
































































































FY19 Preliminary Budget
Sources, Uses, Service Plan and Capital


BART Board of Directors


May 10, 2018







Recap: Focus for FY19
• Operating Essentials


• Open BART to Antioch
• Integrate New Rail Cars into revenue service
• Staff an expanded HMC


• Initiatives to Improve Customer Experience, Reduce Costs, 
Generate Revenue


• Quality of Life
• Administrative process efficiency improvements
• Access and Parking improvements


• Areas to Watch
• Potential for further ridership declines
• Possible ballot measure to repeal SB1, reducing BART’s STA allocation
• Results of BPD labor negotiations
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Strategic Plan and FY19 Budget
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Strategic Plan provides policy direction to 
Budget process & decisionmaking


Strategic Plan function:  Linking Policy guidance, Risk
information, and Budget decisions







Strategic Plan & FY19 Budget Process
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New in FY19: 
• Quality of Life crisis and efforts


• Evaluation and redeployment based on risk to riders, staff, 
infrastructure


• Transparency:  Check-back on use of resources requested, and risk reduction
• Reporting out to oversight agencies on Policy, Budget and Risk (FTA’s TAM 


Plan)
More robust in FY19:
• Consideration of risk in considering resource requests


• Staff evaluated resource requests, recommended to management
• Accountability:  Performance measures for Strategic Workplans 
• Improved data confidence 
Planned for FY20: 
• Stronger link between Operating and Capital Budgets
• Improved quality of performance measurement standards
• Tighter screen for Strategic Workplans 
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Operating Sources


* Preliminary Budget Update


SOURCES FY18 FY19
($M) Adopted Prelim $ %


Passenger Revenue  $         511.7  $         485.9  $ (25.8) -5%
Other Operating Revenue                67.1                65.6        (1.5) -2%
One-Time Advertising Signing Bonus*                     -                    9.0          9.0 


Revenue Total             578.8             560.4      (18.3) -3%
Sales Tax Revenue             252.5             264.6        12.2 5%
VTA Financial Assistance                  7.1                     -          (7.1) -100%
State Transit Assistance (STA)                26.8                31.7          4.8 18%
Other Assistance                52.4                58.7          6.3 12%


Tax & Financial Assistance Total             338.8             355.0        16.2 5%
TOTAL OPERATING SOURCES             917.5             915.4        (2.1) 0%


Change







Ridership
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FY18 YTD Ridership
• Weekday trips down 2.7%
• Saturday and Sunday down 7.1% and 


5.7% respectively
FY18 Year End Estimate
• Total trips estimated to be 3.1% lower 


than FY17
FY19 budget
• Forecasted decline of 1% due to:


• Flat ridership growth expected in core system 
• Estimated impact to ridership of TBT retrofit project
• Offset slightly by increased ridership from BART to Antioch opening


101.0 103.7
110.8


117.8 117.1
126.0 128.5 124.2 120.8 119.7


Annual Ridership (M)







Fare Revenue


7


FY18 Budget 
• Jan 1 2018 fare changes


• 2.7% CPI-based fare increase
• $0.50 surcharge on mag stripe tickets


• Clipper adoption at 80% as of 
April 2018; up 19% from same 
month last year


• Youth discount age increase to 18


FY19 Budget
• Based upon FY19 budgeted trips
• $486M fare revenue - $43M for priority capital projects
• Full year of FY18 fare changes


$331 $343 $367
$406 $416


$463
$489 $485 $487 $486


Fare Revenue ($M)







Parking Revenue
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• Daily and Permit Parking FY19 increase primarily due to increased utilization and slight 
price increases of current parking rates


• Implementation of Demand-Based Approach to Parking Fees 
– Additional revenue dedicated solely to the Station Access Fund for access, 


modernization and rehabilitation
– 33 of 34 stations which offer parking have reached $3 Daily Fee price cap


• FY19 parking revenue budget is $36.7M and includes an estimated total of $16.2M  
for the Station Access Fund


($millions) FY18 FY19
Adopted Prelim $ %


Daily  $           24.9  $           26.0  $      1.1 4%
Monthly Reserved                  8.2                  8.5          0.4 4%
Single Day Reserved                  1.4                  1.4          0.1 4%
Airport/Long Term                  0.6                  0.6          0.0 4%
Coliseum Event Parking                  0.2                  0.1        (0.1) -46%


TOTAL  $           35.2  $           36.7  $      1.5 4%


Change







Other Operating Revenue


• Advertising based on new contract with Outlook plus net $9M signing bonus
• Telecommunications decrease as focus shifts to new construction for fiber optics 


and wireless assets 
• Fines and Forfeitures approved citation fee increases were implemented in January 


2017
• Building and Ground Leases from leasing vacant parcels and Special Entrance 


Agreements at Powell Street Station
• Other sources include investments, concessions and other miscellaneous revenues
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Other Operating Revenue
 ($millions) FY18 FY19


