART Ridership and SF Job Growth
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Regional Transportation o

Leadership - Discussion

 What do customers mean when they rank “Leadership in
solving regional transportation problems” as an important
role for BART?

 What is BART's role in the future vision being developed
for transportation, environmental and land use in the
region?

 How does BART best position itself to meet the
expectations of its customers and the region?







BART State of Good Repair

Results of an Independent Study

Elizabeth Deakin, University of California, Berkeley (Project Director)
Arlee Reno, Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (financial analyst)

James Rubin, University of California, Berkeley
Sean Randolph, Bay Area Council Economic Institute (economic impacts )

Michael Cunningham, Bay Area Council

November 2011





Key Questions

What is the cost of maintaining BART in a state of good
repair over the next 20-30 years, and what
investments by category will be needed?

How much funding is currently available for SGR and
what uncertainties are there about future funding?

What would happen to system performance if lower
levels of funding were available?

If performance declines, what are the consequences
for ridership and for the region?





Methodology

Identified needed Investments from BART
databases

Evaluated three funding levels: SGR within 10 yrs,,
50% of SGR, 30% of SGR

Only considered existing system — extensions /
expansions not included

Took deterioration rates from underinvestment
from other systems that have experienced far
more serious problems than BART has ever faced





Methodology (2)

Forecasted changes in BART condition &
performance if funds for reinvestment fall short

Estimated ridership impacts & social, economic,
environmental effects of reduced performance

Held focus groups on traveler responses to
changes in condition and performance

Interviewed regional business leaders and other
major stakeholders to identify key concerns &
responses to scenarios.





New York MTA in the 1970s

It took three decades to recover.





Current Status

BART has maintained very good performance through preventive
maintenance, rehab, reinvestment.

As BART approaches 40 years of service, the District is preparing for
a large reinvestment program.

Some BART capital assets are already beyond recommended
replacement life

Funding for reinvestment is uncertain — needed actions may have
to be deferred unless additional funds are secured

Ridership growing — if quality can be maintained, will top 500K/day
or more in 30 yrs (proposed new services will generate additional
ridership)





BART’s Best and Worst Features Today
(focus group findings)

Best:

Highly reliable — almost
always on time

Good info if there is a problem

Can almost always read or
relax on the train

Can almost always get a seat
for most of a long trip

Worst:

Unsanitary seats

Parking in suburban stations
fills up early

Noise in stations and on trains
(squeals)

Dirty stations

Some stations scary after
dark, not enough security

Inattentive station staff





MTC’s Cost Estimates for BART SGR by Category
(15 & 25 yr. assets only)

Category Needs ($M)
Facilities $1,018
Guideway $1,018
Track work $2,588
Stations $1,973
Communications $971
Electrification $2,010
ITS and Utilities $59
Revenue Collection $124
Non-rev vehicles $269
Revenue Vehicles $4,971
Total $15,388 M

Average Per Year $513 M





Other Known BART Needs by Category

-- NOT included in the calculations!

Category Needs ($M)
Earthquake Safety $1,318
Security $258
Safety $21
Extensions? Not included here

Other new efforts? Not included here

Total $1,597 (+)
Average Per Year $53 M





BART Performance Measures - Current

Measure Value in 2011

Mean Time Between Failure -| 2,850
Revenue Cars (hrs)

Cars Available 0400 (%) 100%
On Time - Customer 96%
On Time - Train 94%
Elevator Availability 96%
Escalator Availability 94%
AFC Availability 99%

Note: system-wide averages; some locations
perform better/worse than others





Average Annual Performance
Deterioration for Assets Which Are
Past Their Useful Lives

Deterioration Rate

Asset Life (%l/Year)
10 Years 29 %
15 Years 20 %
20 Years 16 %
25 Years 13 %
30 Years 11 %

Sources: Cambridge Systematics, based on NY
MTA experience in the 1970s





Underfunding: Effect on Speed

50 percent SGR 33 32.0 28.9
30 Percent SGR 33 31.9 28.3





Travel Time Costs for BART Riders
Due to Slower Speeds

Travel Time Cost Costs (SM) Costs (SM)
50 percent SGR $65.4 $196.2
30 Percent SGR S55.1 $140.5





Underfunding: Effect on Passenger Capacity

Scenario

50 percent SGR
30 Percent SGR

Peak Period Passenger
Capacity:

22% decline

37% decline

Peak Period
Passenger Capacity:
36% decline
57% decline





Costs of Worsened Reliability (SM/Yr)

50 percent SGR S88.1 M/yr S468.9 M/yr
30 Percent SGR $92.2 M/yr S464.6 M/yr





Underfunding: Impact on Ridership

50 percent SGR 43% decline 382,000
30 Percent SGR 57% decline 343,000

Note that this IS a conservative estimate —
could lose some off-peak riders too





Other Costs

Added travel costs for BART users who switch to auto: based
on auto operating cost per mile and on an assumed $10
parking charge applied to one half of trips (conservative!)

Increased delay for auto users - based on MTC’s increased
delay per increased VMT in the 2035 plan alternatives (could
be higher in some corridors)

Congestion + environmental costs from more driving

Costs to the regional economy: multiplier of 1.7 times the
direct costs to travelers (from the literature - based on
modeling of the regional economy in other regions)





Impact of 30% Funding by Measure, Selected Years
and Cumulative (SM)

Measure ' Year: 2022 Year: 2032 Year: 2042 Cumulative
Costs

Added Delay Costs $17 $80 $422 $2,695

Due To Unreliability

Added Delay Costs $27 $56 $195 $1,724

Due to Reduced

Speed

Added Costs to $107 $393 $1,028 $9,722

BART Users Who

Switch Modes

Added Costs to All $121 $444 $1,162 $10,986

Other Roadway

Users

Total Added $272 $972 $2,807 $25,127

Transportation Costs

Total Added $466 $1,662 $4,799 $42,958

Economic Costs






Impact of 50% Funding by Measure, Selected Years
and Cumulative (SM)

Measure 2022 2032 2042  Cumulative
Added Delay Costs Due To $15 $70 $383 $2,404
Unreliability

Added Delay Costs Due to $27 $57 $206 $1,765
Reduced Speed

Added Costs to BART Users $68 $232 $621 $5,839

Who Switch Modes

Added Costs to All Other $76 $262 $702 $6,597
Roadway Users

Total Added Transportation $186 $623 $1,912 $16,605
Costs

Total Added Economic Costs | $318 $1,064 $3,269 $28,389

19






Economic Balance Sheet (SM)

Scenario | Cost Savings @ Disbenefits . Net Loss
30 Percent | $10,769 $42,958 $32,189
of SGR

50 Percent $7,533 $28,389 $20,856
of SGR

Not spending on SGR could result in
21-32 BILLION DOLLARS in losses to
the San Francisco Bay Area!

20





Summary: Impacts of Not Providing SGR

More frequent breakdowns, leading to lower capacity and
slower speeds

Higher costs to BART riders due to delays, lower speeds
Loss of riders, especially during peak

More traffic congestion

Higher costs to drivers due to congestion

Lower accessibility for transit dependents

Negative environmental impacts

Big hit on the regional economy





Rider Reactions

* Riders: BART reliability is essential, and capacity needs to increase,
not decrease, as the region grows - must maintain quality of service

e Many riders would be willing to pay more - $S1-2 a trip - to avoid
service cuts or quality declines

BUT

* Riders also think costs should be widely shared, because benefits are
widely shared - tolls, sales taxes, bonds all seen as fair ways to
proceed

* AND

 BART leadership needs to get its act together, demonstrate cost
control and lay out a clear action plan






Stakeholder Reactions

* Business community: hit on economy is not acceptable;
BUT BART needs to show that it’s a prudent steward of
public funds, and must develop and advocate for a clear
and sustainable plan for re-investment

* Environmentalists: hit on environment is not acceptable;
declining transit service would undermine state efforts to
reduce pollution, greenhouse gas emissions

* Elected officials: a multi-year investment program is
needed — for BART and for other transit operators — with
clear proposals for funding the investments





How to Pay for SGR

Knowledge gaps are a potential barrier: Little understanding of
costs of transportation of any kind

How costs are expressed matters: cost per person per day (e.g.)
more useful that total dollar costs (billions of dollars)

Who should pay: everyone! Share costs of improving transit
widely, since benefits to the region are broadly shared.