Adopted Preliminary $ %
Advertising  $           11.7  $           11.7  $    (0.0) 0%
One time signing bonus                     -                    9.0          9.0 
Telecommunications                10.3                  8.4        (1.9) -18%
Fines and Forfeitures                  2.9                  3.3          0.4 13%
Building and Ground Leases                  1.1                  1.1        (0.0) -2%
Other                  5.9                  4.4        (1.4) -24%


TOTAL  $           31.9  $           37.9  $      6.0 19%


Change







Sales Tax, Property Tax & STA


• Sales Tax FY19 budget $265M, up 2.7% from 
FY18 estimate 
– FY18 estimate: 4% growth, $5.2M higher than 


budget
– Steady growth


• Property Tax FY19 budget $46.7M, up 5% 
from FY18 estimate


• State Transit Assistance (STA) FY19 budget 
$31.7M, up from FY18 budget $26.8M
– Uncertainty of funds due to SB1 repeal efforts


– Potential FY19 impact $14.8M; more in future years 


– Plans to address potential repeal include 
reserving FY19 advertising lump sum
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Operating Uses


($ millions) FY18 FY19
Adopted Prelim $ %


Labor $541.9 $560.3 $18.4 3%
OPEB Unfunded Liability 3.1 3.6 0.6 18%
ADA Paratransit 15.0 16.1 1.1 7%
Purchased Transportation 14.3 14.1 (0.2) -2%
Power 43.3 43.8 0.5 1%
Other Non-Labor 125.1 133.1 7.9 6%


OPERATING EXPENSE 742.7 771.0 28.3 4%
Debt Service 50.8 46.6 (4.1) -8%
Capital Allocations 127.1 92.4 (34.7) -27%
Preliminary Budget Updates* 9.0 9.0 n/a


DEBT SERVICE AND ALLOCATIONS 177.9 148.1 (29.8) -17%
USES TOTAL $920.6 $919.0 ($1.6) 0%


* One time net Advertising signing bonus allocated to Operating Reserves


Change







FY19 Preliminary Budget Positions
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• SVBX position conversions from 
operating to capital due to delay in 
start of revenue service that was 
anticipated in FY18.


• Capital positions are preliminary, 
and may be finalized prior to budget 
adoption.


• New Rail Car and HMC positions 
make up the majority of the adds 
with more new cars scheduled to 
arrive in FY19 and the ramping up of 
the expanded HMC facility.


FY18 to FY19 Headcount Summary


Operating Capital/Reimb Total FTEs


FY18 Adopted Budget 3,518.0    900.5                4,418.5    
FY18 Adjustments 4.0             12.0                   16.0          
FY19 Adjustments (2.0)           1.8                     (0.3)          
SVBX (162.0)      162.0                -            


BART to Antioch 4.0             (2.0)                   2.0            
New Rail Cars 34.0          -                     34.0          
Hayward Maintenance Complex 10.0          -                     10.0          
FY19 New Initiatives 22.3          -                     22.3          
FY19 Measure RR Capital Adjustments 122.0                122.0       
FY19 Capital Adjustments -            30.0                   30.0          


Total Adjustments (89.8)         325.8                236.0       
FY19 Preliminary Budget 3,428.3    1,226.3             4,654.5    







Wages & Benefits
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• FY18 labor total included six months 
of SVBX. No SVBX service budgeted 
for FY19 as an opening date has not 
been finalized. 


• Pension increase due to CalPERS 
assumed lower discount rate


• Retiree medical increase caused by 
changes to assumptions


• Medical decrease includes credit for 
retiree medical “implied subsidy” of 
$4.3M; January 2019 rate increase 
estimated at 5.5%


• Other Pension includes base MPPP 
($8.5M) and extra 1.627% ($5.3M 
net of $37/mo ee medical contrib.)


• Workers Compensation lower – reserve is over funded


• Increase in capital credits due to delay in SVBX opening


• Other Labor includes Dental ($7M), Medicare ($7M), Disability & Life Insurance ($5.4M), Uniform Allowance ($3M), 
Vision ($0.8M), Temporary Help ($1M), and other benefit and labor items.  