Concerns about impact on low income populations: Low
income respondents concerned about ability to pay; others
suggest lifeline fares for low income populations.

A potential credibility problem: BART Board need to develop
responsible, sustainable, transparent expenditure policies

BART plus other partners: BART as one piece of the transit
puzzle and other transit services also need adequate funding






SOGR @ BART

Achieving and Sustaining a State of
Good Repair





System Maturity - Rehabilitation

 BART has been operating for 39+ years:

— Our assets are reaching the end of useful life

— Many are significantly beyond their design life
* Symptoms:

— Frequent failures (increasing rate)

— Assets are beyond useful/design life

— Little to no spares (anywhere!)

— Reduced PM cycle has shortened asset life

— Some assets operate but lack functionality

— Inconsistent technologies (O&M cost driver)





System Maturity - Rehabilitation

* I[mpacts of poor SoGR:
— Safety
— Operational Reliability
— Operational Efficiency
— Financial Costs
— Legal/Compliance





Enterprise Asset Management

In progress
Developing a full inventory of assets
Assessing asset condition

Developing a completing listing of capital
reinvestment projects

Rehabilitation projects classified into
‘portfolios’ and ‘programs’





Portfolio Level Program Level

Traction Power

M&E
Portfolio

Mechanical

Power & Mechanical A=

Electrical

Elevator/Escalator

Tracks
Wayside & Facilities g Buildings & Structures

Grounds

Train Control
Computer Systems

Fare Collection

Communications

Miscellaneous _— Cross-portfolio activities






Power & Mechanical
Traction Power

* Major Assets:
— 12 Switching and Bulk Supply Substations
— 210 miles of 34.5kV AC Cable Distribution System
— 62 Traction Power Substations
— 44 Gap Breaker Stations
— 300 miles of 3rd Rail and Coverboard

* Projects In-Progress

— 14 Substation Replacement Procurement
— 16 Miles of 34.5kV AC Cable Replacement
— TP Protection Scheme Enhancements





Power & Mechanical
Traction Power

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Direct ability to run trains
— System Reliability
— Reduced capacity forces slow operation

— Reduced capacity impacts ability to perform maintenance
and repair

— Breaker design was 1000 cycles, far exceeded design life
— Personnel safety

— Coverboards are a significant reliability issue

— Significant repair time post failure
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Power & Mechanical
Mechanical

* Major Assets:

— Line Ventilation Fans

— Sump and Waste Pumps

— Fire Extinguishing Systems

— Car Washers/Turn Tables

— RS&S Shop Equipment

— Station Entrance Grilles

— Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Systems

* Projects In-Progress

— 48 Line Ventilation Fan Rehabilitation
— Station Grille Replacement at 6 Stations
— HVAC at 4 Train Control rooms





Power & Mechanical
Mechanical

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Emergency response (fans, sump pumps, and fire
suppression equipment)

— Service delivery — RS&S equipment, turntables, car wash
— Broad equipment reliability impact
— Patron access and station control
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Power & Mechanical

Electrical

* Major Assets

— 480 Volt Distribution Equipment
— Lighting

— Fire Alarm Systems

— Cathodic Protection

— Battery /UPS Systems

— Emergency Generators

* Projects In-Progress

— Station 480 Switch gear Replacement
— Oakland Vent Emergency Generator
— Cathodic Protection Rehabilitation

— Fire Alarm Upgrades at 6 stations

— Emergency Lighting at 3 stations

— UPS Replacements at 3 locations

— Battery Replacements at 6 locations





Power & Mechanical
Electrical

* I[mpacts and Liabilities
— Safety
— Reliability
— Patron Experience
— Power outage tolerance
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Power & Mechanical
Elevators and Escalators

* Major Assets:

— 176 Station Escalators

— 81 Station Elevators

— 46 Parking Structure Elevators
— 3 Stair Lifts

— 14 Ancillary Elevators

* Projects In-Progress

— S.F. Street Escalators Rehabilitation (19 units)
— Escalator Remote Monitoring System Installation





Power & Mechanical
Elevators & Escalators

* I[mpacts and Liabilities
— ADA
— Regulatory compliance
— Patron experience
— Personal injury





Station Elevator






Wayside & Facilities
Track

* Major Assets
— 104 Route miles, 224 lineal miles
— 448 miles and 47,000 tons of rail mainline
— 96 miles of curved track
— 308 Mainline Turnouts
— 199 Yard Turnouts
— 221,000 ties
— 420,000 direct fixation fasteners

* Projects In-Progress
— Rail, tie and fastener renewal
— Geometry car replacement
— Rail grinding program





Wayside & Facilities
Track

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Safety

— Reliability

— Slow operation due to de-classified rail

— High curve wear rate due to cylindrical wheels
— Patron and Neighbor experience





Corroded Rail
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Wayside & Facilities
Building and Structures

Major Assets

— 44 Passenger Stations — 1.37M square feet
— 96 Platforms — 12.7 miles

— 28 miles Aerial Structure

— 28 miles Subway and Tunnel

— 4 Yards and Oakland Shops

— Portals and Transition Structures

— Parking Garages and Lots

Projects In-Progress

— Fall Protection

— Street Grate Replacement

— Lake Merritt Tunnel

— Invert Concrete Pours for Trackway in tunnels





Wayside & Facilities
Building and Structures

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Integrity of Structures

— Passenger Safety

— Trip and Fall/Slip and Fall
— ADA accessibility

— Service Delivery

— Service Life





PN
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Systemwide steel lined subways have serious corrosion problems in many
areas due to water intrusion. Concrete walkways, 2" stage concreteis
falling apart. Drains are encrusted over, seal rings are failing.






Systems
Train Control

* Major Assets
— 2255 Track Circuits
— 507 Switch Machines
— 49 Interlockings
— 49 Fiber Based Communications links
— 65 miles of Cable (much is buried)
— 37 Sequential Occupancy Release Systems

* Projects In-Progress
— Switch Machine Replacement
— Station and Wayside MUX
— Interlocking Microprocessor Project
— Communications Based Train Control (CBTC)





Systems
Train Control

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Major safety implications

— Major reliability implications

— End of life targeted 2020

— Increased throughput requirement 2020

— Platform operations — doors and positioning
— Impacts ability to perform Maintenance

— Unsupported technology
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Systems
Computer Systems

* Major Assets
— |ICS Central Computer
— Destination Sign System
— Yard Control Consoles
— SCADA Systems — Supervisory and Command
— Security Systems

* Projects In-Progress

— Replace Yard Tower Consoles

— Upgrade CAD and Surveillance Video Systems in Police
Dispatch





Systems
Computer Systems

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Major service delivery impacts

— Emergency response

— Impacts ability to perform Maintenance
— Patron experience and information

— ADA implications





ICS Server Rack
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Systems
Fare Collection

* Major Assets 302 TVMs
— 179 AFMs
— 528 fare gates (including 66 accessible fare gates)
— 70 BBCs (Bill to Bill Changers)
— 59 PVMs (Smart Card Parking Validation Machines)
— 54 Station Agent Terminal PCs + 54 Ticket Readers
— Data Acquisition System - 36 Servers supporting revenue

* Projects In-Progress

— Replace Obsolete Servers
* DAS Servers (Credit Card and Entry/Exit count Transactions)
* Treasury Servers (Credit Card)
 Station Agent Booth “Terminal” and “Ticket Readers”