Labor (Wages and Benefits)
($ millions) FY18 


Adopted
FY19 


Preliminary
 $ %


Wages $422.9 $459.4 $36.4 9%
Overtime 21.1 23.8 2.7 13%


PERS Pension 80.8 94.0 13.2 16%
Other Pension 13.0 13.7 0.8 6%


Retiree Medical 35.6 39.5 3.9 11%
Medical 81.0 80.8 (0.3) 0%


Worker's Compensation 16.4 13.4 (3.0) -18%
Capital Labor Credits (156.0) (189.6) 33.6 22%


Other Labor 27.1 25.3 (1.8) -7%
OPEB Unfunded Liability 3.1 3.6 0.6 18%


Net Labor $545.0 $564.0 $19.0 3%


Change







Other Non Labor & Purchased Transportation
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• Clipper up due to expected 
increased clipper usage from 
mag-stripe charge


• Insurance up due to 
escalation in insurance 
prices


• Materials & Supplies down 
due to delayed opening of 
SVBX


• Professional & Technical up 
due mostly to FY19 
proposed new initiatives


• Rent up due to higher 
operating costs for LKS and 
elimination of credit 
recognized in FY18


• Other Misc up because of 
one-time election expenses 
in CY2018


FY18 FY19
($ millions) Adopted Prelim $ %
OTHER NON LABOR
Clipper, Tickets Sales, & Bank Fees 16.2$        16.9$       0.7$   4%
Insurance 9.8             10.1         0.3     3%
Materials & Supplies 35.3          34.0         (1.3)    -4%
Professional & Technical 30.1          33.9         3.9     13%
Maintenance & Repairs 13.1          13.1         0.0     0%
Rent 11.6          14.7         3.1     27%
Utilities 4.8             4.3            (0.5)    -10%
Other Misc 4.4             6.1            1.7     39%
TOTAL 125.1        133.1       7.9     6%


PURCHASED TRANSPORTATION
Paratransit 15.0          16.1         1.1     7%
Muni Purchased Transportation 3.5             3.7            0.2     5%
AC Transit Feeder Agreement 4.2             3.9            (0.3)    -6%
Late Night Bus Service 0.4             -           (0.4)    -100%
Purchased Transportation - OAC 6.3             6.5            0.2     3%
TOTAL 29.3          30.2         0.9     3%


Change







Electric Power
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• Supply costs 4% lower than FY18 due to lower electrical supply prices. All energy 
supply needs for FY19 secured with nearly 100% low and zero-carbon sources at 
favorable prices.


• Transmission and Distribution costs increase due to PG&E utility rate increases 
and higher energy usage


($ millions) FY18 FY19
Adopted Prelim $ %


NCPA, Western, BART Power Supply 23.9$    22.9$  (1.0)$    -4%
Transmission Services 10.4       10.9     0.5        5%
Distribution Services 8.0         8.9       0.9        11%
NCPA Member Expenses 1.0         1.1       0.1        12%


TOTAL 43.3$    43.8$  0.5$     1%


Change







Debt Service & Allocations
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* One time net Advertising signing bonus allocated to Operating Reserves
• Baseline Capital Allocation: Funds local match for federal grants, station renovation, equipment 


and cap maintenance projects
• Rail Car Sinking Fund: FY18 allocation completes BART’s 2012 commitment to fund $298M for 


the first 410 cars of the Rail Car Replacement Program
• Priority Capital Projects/Programs: Net revenue from CPI-based fare increases to fund the ‘Big 3’


($ millions) FY18 FY19
Adopted Prelim $ %


Bond Debt Service 50.8$          46.6$          (4.1)$     -8.1%
Baseline Capital Allocation 14.4             22.3             7.9         54.7%
Additional Capital Initiatives 14.8             7.6               (7.2)       -48.6%
Rail Car Sinking Fund 39.0             -               (39.0)     -100.0%
Priority Capital Projects/Programs 38.8             42.9             4.0         10.4%
SFO Operations/New Car Allocation 7.5               4.8               (2.7)       -36.0%
Stations/Access Projects 5.0               3.7               (1.3)       -25.5%
Other (Leases, OAC CARP, Met Bldg) 3.5               4.6               1.1         31.7%
LCFS Allocation to Sustainability 2.5               3.3               0.8         30.0%
LCFS Allocation to Reserves 1.5               3.3               1.8         116.7%
Allocation to Operating Reserves* -               9.0               9.0         


Total Debt Service & Allocations 177.9$        148.1$        (29.8)$  -16.8%


Change







Capital Sources
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Capital Uses
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Capital Uses – System Reinvestment
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Capital Uses – Service & Capacity 
Enhancement
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Capital Uses – Safety & Security
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Capital Uses – System Expansion
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Operations FY19 Challenges and 
Opportunities


• Continued focus on train service reliability and most importantly, 
safety


• Measure RR implementation
• New car delivery, acceptance and integration
• SVBX extension opening and 5:00 AM Weekday System Opening
• Continued weekend maintenance track closures, Transbay Tube 


retrofit and M-Line Sunday single tracking
• Improving the customer experience


– Fare Evasion
– Cleanliness
– Safety/Security
– Homelessness
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Service Plan:  
Evolution During FY19


• New Cars: (Current projection)
– 35 by 6/30/18;   80 by 1/1/19;   176 by 6/30/19


• Berryessa
– VTA forecasting early 2019 opening
– Systems integration, dynamic testing, pre-revenue operation not 


done and always a challenge


• 5:00 AM Opening
– Large undertaking with multiple bus transit partners
– Outreach underway
– February system bid


• Restore Millbrae-SFO Shuttle, selective train lengthening, two-route 
service to Warm Springs and then Berryessa


• Gaps between FOTF actual deliveries and increased service plan car 
requirements can be managed with ready reserve changes and delays to 
planned lengthening
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Service Plan : Hours of Service:
FY19 (eff: 9/10/18)


Line Route Weekday Saturday Sunday


Green Warm Springs / Daly City
5:00 am to
7:00 pm


9:00 am to 
7:00 pm


Orange Richmond / Warm Springs ALL ALL ALL


Yellow Antioch / SFO
4:00 am to 
9:00 pm


Yellow Antioch / Millbrae-SFO 9:00 pm to Midnight ALL ALL


Red Richmond / Millbrae
4:00 am to
9:00 pm


Red Richmond / Daly City
9:00 am to 
7:00 pm


Blue Dublin / Daly City ALL ALL ALL


OAC Coliseum / OAK ALL ALL ALL
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Service Plan:  Car Requirements 
FY19 (eff: 9/10/18)


Revenue:  67 trains / 648 peak vehicles


Line Route Trains x Cars
Required


Total Trains 
Required 


Total Cars


Yellow Antioch / SFO 13 x 10 13 130


Blue Dublin / Daly City 10 x10 10 100 


Orange Richmond / Warm Springs 11 x 8 11 88


Green Warm Springs / Daly City 10 x 10 10 100


Yellow Peak Hours Only 8 x 10 8 80


Red Richmond / Millbrae 11 x 10 11 110


SUB-TOTAL 63 608


Ready Reserve 4 x 10 4 40


TOTALS 67 648
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Service Plan:  Route Headways
FY19 (eff: 9/10/18)


Line Peak Period Midday Evening


Green 15 15


Orange 15 15 20


Yellow 15/10/5 15 20


Red 15 15 20


Blue 15 15 20


OAC 6 6 20 (after 11 pm)


Line Saturday
(6 am – 6 pm)


Sat. Evening   
(7 pm -12 am) 


Sunday
(8 am – 12 am)


Green 20 (9 am start)


Orange 20 20 20


Yellow 20 20 20


Red 20 (9 am start)


Blue 20 20 20


OAC 6 6 20 (after 11 pm)


W
ee


kd
ay


W
ee


ke
nd
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Service Plan : Hours of Service: 
FY19 (eff: 2/11/19)


Line Route Weekday Saturday Sunday


Green Berryessa / Daly City 5:00 am to
7:00 pm


9:00 am to 
7:00 pm


Orange Richmond / Berryessa 5:00 am to 
Midnight ALL ALL


Yellow Antioch / SFO 5:00 am to 
8:00 pm


Yellow Antioch / Millbrae-SFO 8:00 pm to 
Midnight ALL ALL


Red Richmond / Millbrae 5:00 am to
9:00 pm


Red Richmond / Daly City 9:00 am to 
7:00 pm


Blue Dublin / Daly City 5:00 am to 
Midnight ALL ALL


Shuttle SFO / Millbrae 6:00 am to
9:00 pm


OAC Coliseum / OAK 5:00 am to 
Midnight ALL ALL
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Service Plan:  Car Requirements 
FY19 (eff: 2/11/19)


Revenue:  75 trains / 719 peak vehicles


Line Route Trains x Cars
Required


Total Trains 
Required 


Total Cars


Yellow Antioch / SFO 13 x 10 13 130


Blue Dublin / Daly City 10 x10 10 100 


Orange Richmond / Berryessa 13 x 8 13 104


Green Berryessa / Daly City 13 x 10 13 130


Yellow Peak Hours Only 9 x 10 9 90


Red Richmond / Millbrae 11 x 10 11 110


Shuttle SFO / Millbrae 1 x 5 1 5


SUB-TOTAL 70 669


Ready Reserve 5 x 10 5 50


TOTALS 75 719
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Service Plan:  Route Headways 
FY19 (eff. 2/11/19)
Line Peak Period Midday Evening1


Green 15 15


Orange 15 15 24


Yellow 15/10/5 15 24


Red 15 15 24


Blue 15 15 24


Shuttle 30 30


OAC 6 6 20 (after 11 pm)


Line Saturday
(6 am – 7 pm)


Sat. Evening   
(7 pm -12 am) 


Sunday
(8 am – 12 am)


Green 20 (9 am start) 40 3


Orange 20 20 20


Yellow 20 20 20


Red 20 (9 am start) 40 3


Blue 20 20 20 2


OAC 6 6 20 (after 11 pm)


W
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W
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1.  Friday evening headways: 20 minutes.