— Upgrade Credit Card processing for PClI Compliance





Systems
Fare Collection

* I[mpacts and Liabilities

— Revenue Collection loss

— Realtime operations supporting data

— Maintenance supporting data

— Patron experience

— Credit card processing liabilities

— ADA implications for accessible fare gates





Systems
Communication Program

* Major Assets

Trunked Radio

Public Address

BARTNet

CCTV

Cable and fiber plant
Emergency Telephone
Telephone outside plant

T1 and SONET

Elevator accessibility equipment

* Projects In-Progress

Rehabilitate Legacy “BartNet”
* Replace legacy infrastructure with Unified Optical Network
» Upgrade BART internet firewall and Cyber intrusion detection
Trunked Radio Re-banding (Frequency re-allocation)
Trunked Radio “P25” capability in underground
Replace obsolete surveillance video systems.
Upgrade 48 VDC UPS system in Stations
Replace 40+ year old DTS communication System





Systems
Communication Program

* I[mpacts and Liabilities
— Communications backbone for Operations
— Patron experience and information
— Situational awareness
— Security
— Administrative
— ADA





Station PA System

New Optical Network
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Miscellaneous

Non-Revenue Vehicles Program
Maintenance Facilities

‘0ol Replacement

Uninterruptible Power Supply Battery
Replacement

Commercial Communications Program










Summary

A rehabilitation cycle is upon us
— Important

— Long-term

— Expensive

— Not doing it is not an option

Our approach is based on sound, accepted
principles/values

We are developing methodology to manage it
We have a plan, now we need the funding






BART New Vehicle Procurement
Project Status






Project Status

d  Funding Plan
. Buy America-AB 1097

d  Next Steps





Schedule — Completed Tasks b ACHIT

[ Industry Review Apr 2009
J Release of RFP Jun 2009
 Evaluation of Technical Proposals Jul 2010 - Jan 2011
d  Site Visits Feb 2011 - Apr 2011
d  Submit Modifications 1-3 Apr 2011 - Jun 2011
1 Evaluation of Price Proposals Aug 2011
J Negotiations with Proposers Oct 2011

» Review Technical and Commercial Cost Drivers

» Discuss New Technologies To Improve Vehicle Performance

» Provide Car Builders with Feedback on Their Initial Proposals

» Discuss Proposed Concepts for Vehicle Interior and Exterior Design





Schedule — Near Future

1 Board Adoption of Buy America Policy Nov 2011
 Best and Final Offer Feb 2012

» Prepare BAFO Documents Nov 2011

» Release Modified RFP Dec 2011

» Evaluated and Scored Final Proposals Feb 2012
 Anticipate Recommendation to Board Mar 2012
 Anticipate Contract Award Apr 2012
J Public Outreach Mar 2012 — Dec 2014

» Interior/Exterior Design (Including Physical Mock-ups)





Delivery Schedule

Delivery of 1st of 10 Pilot Car
Initiate Testing of Pilot Cars
Completion of CPUC Certification
Pilot Train Revenue Service Testing
Delivery of 1st Production Cars

Option Order Exercise Cut-off (5 yr rule)

o 0O 0 0 0 0 O

Delivery of Last Production Car

» 260 Cars
» 775 cars

L End of Warranty & Contract Close Out

Dec 2014
Jan 2015
Apr 2016
May 2016
Sep 2016
Mar 2017

Dec 2018
Apr 2023

Apr 2027





Budget

200 Vehicle Base Order plus 60 VTA Vehicles — 260 Vehicle Total Order

Description

Apportioned Budget for a 260 Vehicle

Order

BART/200

VTA/60

BART+VTA/260

1. Supplier Contract Vehicles, Other - Recurring Costs
2. Supplier Contract Engineering, Other - Non-Recurring Costs
3. Supplier Contract Spare Parts

A. SUBTOTAL Supplier Contract

4. Sales Tax @ 9.75% (on taxable elements of Supplier Contract)

B. SUB TOTAL Supplier Contract + Sales Tax

5. BART Project Mgmt/Consult/Other Soft - Recurring Costs
6. BART Project Mgmt/Consult/Other Soft - Non-Recurring Costs
7. BART Escalation Estimate ( contract economic adjustment)

C. SUB TOTAL with Project Management and Escalation

8. Project Reserve
9. Additional Reserve (From VTA Non-Recurring Cost Share per POA)

D. TOTAL BART BUDGET

$602,325,014
$51,740,336
$24,570,000
$678,635,350
$63,876,331
$742,511,682
$86,232,368
$31,959,702
$124,377,369
$985,081,121
$15,408,867
$25,110,012

$1,025,600,000

$180,697,504
$15,22,101 "
$7,371,000
$203,590,605
$19,162,899
$222,753,504
$25,869,710
$9,587,911 "
$37,313,211

$295,524,336

$783,022,518
$67,262,437
$31,941,000
$882,225,955
$83,039,230
$965,265,186
$112,102,078
$41,547,613
$161,690,580

$1,280,605,456

* Apportioned Cost Based on BART/VTA Principles of Agreement (POA) Formula






Initial Bid Results

Contract Quantity Alstom
Base Order 260 $3,010,664
Vehicles (+2%)
(Cost per Car)
Base & all Options $2,445,345
*775 Vehicles (Low)
(cost Per Car)

$2,950,397
(Low)

$2,558,069
(+4.6%)

Hyundai
Rotem

$3,073,076
(+4.2%)

$2,640,266
(+8.0%)

* Evaluation based on 775 vehicles






Funding Plan

d  Joint BART-MTC Resolution for funding of the BART Rail

Car Replacement Program adopted by BART and MTC in
2010

Phased funding plan with primary focus on Phase 1 at
cost of $1 billion; funds base order 200 vehicles —no
capacity or expansion vehicles included

J  Modeled after A/B Rehab program in 1990’s; MTC
provides $2.4 billion or 75% of total Project cost; BART
provides $805 million or 25%





Funding Plan

(in billions of escalated dollars)

B BART & Region
B VTA Funded

B BART

® Regional

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total VTA Capacity

OPhase 1= MTC Regional funds $871M, BART funds $155M

U Phase 2= MTC Regional funds $1,545M, BART funds $651M

UPhase 1 & 2= MTC Regional $2,416M, BART funds $805M






Funding Plan — Phase 1 I

d BART’s $150M Phase 1 contribution was to be High
Speed Rail connectivity funds- not being funded

Current staff proposal is annual State of Good Repair
allocation from operating budget to Railcar Replacement
and/or State Proposition 1B funds

Creates funding gap for Station Modernization Program,
funded by Proposition 1B

J Meets needs of Controller-Treasurer for contract award
and gives staff flexibility for cashflow





Funding Plan — Next Steps I

J BART and MTC approve technical amendment to Resolution to
add BART funds and State Proposition 1B as possible Phase 1
BART contribution

 Staff to develop revised funding plan for Station Modernization
Program

1 Begin negotiations with MTC for Phase 2 funding for remaining
469 replacement vehicles at a cost of $2.2 billion

J Goalis joint BART-MTC Board Resolution for Phase 2 funding
prior to first Option for Phase 2 in 2017





Buy America—- AB 1097

O AB1097 takes effect January 1, 2012

L This bill allows a state or local agency to give preferences to
proposer s on Federally funded rolling stock procurements if
they provide Domestic content higher than the 60% minimum
currently required by FTA Buy America rules

(J  Risk associated with adding Buy America preference at this
stage of the evaluation process is reduced by:
» Not changing evaluation factors or their weights
d  Proposed Buy America preference will impact price score for
evaluation purposes only





Setting the Buy America Preference b Aa“

Goal:

Provide an incentive that supports American manufacturing in a manner that does not unduly affect
the primary goal of obtaining the best quality rolling stock at a reasonable cost.

Factors:

Carbuilders’ ability to achieve domestic content vary according to:
a US Supplier Network

a Engineering/ ability to adapt

a Production flexibility

a Buy America expertise

Increased domestic content may have some impact on:

(] Price
a Engineering Risk

Approach:

Price score adjustment (“bid preference”) that rewards increased domestic content without
encouraging poor technical risk management or inflated pricing.