2. Blue line operates Dublin to MacArthur
3. Red and Green lines operate in peak period/direction, with skip/stop through downtown SF


(Richmond to SF/Daly City and Warm Springs to SF/Daly City)







Customer Experience: 
Service Reliability
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FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19


Actual Actual Actual Q3 YTD Goals


Passenger On-Time Performance 91.85% 91.46% 91.03% 91.80% 94%
95%


Trains On-Time Performance 87.79% 87.52% 86.45% 86.73% 91%
92%


Mean Time Between Service Delays 4,000 4,649 5,251 4,347 4,000


Train Control 
(delays/100 train runs) 1.75 1.51 1.50 1.44 1.00


Transportation
(delays/100 train runs) 0.49 0.50 0.54 0.55 0.50


Traction Power 
(delays/100 train runs) 0.11 0.29 0.29 0.12 0.20


Computer Control 
(delays/100 train runs) 0.07 0.10 0.093 0.059 0.08


BART Police 
(delays/100 train runs) 1.58 1.77 2.01 2.11 2.00







Customer Experience: 
Passenger Environment


Results based on a 4-point scale (Excellent=4, Good=3, Only Fair=2, Poor=1) 32


FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19


Actual Actual Actual Q3 YTD Goals


Train Interior Appearance 
(cleanliness/graffiti) 2.96 2.98 2.92 2.81 3.00


Train Exterior Appearance 2.89 2.88 2.84 2.78 3.00


Train Temperature 3.12 3.14 3.11 3.10 3.10
3.12


Train P.A. Announcements 
(arrival, transfer & destination) 3.11 3.10 3.09 3.09 3.20


3.17


Environment Inside the Station
(platform, restrooms, elevators, other station 
areas)


2.71 2.71 2.65 2.54 3.00


Environment Outside the Station 
(walkways, plaza entry, parking lot, landscaping) 2.74 2.74 2.73 2.64 2.70


2.80


Station Vandalism 
(graffiti) 3.00 3.01 2.98 2.89 3.10


3.19


Station Services 
(agent and brochure availability) 2.96 2.96 2.90 2.85 3.00


3.06







Customer Experience:  
Equipment Availability


33


FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19


Actual Actual Actual Q3 YTD Goal


Car Availability 567 582 595 587 648/719
595


AFC Gates 99.34% 99.29% 99.03% 99.47% 99.00%


AFC Vendors 95.33% 95.72% 95.75% 96.18% 95.00%


Escalator Street 91.33% 89.46% 87.56% 89.31% 93.00%
95.00%


Escalator Platform 95.79% 95.29% 96.42% 95.87% 96.00%


Elevator Station 98.55% 98.50% 98.54% 98.26% 98.00%


Elevator Garage 97.21% 95.06% 95.22% 97.38% 97.00%
98.00%







FY19 Proposed Initiatives: General Fund
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 (millions)
Budget Initiatives FTE Op $ Cap $


Quality of Life: Homelessness -              $1.00 $0.60
Quality of Life: Fare Evasion 2.0              0.20            -      
Transbay Tube Technician Coverage 8.0              1.06            -      
Process Improvement for Admin Services -              0.70            -      
IT Safety, Security, and Applications 3.0              0.60            -      
Police Dispatchers 2.0              0.27            -      
Uniform Tracking 1.0              0.18            -      
Budget Staffing 1.0              0.17            -      
System Safety Data Analysis 1.0              0.15            -      
Title VI 0.3              0.04            -      
Pigeon Abatement -              -              0.50    


Total Initiatives 18.3            $4.39 $1.10







Station & Access Program History
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• Demand-based parking fee program implemented 
in 2013


• Incremental revenue (New minus Baseline) is 
dedicated by Board Resolution No. 5207 to 
investments in: 
• Station Access
• Station Modernization
• Station Rehabilitation







FY14-19 Station & Access Program 
Summary


• Total Budget Allocations: $74.1M
• FY14-19 Funding:


Operating: $50.1M
Capital:      $24M


• Key Programs Funded:
Bicycle Program
Last-Mile Corridor Studies
Parking Enforcement
Program for Art
Public Safety Initiatives
Station Brightening and Modernization
Station Cleaners
Station Lighting Retrofit
Sustainability (Recycling, Energy)
Wayfinding
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FY19 Proposed Initiatives: Summary


Total FY19 Funding Available: $5.7M


FY19 Key Investments: 
• Quality of Life (40%)
• Parking Program (30%)


Investments FTE $ (millions) Operating Capital
Fare Evasion (Station Hardening) 9.0 $1.22 X


Fare Evasion Prevention (Station Mod) - $1.02 X


Parking Enforcement Management - $0.48 X


Parking Program Manager 1.0 $0.23 X


Parking Enforcement & Management 3.0 $0.36 X
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FY19 Proposed Stations & Access Initiatives: 
Operating
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Operating FTE $ (millions) Ongoing


Parking Program Manager 1.0 $0.23 X


Parking Enforcement & Management 3.0 0.36 X


Automated Parking System Feasibility Analysis - 0.17


Satellite/Shared-Use Parking Pilot - 0.45


Art Program Collection Conservation - 0.20


Bike/Ped Gap Study, Ph. 2 - 0.25


Dynamic Bus Intermodal Feasibility Study - 0.15


BART Ridership Model - 0.15


Station Profile 2020 Preparation - 0.04


Total Operating 4.0 $2.00


Stations & Access Initiatives*


*Funded by parking revenue







FY19 Proposed Stations & Access Initiatives: 
Capital
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Capital FTE $ (millions)


Quality of Life: Fare Evasion (Station Hardening) 9.0 $1.22


Quality of Life: Fare Evasion Prevention (integrated into Station 
Modernization)


- 1.02


Parking Enforcement & Management - 0.48


Satellite/Shared-Use Parking Pilot - 0.05


Art Program Collection Conservation - 0.03


Maintenance Fund to Reconfigure Access Facilities - 0.25


Station Access Wayfinding and Signage Program - 0.25


Regional Transit Information Displays - 0.25


Station Experience Design Guidelines - 0.20


Total Capital 9.0 $3.74


Stations & Access Initiatives*


*Funded by parking revenue







FY19 SB1 Repeal Potential Solutions
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Repeal Impacts:
• $14.8M revenue loss in FY19
• Additional $6M in future years; $21M total


Potential Solutions:
• Revenue Increases


• Reserve Advertising Franchise Agreement revenue
• Examine other potential non-fare revenue sources


• Expense Reductions
• Strategic timing of hiring into new positions
• Modify/Delay/Cancel select new initiatives


• Service Reductions
• Reduce Allocations







FY19 Budget Schedule
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• Feb 8: Financial Outlook (Board Workshop)


• Mar 22: Financial Outlook for Fiscal Year 2019


• Mar 31: FY19 Preliminary Budget Memo Release


• Apr 26: FY19 Preliminary Budget Overview


• May 10: FY19 Budget - Sources, Uses and Service Plan; 


Capital Budget


• May 24: FY19 Public Hearing; Adopt Proposition 4 Limit


• Jun 14: Adopt FY19 Budget Resolution
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Comparison of CalPERS 
Pension Assumptions to 
BART Demographics
Mary Beth Redding
Vice President & Actuary


May 10, 2018







May 10, 2018


Comparison of CalPERS Pension 
Assumptions to BART Demographics


 Background
 Requested by Board
 Determine whether actual BART demographic experience 


is comparable to CalPERS assumptions
 CalPERS assumptions are based on experience of all 


CalPERS employees with similar benefit formulas or 
classifications


 BART required contributions will always be based on 
CalPERS assumptions
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May 10, 2018


CalPERS Experience Study


 Methodology
 Used retiree health care data supplied by CalPERS for years 


2012 through 2017
 5 years aggregation gives more meaningful experience
 Aggregating data means any individual can appear up to 5 times in 


the study data
 Avoids too much focus on any one good or bad year
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CalPERS Experience Study


 Methodology
 “Exposures” means the total number of people in the study 


who could have left the group for the reason being studied
 For retirement, “exposures” includes only those eligible to retire
 For termination, excludes retirement-eligibles


 Count “exposures” at each age or service years
 Plotted in yellow on following charts
 More exposures = more reliable results


 Count number of people at each age or service years who 
left during the year


 Calculate rate
 Compare to CalPERS assumptions
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Results Illustration
Example: 10 Years of 
Service
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Results Illustration
Example: 10 Years of 
Service
 Yellow area indicates 430 


exposures (people) in 
study with 10 years of 
service (right-hand axis)


5


Number of exposures from 
each year’s data:


2012 = 73 
2013 = 79
2014 = 62
2015 = 79
2016 =137
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Results Illustration
Example: 10 Years of 
Service
 Yellow area indicates 430 


exposures (people) in 
study with 10 years of 
service (right-hand axis)


 CalPERS Rates (black 
dashed line, left-hand axis) 
project 7.62 (1.8% x 430) 
of those people would 
have terminated
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Results Illustration
Example: 10 Years of 
Service
 Yellow area indicates 430 


exposures (people) in 
study with 10 years of 
service (right-hand axis)


 CalPERS Rates (black 
dashed line, left-hand axis) 
project 7.62 (1.8% x 430) 
of those people would 
have terminated


 BART study data shows 3 
people actually terminated
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 3/430 = 0.70% (blue line, left-hand axis)
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Employment Termination –
Miscellaneous Classic


 Observations:
 Large number of 


exposures means data 
is reasonably reliable


 BART termination 
rates lower than 
CalPERS expects in 
early years of 
employment


 Rates higher after 
many years of service
 Fewer “exposures” 


with very long 
service
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Employment Termination –
Safety Classic


 Observations:
 Small number of 


exposures means data is 
not reliable and results are 
“spikey”