Funding Summary
Phase 1 (200 cars)

BART $155M

dMust be committed by March 2012
UHSR- No, maybe later
dProp 1B - Timing is a problem
L Additional $20 - $25M/year operating to capital allocation — Yes
» Included in STRP
— CPI based fare increases or equivalent
— Sales tax increase about 3%!/yr
— Ridership growth about 2%/yr

— Wage growth about 2%/yr
— Continued successful cost containment efforts





Funding Summary

Phase 2 (469 cars)

BART $651M

Must be committed by April 2017
USource: TBD





Next Steps

Adopt Buy America Policy

Pursue New Revenue Sources

MTC Approves Resolution (Phase 1)

VTA Board Action Required for 60 Vehicles
Complete Proposal Evaluation
Amendment to Phase 1 Resolution

Staff Recommendation of Award to Board

Anticipated Contract Award

Public Outreach
» Interior/Exterior Design (Including Physical Mock-ups)

MTC/BART Adopt Resolution (Phase 2)

Nov 2011
On-going
Complete
Complete
Jan 2012
Jan 2012
Mar 2012
Apr 2012

Mar 2012 — Dec 2014

2015






Financial Stability Priorities

Board Retreat
November 5, 2011





« Financial Stability: Policy and Results
 Financial Outlook

 Financial Priorities

 Fare Policy and New Fare Programs

« Parking Fees

 Board Discussion





Financial Background

FY12 Operating Sources: $617M

Financial
Assistance
Property Tax 528
$30 5%

5%

Sales Tax
$181
29%
Other
Revenue
$19
3% Parking
Revenue
S15

2%

FY12 Operating Uses: $617M

Purchased
Transp/
Power Paratransit
S35 $16
6% 2%
Debt Service/
Allocations
S112
18%
Other Non
Labor
$90
15%
OPEB
Unfunded
Liability

S2
0%





Current Policy

Financial Stability Policy

« Small regular fare increases tied to CPI
* Minus 0.5% productivity factor
« Board adopted for 2006, 2008, 2010, 2012
« Maintain prudent reserve — adopt SRTP that builds reserve to at
least 5% of total annual operating expenses

« Current reserves $30M (6% of operating expenses)
* 5% adequate?
« Adopt annual budget that includes allocation to capital adequate
to meet annual baseline reinvestment needs
« Current baseline of $20 to $25M per year adequate?





CPIl-Based Fare Increase Program

Foundation of BART’s financial stability

$260M generated over 5.5 years (Jan 2006 to June 2011)

Increases modified twice for additional financial needs
* FY10-6.1%, $1.75 min fare, $4 SFO Premium Fare

 FYO08-5.4%
 FYO06 - 3.7% + 10¢ capital surcharge %

Current Board Policy ends 70
with July 2012 increase (1.4%)

$60
$50

S40
B Min Fare Incr to $1.75

) S30
M Premium Fare Incr

) $20
B Capital Surcharge

S10
M CPl-based Incr

S0

Additional Revenue from Fare Increases SM

,|I||E

FYo6  FYO7 FYO8  FY0S9  FY10  FY11





Financial Stability

Maintained through Two Recessions

Cost reductions and revenue enhancements

» Operating expenses up — average 4.4% per year
» 809 positions cut helped offset wage/benefit cost increases
 PERS medical average rate per employee — FY98: $329/mo, FY12: $1,147/mo

» Financial assistance flat — operating revenues now larger portion of sources

due to regular fare increases and parking fees
« FY98: farebox ratio 55%
: sm
FY11: farebox ratio 70% Ssso<)) p—
perating

- Capital contributions 6500 . Expense, $505

(debt/allocations) s / e
FY98: $43M, FY12: $112M /__/ /_/_
« FY10 - labor contract #300 /\///_\ prEv———
savings, expense cuts, =~ s et vE

Allocations, $112

— — 7

fare and parking fee $100
Increases

S-

FY98 FY99 FYOO FYO1 FYO2 FYO3* FY04* FYO5 FYO6* FYO7 FYO8* FY09 FY10* FY11l FY12
*fare incr. 5





Financial Outlook

FY12-FY25

Bottom line outlook

« Small, regular fare increases — very important

* Projections include small State of Good Repair (SGR) contribution
« Small changes in assumptions can result in big changes

 +/- 1% change in annual growth

. ridership = +/- $3M BART FY12 SRTP/CIP Draft Annual Combined Operating

and Capital Result (Smillions)

« sales tax = +/- $1.8M 5100
— $50
» wages = +/- $3M gt
$0 -
-$50 ———
-$100
~ll— Before Projected Net Capital Needs
150 —f#= Above without CPI-Based Fare Increases
-$200 H —&— After Projected Net Capital Needs
-$250 -
-$300

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25
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Financial Priorities

Criteria — Development of Annual Budget

« Safety, Reliability, Customer Convenience, Cleanliness
« Compliance/regulatory issues

« Address Customer Satisfaction Survey issues

« Maintain capital investment

« Maintain Financial Stability

« Keep ongoing expenses in line with ongoing revenues

« Maintain service — prioritize over administrative support,
non-critical maintenance needs and capital investment,
when necessary





Financial Priorities

Capital Budget History

« Seismic and Expansion programs — boosted by dedicated funds
« SGR/Renovation — still vastly underfunded

Capital Budget History - FY03 to FY11

(Excludes $1.14B Seismic Program)
20,050 direct jobs generated per APTA formula

$600

$500

$400

$300

$200

$100

S0

FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11
B System Reinvestment M Service & Capacity =~ ® System Expansion | Safety & Security





Financial Priorities

Regional Funding Policy

Funding Context

MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan provides for less than half of our SGR
needs. Including all sources, the RTP anticipates

Approximately half of BART’s renovation needs can be met

Minimal access and capacity funding

Minimal system enhancement funding —==» dependent on discretionary actions

Minimal system expansion funding =

BART ienovation / SiR Need ‘

¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ - r'/ “ ¢ ¢«
SO S2 S4 S6 S8 S10 S12 S14 S16

In Billions

Forthcoming RTP likely to be equally, if not more, financially constrained





Financial Priorities

Expenditures determined by type of funding

« Absent unique, categorical funding, capital investments can be characterized as:

 Must Do — Core of capital program - essential State of Good Repair, safety and/or
security projects. Funding sources include:

» Federal formula and fixed guideway funds, capital allocations for match and
direct funding, “one time” sources (Proposition 1B, Regional Measure
2), dedicated security grants, and other State and local funding

 Need to Do — System access, capacity, enhancements, discretionary local
improvements. Funding sources include:

« Small categorical grant programs (local and Federal), County sales tax
measures (LOCAL projects compete well) and some “one time” sources

« Should Do - Strategic, responsible system expansion. Funding sources include:
» Federal new-starts funding (does not compete for renovation funding), external

dedicated sources (VTA), County sales tax measures
 FYO3-FY11 expenditures

Must Do $1.08B 44% of total funding

Need to Do $294M 12% of total funding

Should Do $1.07B 44% of total funding

10





Financial Priorities

Capital Program Goals for Guiding Investments

* Protect the public’s investment in the BART system in a State of
Good Repair to sustain safe, reliable, and customer-friendly regional
public transportation service

« Actin a fiscally-responsible manner to ensure proper stewardship of
the BART system to maintain its enduring value to the citizens of the
Bay Area

« Provide adequate capacity in the core BART system to
accommodate new riders, consistent with system design capabilities

« Contribute to local and regional land use and sustainability policies
and programs

11





Financial Priorities

Implementation Strategies

Expand linkages between BART’s operating and capital budgets and
synchronize priorities to achieve desired outcomes

Establish an annual target - a minimum % of operating costs
allocated to capital for investment in SGR needs, in line with defined
capital project needs and availability of operating budget resources

Develop a prioritized, multi-year capital improvement program with
short and long-term elements, regularly updated to address changing
circumstances

Develop BART state of good repair / core system capacity programs
consistent with Federal, State, and regional policies and programs

Advance funding requests that maximize opportunities under Federal,
State, and regional funding programs
12





Potential Capital Funding Opportunities

BART secured, voter approved funding —
general obligation bonds, parcel tax, etc.