 Most service years have 0, 
1 or 2 people terminating 
over 5-year study period


 Example:  Of 38 people 
with 8 service years, 2 
leave, so rate is 2/38 = 
5%.  
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In comparison, of 41 
people with 9 service years, 
1 left, so rate = 2%.
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Employment Termination –
Miscellaneous PEPRA


 Observations:
 Large number of 


exposures means data 
is somewhat reliable


 At 6/30/16, first 
PEPRA hires have 3 
years of service (hired 
1/1/13)


 Similar to Misc. 
Classic, BART 
Miscellaneous PEPRA 
employees have lower 
termination rates than 
expected by CalPERS 
– so far
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Employment Termination –
Safety PEPRA


 Observations:
 Not enough data
 38 exposures
 No terminations
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Retirement – Miscellaneous Classic
 Observations:
 Large number of 


exposures means 
data is reasonably 
reliable


 BART retirement 
rates slightly lower 
than CalPERS 
expects


 Age 60 is most 
popular retirement 
age
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Retirement – Safety Classic
 Observations:
 Few exposures 


means data is not 
reliable


 BART retirement 
rates higher than 
CalPERS expects


 All retired by 58
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Post-Retirement Mortality –
Non-Disabled Males


 Observations:
 Mortality rates low 


at ages where 
many exposures


 Few exposures at 
later ages means 
data is not reliable


 Fewer exposures at 
older ages 
represents length 
of retirement, not 
mortality


 “Spike” at age 52 
represents 1 death
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 Rates appear similar 
to CalPERS
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Post-Retirement Mortality –
Non-Disabled Females


 Observations:
 Few exposures at 


all ages means data 
is not reliable


 0, 1, or 2 deaths at 
most ages


 BART rates appear 
similar to CalPERS
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CalPERS Experience Study


 Results Summary
 Termination & Mortality rates generally similar
 Lower retirement rates (later retirements)


 Largest source of future gains and losses likely to be 
investment return


 Estimated impact if BART experience used instead of 
CalPERS assumptions
 About 5% decrease in Miscellaneous active employee 


actuarial accrued liability
 Indicates that plan might expect future demographic gains
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Discussion
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OPEB
CalPERS


(est.) Total
Actuarial Accrued 
Liability $        574 $     2,631 $     3,117 


Market Value of Assets 270 1,952 2,222 


Unfunded Liability 304 679 895 


June 30, 2017 Unfunded Liabilities
($ Millions)
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Projected OPEB Payments
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Projected CalPERS Payments
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Projected OPEB + CalPERS Payments
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Pre-Funding Options


 Option #1 Only Make Payments Required by 
CalPERS


 Option #2 Designated Reserve Account
 Option #3 Pay Directly to CalPERS 
 3a. Shorter Amortization Period
 3b. Pay Off a Specific Liability 


 Option #4 Irrevocable Supplemental (§115) Trust
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Discussion
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SUMMARY CHART 3rd QUARTER FY 2018


    PERFORMANCE INDICATORS CURRENT QUARTER PRIOR QTR ACTUALS YEAR TO DATE


Updated 5/08/18 LAST THIS QTR


ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS QUARTER LAST YEAR ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS


Average Ridership - Weekday 405,801 420,566 NOT MET 426,492 415,844 414,859 426,670 NOT MET