County sales tax measures

» Pending Alameda County sales tax reauthorization
(approximately $540M — $1.25B through FY42)

« SF and Contra Costa transportation measures in next
RTP timeframe

Regional Gas Tax: $100M to $450M between
FY15 and FY25

Preliminary discussions of augmented
Federal and State transportation funding

Smaller, categorical funding opportunities
focused on TOD, enhancement,
sustainability, security and access

Capital Funding FY12 - FY35

(SB)

M Allocations from Operating
W Regional Gas Tax

= County Sales Taxes

= Shortfall (SGR only)

13





Fare Policy

Fare Policy goals reflect the following interconnected areas:

* Ridership development

« Customer satisfaction

« Equity

* Revenue generation

« System usage optimization
* Regional connectivity

Fare Policy goals work together, are integrated with the
Strategic Plan, and complement BART's Financial Stability
Policy

BART's Fare Policy, Customer Satisfaction surveys, and

customer outreach provide guidance in developing/modifying
fares

14





Fare Policies and Programs

Options

CPI-based increase
« Continuation of current policy
» Estimated annual revenue impact with 3.9% increase: $13M

Monthly pass
» Zone-based pass
« Estimated annual revenue impact: $(10.5)M

Youth discount
» Extend discount to youths aged 13-17
» Estimated annual revenue impact
* 62.5% discount: $(4.6)M
* 50% discount: $(3.1)M

Loyalty program
 All trips over 40 taken in a month are free for the rider that month

» Estimated annual revenue impact: $(8.4)M
15





Fare Policies and Programs

Options

Capital surcharge
* Increase current $0.12 surcharge to $0.22
- Estimated annual revenue impact: $8.3M

Clipper discount
» 15% fare discount to riders using Clipper
« Estimated revenue impact: $(22)M

Peak increase/off-peak discount
* Implement 15% peak increase, while offering 10% off-peak discount
« Estimated revenue impact: $6.8M

Lifeline product
* 50% discount to riders with HH income under $25K or under $50K
« Estimated revenue impact: $(16 to 38)M

16





Fare Policies and Programs

Options

Ridership Customer Revenue |System Usage| Regional
Development | Satisfaction Equity |Generation| Optimization | Connectivity

CPl-based Increase

Monthly pass

Youth discount

Loyalty program

Capital surcharge

Clipper discount

Peak/Off-peak pricing

» 1> 1111
» @@ B aa
e e nlaaa
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¥
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¥
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Lifeline product

For discussion purposes
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Parking Program Objectives

« Manage programs and assets in an
efficient, productive, and environmentally sensitive and
equitable manner

« Enhance customer satisfaction

« Help promote access to the stations in a way that
Increases ridership

« (Generate revenue

18





Parking Revenues

Annual parking revenue currently generated

at 26 of 33 stations with parking
Daily
Monthly Reserved
Daily Reserved
Airport/Long Term

Projected additional revenue with
 Remaining 7 stations added

« West Bay market-based policy applied
to East Bay stations

$14.8M

$8.9M
$4.6M
$0.6M
$0.7M

$1.7M

$9 to 10M

19





West Bay vs East Bay Parking Program

Comparison

Existing Policy

West Bay Stations

East Bay Stations

Threshold for
daily parking fee

Fees adopted with opening of SFO
Extension

Station parking fills 3x per week
OR city or county requests it

Fee revoked if station falls below
occupancy standard

Amount of daily
fee

Initial daily fee of $2

After 6 months, daily fee adjusts
as follows:

S1 if < 50% occupancy

S2 if > 50% occupancy

S3 if > 90% occupancy
Occupancy measured by 3 or more
weekdays for four consecutive
weeks

Daily fee of $1, except West
Oakland where market conditions
justify $5

No provision for adjustment

20





Fare and Parking Policy

Summary

Revenue increases are essential for sustaining District’s
Financial Stability

« Options include CPI-Based fare increase, other fare program
modifications, changes to parking policies

» Additional fare and/or parking fee increases may be needed to make up
the shortfall for SGR

Tradeoffs needed between offering fare discounts and
funding other priority needs

* Any new fare programs must be prioritized in relation to other needs and
financially sustainable

21





Discussion

« Are the policies and criteria currently used for
determining financial priorities still valid and
consistent with the Board’s priorities?

« Given insufficient resources, what strategies should
the District consider to meet unfunded priorities and
needs?

22






Telephone Survey of
BART District Likely Voters
Presentation of survey findings

Prepared for
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

m November 5, 2011

EMC Research, Inc.
436 14th Street, Suite 820
Oakland, CA 94612

(510) 844-0680

EMC #11-4417





Methodology

» Telephone Survey of Likely November 2012 voters
in Alameda, Contra Costa & San Francisco counties

» 91| completed interviews

» Overall Margin of error + 3.3 %
» Conducted March 29 - April 7, 201 |

» Interviews conducted by trained, professional

interviewers in English, Spanish & Chinese

» Results weighted to accurately reflect geography and

likely November 2012 voter population distribution

# of Margin of W(ilghted
Region % of
interviews Error () .

Population

San Francisco County 6.1% 27%
Alameda County 328 5.4% 41%
Contra Costa County 326 5.4% 32%

As with any opinion research, the
release of selected figures from this
report without the analysis that
explains their meaning would be
damaging to EMC. Therefore, EMC
reserves the right to correct any

misleading release of this data in
any medium through the release of
correct data or analysis.

Please note that due to
rounding, percentages may not add
up to exactly 100%

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417
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Key Findings, Ballot Measure

| ¢
» Winning two-thirds approval for a large rail car

measure, in the current environment, is at best very

unlikely;

59% say that BART has a “great” or “some” need for more
money;

65% say they would vote yes for a measure that would provide
BART with additional funding but that does not specify where
that funding would come from;

When asked more specifically to vote for a measure with the
type of revenue specified, none of the alternatives wins even
50%;

Segmentation analysis shows that BART has very strong

support from 49% of the voter with an additional 23%
supportive of the mission of a ballot measure, but unwilling to

support it with a tax;
BART Railcar Funding
b A EMC#11-4417






Key Findings, Priorities

]
» While the ballot measure does not currently garner the

necessary 2/3% vote, there are several BART projects
that are important to more than 2/3" of the voters:

Projects where more than 2/37 rate as a 5 or better on a scale
of | to 7 where 7 is very important include;

Improving the efficiency of trains, 72%;
Improving the safety of stations, 7| %;

Improving the safety of trains, 71%;

Replacing 40 year old cars, 70%;

Improving the cleanliness of seats, 69%;
Reducing breakdowns and delays, 68%;
Reducing crowdedness during peaks, 68%;
Updating stations to improve access for all, 67%.

BART Railcar Funding
EMC#11-4417






Key Findings, Strategic Communications
] ¢

» There are several messages that are persuasive in moving
voters to consider voting yes on a possible ballot
measure:

BART delivers more people to SF than Bay Bridge (85% more
likely to support);

BART is a key component of a sustainable future (81%);
40 years old/oldest of any US transit system (80%);
BART is fossil fuel free (81%);

Create jobs (81%);

Safe/Modern Fleet (79%);

» Weak point is argument that fares and not taxes should
cover cost (39% more likely to oppose);

BART Railcar Funding
| EMC#11-4417
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Key Findings, ACTC Polling

N
» Polling for ACTC indicates support for extending and
augmenting their sales tax and expenditure plan:

Ballot measure testing indicates that 69% of Alameda voters
will support increasing the sales tax by /2> cent (compared to
63% support for the BART mission ballot measure in Alameda);
» BART to Livermore will likely feature prominently in that
Measure;

Support for BART to Livermore is strong 5.08 out of 7.00
overall,and number one at 5.26 in eastern Alameda County

BART Railcar Funding
| EMC#11-4417
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Potential BART Railcar Funding
Measures






2 /3™s Believe BART is in Need of
At Least A Little Funding

Would you say that BART has a great need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for

additional funding? (Q14)
B Great need Some need Little need ™ No need/ Don't know
Overall (100%) - 42% 12%
Alameda |
County 45% 12% 28%
(41%)
San Francisco
County 44% 0% 25%
(27%)
Contra Costa
County 37% 14%
(32%)

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417
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BART’s Need For Funding Within Districts
e

Would you say that BART has a great need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for
additional funding? (Q14)

B Great need Some need Little need
Overall (100%) 42% 12%  71%
BD | (12%) - Dir. Gail Murray 40% 15% 69%
BD 2 (I 1%) - Dir. Joel Keller 33% 12%  64%
BD 3 (11%) - Pres. Bob Franklin 45% 13%  77%
BD 4 (9%) - Dir. Robert Raburn 44% 12%  74%
BD 5 (13%) - Dir. John McPartland 42% 14% 69%
BD 6 (9%) - Dir.Thomas Blalock 44% 14% 65%
BD 7 (11%) - Dir. Lynette Sweet 41% 9% 76%
BD 8 (12%) - Dir.James Fang 44% 11% 72%
BD 9 (13%) - Dir.Tom Radulovich 47% 9% 719%

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417






Initial Vote on the “Mission”:
Opposition Less Than 1/3

There may be a measure on the ® Definitely vote No
ballot next year that would provide
funding for BART. The measure

would: ® Probably vote No

29%

>No

* Improve the BART rider
experience by adding new cars (Lean no)
and replacing old rail cars with
newer, cleaner; and safer cars
with more room for passengers. (Undecided/Not

sure) 31%
* Support energy efficiency
improvements and would (Lean Yes) 65%
improve the safety, efficiency, and
accessibility of BART stations.

Probably vote Yes

If the election were held today, would

you vote Yes to approve or No to reject m Definitely vote Yes
this type of measure? (Q25)

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417
8 AR ]
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Initial Vote By Gender & Age:
Higher Support Among Younger Voters

18-29
Male Female (18%)

(46%) (54%) 30-39 40-49 50-64 65+
80% (13%) (16%) (32%) (22%)
£ N

65% o
U @ 60% e

67%

Bubble size corresponds to representation in sample;
% who would vote to approve the BART funding “mission” measure

BART Railcar Funding
| EMC#11-4417
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Initial Vote By BART District:
Higher Supportin BDs 7, 8 & 9

BD 7
(11%)
Dir. BD 9
Lyn BD 8 o,

BD 3 BD 4 BD6  Juewr (2o U
BD | BD 2 (11%) (9%) BD 5 (9%) James Fang DI Tom
(12%) (11%) Pres. Bob Dir. (13%) Dir. Radulovich

Dir. Gail Dir. Joel Franklin Robert Dir. John Thomas

Murray Keller Raburn McPartland Blalock

67%

Bubble size corresponds to representation in sample;

% who would vote to approve the BART funding “mission” measure
I I I I ]
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Initial Vote By County & BART Riders:
Higher Support

Alameda Contra Costa  San Francisco Bart Riders
County County County (27%) (63%) Non-Riders

(41%) (32%) (37%)
67% /—\ AN @ /\ VAN

Bubble size corresponds to representation in sample;

% who would vote to approve the BART funding “mission” measure
I I I I I I ]
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Amongst Specific Measures, A $10 per $100,000 Assessed
Property Value Bond Measure Gains the Most Support

| s

I'm going to read you descriptions of some potential options for a ballot measure to provide funding for BART. Please think of
each option as though it were the only BART measure on the ballot, and tell me if you would vote yes to approve the measure or
no to reject it (Q25-28)

® No
= Und.
M Yes
25."Mission" 26.Annual parcel tax: 27.Measure 28.A bond measure
measure $45 /parcel authorizing $900M in  about $10 per
bonds $100K of AV per yr

BART Railcar Funding
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Yes, BUT...
|

® Yes on Both Move to Yes Yes,BUT... ™ No on Both

Mission / $10 per

$ 100K bond 7% 23%

Mission / $900M bond 27%

Mission / $45 Parcel
Tax

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417
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31%






Target Segment: “Yes, But” in
Mission / $10 per $100K Bond

® No on Both
67% -
Yes, BUT...

Move to Yes

B Yes on Both

0% -
Mission / $10 per $100K bond

BART Railcar Funding
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The “Yes, But” Group is More Likely to be
Female & Non-white

Demo

Male

Overall (100%)
46%

Yes, But...(23%)
38%

Female

Alameda Co.

54%

41%

62%

42%

Contra Costa Co.

32%

27%

San Francisco Co.

BDI

27%

12%

31%

9%

BD2

1%

10%

BD3

1%

12%

BD4

9%

10%

BD5

13%

12%

BDé6

9%

1%

BD7

1%

8%

BD8

12%

12%

BD9

Non-BART Riders

13%

37%

16%

42%

Demo

Democrat

Overall (100%)
57%

Yes, But...(23%)
63%

Republican

18%

15%

DTS/ Other

25%

22%

18-29 15% 17%
30-39 16% 12%
40-49 19% 20%
50-64 30% 30%

65+ 20% 21%

High School or less

21%

Employed 57% 50%
Unemployed 9% I
Other 34% 38

26%

Some college or more

White

79%

60%

74%

48%

BART Railcar Funding
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BART Projects That Are Important to

2 /3™s or More of Voters
| 20

I’'m going to read you some projects that could be funded if a ballot measure for BART is approved. On a scale of one
to seven, where one is not at all important for BART and seven is very important for BART, please tell me your opinion
of each component.. (Q29-Q50)

® 7-Very important ©“5&6 1 4/Don't Know m |-3 Not at all important

42.Improving energy efficiency of trains

39. Improving safety of stations

38. Improving safety of trains

29. Replacing railcars that are over 40 yrs old
37.Extending BART to San Jose

45. Improving cleanliness of seats on trains
31.Reducing train breakdowns & delays

44.Reducing crowdedness during peak hrs

48. Updating stations to improve access for people
w/disabilities/seniors

BART Railcar Funding
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BART Projects That Are Important to

Fewer than 2/3" of Voters
| a

I’'m going to read you some projects that could be funded if a ballot measure for BART is approved. On a scale of one
to seven, where one is not at all important for BART and seven is very important for BART, please tell me your opinion

of each component.. (Q29-Q50)

W 7-Very important n5&6 4/ Don't Know ® |-3 Not at all important

13% [[720%
13% [025%
le% [1022%
I5% [26%
7% [28%
7% [26%
le% [28%
8% [26%
4% [L00030%
32. Increasing frequency of train arrivals & departures 18% _

36. Extending BART in SF along the Fulton corridor 16% _

50. Updating stations to make easier to get to platforms 1 7%

46. Increasing standing room 20% _

BART Railcar Funding
EMC #11-4417

40. Improving cleanliness of trains
43. Updating stations w/solar power
30. Purchasing addn'l railcars to carry more riders

35. Expanding service in East Contra Costa Cnty

41. Improving cleanliness of stations

33.Improve clarity passenger communications/announcements

49. Improving lighting at stations

47. Making more room for bikes, luggage, strollers

34. Extending BART to Livermore






Specific BART Projects
T

® 7-Very important m6&5

Overall 25%
34. Extending East Alameda C ( Ve;i/) e
BART to ast Alameda 'ounty( oo) . A
Livermore BART Riders (63%) 26%

Non-BART Riders (37%) 25%

(Overall) 29%
35. Expanding BD 2 (11%) - Dir. Joel Keller 83%
service in E. BART Riders (63%) 28%

Contra Costa Co Non-BART Riders (37%) 30%

36. Extending (Overall) 20%

BART in SFalong  San Francisco County (27%) 30% 60%
the Fulton BART Riders (63%) 22%

corridor Non-BART Riders (37%) 19%

. (Overall) 37% 68%
37. Extending BART Riders (63%) 37% 71%
BART to San Jose Non-BART Riders (37%) 37% 65%

BART Railcar Funding
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Keeping Gridlock off Roads & BART’s Convenience /
Fast Commute Wins The Most Support

Now I’'m going to read you some things that supporters have said in favor of a ballot measure for BART.
After each statement, please tell me if it makes you much more likely to support, somewhat more likely to
support, somewhat more likely to oppose, or much more likely to oppose a measure for BART.

B Much more likely B Somewhat more likely
to support to support

59. During peak commute hrs, BART delivers more ppl to SF
than the Bay Bridge, keeping gridlock off roads & providing a
convenient, fast commute option for ppl crossing the Bay.

54. BART is a key component of a sustainable future in the
Bay Area. The measure will allow BART to carry the 500K
pp! projected to ride the trains every day by 2035.

52. BART’s 40-yr-old fleet is oldest of any transit system in
the country & needs to be replaced. Existing trains cannot be
renovated because the parts have become obsolete. The
measure will allow BART to update trains w/ safer, reliable...

55. BART is fossil fuel free & called the “greenest” transit
system in the country. Passage of this measure will help
reduce gas consumption, pollution, greenhouse gas emissions.

56. The measure will create economic growth & thousands of
jobs.

Makes no Difference /
Don't Know

46%

41%

43%

48%

46%

B Somewhat more likely

to oppose

39%

40%

37%

33%

35%

B Much more likely
to oppose

BART Railcar Funding
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Improving the Rider Experience Leads to
79% More Likely to Vote Yes

Now I’'m going to read you some things that supporters have said in favor of a ballot measure for BART.
After each statement, please tell me if it makes you much more likely to support, somewhat more likely to
support, somewhat more likely to oppose, or much more likely to oppose a measure for BART.

B Much more likely B Somewhat more likely
to support to support

Makes no Difference /

B Somewhat more likely
Don't Know

B Much more likely
to oppose

to oppose
53. The measure will provide safe & modern fleet of cars that

will be more efficient & comfortable, improving rider
experience through reduced wait-times & more room for
passengers.

57. Independent audits & citizen oversight will ensure all funds
from measure spent as promised.

58. Nearly $1 billion in federal, state, & regional
transportation funds are available to help BART purchase
new railcars, this measure will help BART secure those funds.

65. BART currently has a 96% on-time performance rate. If
the measure is approved, BART can continue high
performance w/ newer more energy-efficient trains, better &
safer stations, more effective communication systems.

60. Property owners in our area already pay about $10 per
$100K A.V. per year for BART seismic safety upgrades.
Passing a bond measure would simply extend a current

measure with no tax increase.

BART Railcar Funding
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BART’s Surplus Ranks the Lowest at 60%
More Likely To Support

Now I’'m going to read you some things that supporters have said in favor of a ballot measure for BART.
After each statement, please tell me if it makes you much more likely to support, somewhat more likely to
support, somewhat more likely to oppose, or much more likely to oppose a measure for BART.

B Much more likely B Somewhat more likely Makes no Difference / B Somewhat more likely B Much more likely
to support to support Don't Know to oppose to oppose

62. If the trains don’t get replaced, they'll continue to break
down more often and BART ridership will decline, leading to 9%
more gridlock & traffic jams on Bay Area bridges & freeways.

61. A ballot measure is only part of the overall plan to pay
for BART’s replacement fleet. Fares & parking fees will also
cover some of the cost, so taxpayers do not have to carry

the burden alone.

64. BART is working hard to extend service into new
areas, including Livermore, E. Contra Costa Co., & expanding
service through SF along the Fulton Corridor out to Ocean
Beach. This measure will help that effort.

63. BART is well managed & takes good care of the
taxpayers’ money. Despite the down economy, BART
currently has an $8 million surplus. We can trust BART to
properly manage its funding.

BART Railcar Funding
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Vote Surpasses 2/3"s Support After
Support Statements

Again, There may be a measure on the
ballot next year that would provide
funding for BART. The measure would:

e improve the BART rider experience
by adding new cars and replacing old
rail cars with newer, cleaner; and
safer cars with more room for
passengers.

* support energy efficiency
improvements and would improve
the safety, efficiency, and accessibility
of BART stations.

Given what you've heard, if the election were
held today, would you vote yes to approve or
no to reject a ballot measure that would

provide funding for BART? (Q66)

® No

Undecided

M Yes

Initial Vote
("Mission" measure)

Second Vote - After Positives
("Mission" measure)

m
i - A L

BART Railcar Funding
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“Not Just Taxes” is the Strongest Negative

e
Now I’'m going to read you some things that opponents have said against a ballot measure for BART.

After each statement, please tell me if it makes you much more likely to support, somewhat more likely to
support, somewhat more likely to oppose, or much more likely to oppose a measure for BART.

B Much more likely B Somewhat more likely Makes no Difference / = Somewhat more likely B Much more likely
to support to support Don't Know to oppose to oppose

68. It’s not fair for ppl who don’t ride BART to have to pay for it.
New railcars should be paid for through fare increases alone, not
more taxes.

7%

69. BART employee salaries & pensions are excessive and way
beyond anything they could get in the private sector. BART
should make reasonable cuts before asking taxpayers for more
money.

8%

70. BART needs to live up to the promise of serving all residents
in the District. Funds should go toward expanding service, not
new railcars.

10%

67. With the current economy and ppl losing their jobs, now is
not the time to ask taxpayers for more money to pay for brand
new BART trains.

8%

BART Railcar Funding
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Vote Hits 2 /3™ Support After
Negative Statements

® No

Undecided

M Yes

Initial Vote Second Vote - After Positives Final Vote - After Negatives
("Mission" measure) ("Mission" measure) ("Mission" measure)

BART Railcar Funding
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ACTC Poll Results






Alameda County Transportation Sales Tax Ballot Measures

67%
m No

Und

33%
M Yes

0%

Mar. 201 | Oct. 201 | Oct. 201 |
(Extension only) (Extend and augment 1/2 cent) (New 1/2 cent)

BART Railcar Funding
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Alameda County Transportation Sales Tax:
Measure Elements

] =

Now I'm going to read you some of the specific elements of the ballot measure. After each please tell
me if you support or oppose that particular element.

® Strongly support ™ Somewhat support (Don’t Know) ™ Somewhat oppose M Strongly oppose

[0. Maintain and improve local streets and roads

8. Maintain and improve mass transit programs that can get
people out of their cars*

9. Maintain and improve the County’s aging highway system

I8.Allow the county to continue making critical road and
transportation improvements

| I. Complete major bike and pedestrian routes and
improve safety

* Full text: Maintain and improve mass transit programs that can get people out of their cars, including
supporting A.C.Transit services and the Ace Train, which runs from the Central Valley through the Pleasanton area
and on to San Jose, extending Bart to Livermore, and expanding express and feeder bus services.

Alameda CTC Transportation Expenditure Plan Update
Survey #2 DRAFT 11/2/11
EMC | 1-4453






Alameda County Transportation Sales Tax:
Top Projects/Programs (October 2011)

Top Means Shown

SCALE (1 to 7):  |-Much less likely to vote for measure 7-Much more likely to vote for measure

Program / Project

37.Ensure that public transit remains affordable and accessible to those who

need it S.71%
40. Ensures that seniors and people with disabilities can get where they need . . . .
to go on public transit 5.62 5.77 5.04 5.87 5.56
38. Make it easier to get to work and school using public transportation 5.49% 5.69% 485 5.79% 5.29%
46. Helps kids get to school safely by providing middle and high school .
students in the county with a free transit pass 5.48 5.63 4.97 5.87 5.06
48. Improves air quality and reduces traffic around schools by providing middle
and high school students in the county with a free transit pass 5.41 5.64 4.96 5.72 4.98
50. Make our streets and roads safer for pedestrians and bicyclists 5.40 5.50 4.95 5.69 5.20
54. Stimulate the local economy and create thousands of jobs right here in
Alameda County 5.38 5.69* 4.90 5.56 5.21
36. Makes it easier to use multiple forms of transit in a single trip by creating .
coordinated transit centers 5.29 5.29 5.1 5.6l 4.93
47. Provide critical funding needed to extend BART to Livermore

5.08 5.19 5.26* 5.11 4.74

(Note: at the county level this is not the next item)

BART Railcar Funding
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Alameda County Transportation Sales Tax:
BART-Related & Programs (October 2011)

] s

I’'m going to read you some statements about the transportation sales tax ballot measure. After each
statement, please tell me if it would make you less likely or more likely to vote for this measure, where
I means much less likely and 7 means much more likely

41.This measure will rebuild the tracks through the
Bay Fair Bart station in San Leandro to allow BART to
run trains directly from Dublin-Pleasanton towards
Fremont and San Jose

66%

® 7 - Much
more likely
42.This measure will modernize our aging Bart
stations to improve 66%
reliability, performance, comfort, and sustainability n5&6

32.This measure will provide critical funding needed to
extend Bart to Livermore

BART Railcar Funding
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Cnvironment

Issue .






SEF Voters are More Optimistic
]

Do you think things in the Bay Area are generally going in the right direction, or do you feel that things
are pretty seriously off on the wrong track? (Q4)

® Right direction Don't know ® Wrong track

Overall (100%)

San Francisco County

(27%) 19%

Alameda County
(41%)

Contra Costa

County
(32%)

BART Railcar Funding
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Job Creation/Economy & Public Education

Are The Highest Priorities
T

For each of the following items, please tell me how high a priority you think that item should be in your area. Please
use a scale of | to 7, where | means the lowest priority and 7 means the highest priority.;(Q5-11)

m 7 - Highest Priority 6 &5 "4/ Don't Know ® |-3 Low Priority

Mean

9. Improving job creation and the economy

30% 49 6.23

5. Improving public education

"

8. Protecting the environment VA 554

1 7% 5.05

7.lmproving local public transportation

6. Reducing traffic congestion on local roads and

o,
highways 21% 4.89

*11. Expanding BART service to other
communities within the District

26% 4.69

*10. Improving the quality of BART 25% 457

BART Railcar Funding . .
EMC #11-4417 *BART-specific Questions
i A K ]






A Majority View BART’s Expansion as a Priority
| s

QI 1. Expanding BART service to other communities within the District.
Please tell me how high a priority you think that item should be in your area. Please use a scale of | to 7, where | means the
lowest priority and 7 means the highest priority

m 7 - Highest Priority T6&5

QI'|. Expanding BART service

(Overall - 100%) 59%

San Francisco County

[¢)
27%) 62%
Alameda County
(41%)
Contra Costa County 60%
(o]

(32%)

BART Railcar Funding
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Priority of BART’s Expansion Within Districts

e
QI 1. Expanding BART service to other communities within the District.

Please tell me how high a priority you think that item should be in your area. Please use a scale of | to 7, where | means the
lowest priority and 7 means the highest priority

m 7 - Highest Priority 6 &5

QI I. Expanding BART service.. 35% 59%

BD | (12%) - Dir. Gail Murray
BD 2 (11%) - Dir. Joel Keller

52%
26% 66%
39% 63%
27% 47%
32% 53%
40% 58%
41% 64%
39% 59%
41% 67%

BD 3 (11%) - Pres. Bob Franklin
BD 4 (9%) - Dir. Robert Raburn
BD 5 (13%) - Dir. John McPartland
BD 6 (9%) - Dir. Thomas Blalock
BD 7 (11%) - Dir. Lynette Sweet
BD 8 (12%) - Dir. James Fang

BD 9 (13%) - Dir.Tom Radulovich

BART Railcar Funding
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A Majority Believe Improving
BART’s Quality is a Priority
] a_

Q10. Improving the quality of BART
Please tell me how high a priority you think that item should be in your area. Please use a scale of | to 7, where | means the
lowest priority and 7 means the highest priority

m 7 - Highest Priority T6&5

|0. Improving the quality

O,
of BART (Overall - 100%) 56%

San Francisco County

o,
27%) 61%
Alameda County
(41%)
Contra Costa County 599
(o]

(32%)

BART Railcar Funding
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The Priority of Improving BART’s Quality
Fluctuates Across Bart Districts

e
Q10. Improving the quality of BART
Please tell me how high a priority you think that item should be in your area. Please use a scale of | to 7, where | means the

lowest priority and 7 means the highest priority

m 7 - Highest Priority 6 &5
10. Improving the quality of BART (Overall - 100%) 39% 56%
BD | (12%) - Dir. Gail Murray 40% 50%
BD 2 (11%) - Dir. Joel Keller 37% 66%
BD 3 (11%) - Pres. Bob Franklin 39% 58%
BD 4 (9%) - Dir. Robert Raburn 27% 42%
BD 5 (13%) - Dir. John McPartland 32% 45%
BD 6 (9%) - Dir. Thomas Blalock 44% 56%
BD 7 (11%) - Dir. Lynette Sweet 39% 63%
BD 8 (12%) - Dir. James Fang 43% 54%
BD 9 (13%) - Dir.Tom Radulovich 50% 68%
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Bay Area Rapid Transit (]
Ridership, Ratings and
Demographics

BART)






63% Report Riding BART At Least Occasionally

On average, about how often do you personally ride BART? Rarely or never, occasionally, weekly, or almost every day?

(Q72)

® Rarely or never = Occasionally ™ Weekly ™ Almost every day ™ Don’t Know / Varies

—_

46%

- BART Riders
=63%

BART Railcar Funding
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About 1 in 2 Has Heard About BART Lately;

Expansion of Lines is Most Often Mentioned
| s

Have you heard or read anything recently about BART? (Q12) What have you heard? ONE Response only -
(Ql3) (n=474)
m Yes No / Don't Know Expansion of lines to new / different locations 32%
Health / Sanitation issues - Bacteria in seats - NY 15%
Times article
Crime and violence taking place 7%
‘ Working towards correcting sanitation concerns 5%
Service has not been reliable 5%
Leadership changes / Director being fired 5%
49% Changes in BART fare / Price increases 4%
Recent derailment 3%
Trains being refurbished 3%
Lack of funding / budget problems 3%
Figuring out how to spend surplus 3%
Satisfied with BART 2%
High salaries 2%
Other / Don’t Know 6%
Additional Mentions (1% or less): eBart;
Ridership has increased; Door malfunctioning and

BART Railcar Funding staying open while moving; Trains need to be
EMC #11-4417 upgraded; Have experienced setbacks /
complications; New payment methods for ticketing






86% Report Feeling Safe on BART

Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree with the
statement: “l feel safe on BART’? (Q51)

m Strongly = Somewhat “ Don't Know / Does not apply to me / © Somewhat m Strongly
Agree Agree Never ride BART Disagree Disagree

Overall (100%)

 wkredsaeonsaRr

Regular BART Riders
(17%)

BART Railcar Funding
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BART’s On-time Performance is the

Highest Rated
]

Regardless of whether you ride BART personally, how would you rate BART in each of the following areas?
Please use a scale of excellent, good, only fair, or poor (Q15-24)

M Excellent " Good % Don't Know @ Only Fair ® Poor

|5.The overall job BART is doing 12%

I8. On-time performance

21.The safety of trains

| 7. The location of BART stations
19.Train frequency, or intervals..

20. Hours of operation

24.The comfort of trains

22. Safety of stations

23.The cleanliness of trains

| 6. The management of monies

BART Railcar Funding
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Regular BART Riders Rate On-time Performance

& BART Station Locations The Highest
I T

REGULAR BART RIDERS (17%) - Q15-24

B Excellent ™ Good

|5.The overall job BART is doing 80%

|8. On-time performance 84%
I7.The location of BART..
21.The safety of trains

[9.Train frequency, or..
20. Hours of operation
24.The comfort of trains
22. Safety of stations

23.The cleanliness of trains

| 6.The management of monies 22%

BART Railcar Funding
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Survey Demographics

] «

Alameda County 41%
Contra Costa County 32%
San Francisco County 27%

I

BART District | 12%

BART District 2 1%

BART District 3 1%

BART District 4 9%

BART District 5 13%

BART District 6 9%

BART District 7 1%

BART District 8 12%

BART District 9 13%
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