Customers on Time


   Peak 91.22% 95.00% NOT MET 89.36% 82.28% 89.18% 95.00% NOT MET


   Daily 93.43% 95.00% NOT MET 91.75% 86.99% 91.74% 95.00% NOT MET


Trains on Time


   Peak 86.56%       N/A N/A 84.07% 74.34% 83.44% N/A N/A


   Daily 88.76% 92.00% NOT MET 86.13% 79.66% 86.01% 92.0% NOT MET


Peak Period Transbay Car Throughput


   AM Peak 95.45% 97.50% NOT MET 95.05% 96.37% 95.73% 97.50% NOT MET


   PM Peak 95.56% 97.50% NOT MET 95.27% 97.10% 95.40% 97.50% NOT MET


Car Availability at 4 AM (0400) 596 595 MET 590 583 587 595 NOT MET


Mean Time Between Service Delays 4,737 4,000 MET 4,627 5,036 4,347 4,000 MET


Elevators in Service


   Station 97.93% 98.00% NOT MET 98.73% 98.90% 98.26% 98.00% MET


   Garage 97.20% 98.00% NOT MET 98.53% 92.43% 97.38% 98.00% NOT MET


Escalators in Service


   Street 84.17% 95.00% NOT MET 91.67% 79.00% 89.31% 95.00% NOT MET


   Platform 95.30% 96.00% NOT MET 95.80% 95.77% 95.87% 96.00% NOT MET


Automatic Fare Collection


   Gates 99.33% 99.00% MET 99.56% 98.92% 99.47% 99.00% MET


   Vendors 96.90% 95.00% MET 95.84% 95.63% 96.18% 95.00% MET


Wayside Train Control System 0.84 1.00 MET 1.49 1.97 1.44 1.00 NOT MET


Computer Control System 0.02 0.08 MET 0.097 0.015 0.059 0.08 MET


Traction Power 0.13 0.20 MET 0.12 0.22 0.12 0.20 MET


Track 0.04 0.30 MET 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.30 MET


Transportation 0.55 0.50 NOT MET 0.41 0.41 0.55 0.50 NOT MET


Environment Outside Stations 2.66 2.80 NOT MET 2.64 2.73 2.64 2.80 NOT MET


Environment Inside Stations 2.56 3.00 NOT MET 2.53 2.62 2.54 3.00 NOT MET


Station Vandalism 2.90 3.19 NOT MET 2.88 2.93 2.89 3.19 NOT MET


Station Services 2.87 3.06 NOT MET 2.84 2.90 2.85 3.06 NOT MET


Train P.A. Announcements 3.12 3.17 NOT MET 3.09 3.10 3.09 3.17 NOT MET


Train Exterior Appearance 2.78 3.00 NOT MET 2.79 2.82 2.78 3.00 NOT MET


Train Interior Appearance 2.78 3.00 NOT MET 2.80 2.86 2.81 3.00 NOT MET


Train Temperature 3.15 3.12 MET 3.10 3.13 3.10 3.12 NOT MET


Customer Complaints


   Complaints per 100,000 Passenger Trips 7.15 5.07 NOT MET 6.84 8.14 7.24 5.07 NOT MET


Safety


   Station Incidents/Million Patrons 1.10 5.50 MET 1.68 1.93 4.75 5.50 MET


   Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons 0.38 1.30 MET 0.47 0.30 0.49 1.30 MET


   Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 5.60 7.50 MET 7.66 6.97 6.42 7.50 MET


   OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses/Per OSHA 8.20 13.30 MET 11.07 9.43 10.60 13.30 MET


   Unscheduled Door Openings/Million Car Miles 0.210 0.300 MET 0.100 0.370 0.120 0.300 MET


   Rule Violations Summary/Million Car Miles 0.050 0.500 MET 0.210 0.210 0.137 0.500 MET


Police


   BART Police Presence 11% 12% NOT MET 10% 10% 11% 12% NOT MET


   Quality of Life per million riders 134.41 N/A N/A 67.79 81.71 100.55 N/A N/A


   Crimes Against Persons per million riders 3.60 2.00 NOT MET 3.49 3.19 3.41 2.00 NOT MET


   Auto Burglaries per 1,000 parking spaces 4.41 8.00 MET 6.26 4.25 5.64 8.00 MET


   Auto Thefts per 1,000 parking spaces 2.24 6.00 MET 2.29 1.98 2.19 6.00 MET


   Police Response Time per Emergency Incident (Minutes) 4.96 5.00 MET 5.18 5.16 5.15 5.00 NOT MET


   Bike Thefts (Quarterly Total and YTD Quarterly Average) 71 150.00 MET 88 109 95 150.00 MET


LEGEND:                                                                                       Goal met        Goal not met but w ithin 5%   Goal not met by more than 5%
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FY18 Third Quarter Overview


 Ridership decline continues, slightly lower rate of decline than last 


quarter (Weekday -2.4%)


 Steady improvement in service reliability continues


 Equipment Reliability:  Car, Track, Train Control, Traction Power, and  


Computer Control System all met goal


 Equipment Availability:  Car, Fare Gates and Ticket Vendors met; 


Escalators (platform and street) and Elevators (station and garage) not 


met


 Passenger Environment:  4 of 4 Station indicators improved, none met 


goal; 2 of 4 Train indicators improved, one met goal


 Complaint numbers validated statistical improvement in service 


reliability and station cleanliness







5


Customer Ridership
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Results


Goal


 Total ridership decreased by 3.2% compared to same quarter last year


Average weekday ridership (405,801) down by 2.4% from same quarter last year


 Core weekday ridership down by 2.3% from same quarter last year


 SFO Extension weekday ridership down by 3.0% from same quarter last year


Average peak ridership down by 0.7% compared to same quarter last year


 Saturday and Sunday down by 11.1% and 5.2%, respectively, from same quarter 


last year (2017 Women’s March had higher Saturday ridership)
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On-Time Service - Customer
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Results


Goal


 93.4%, 95.00% goal not met, but continuing significant improvement


 Delay events causing the most late trains:


1 20-Mar-18 Civic Center Debris Fire On Trackway Fire on Trk 101


2 1-Feb-18 H.Yd. I-lk NLd Maintenance Vehicle(Derailer) Wayside Damage Equip 96


3 20-Mar-18 24th Street Debris Fire - Wayside Equipment Damage Fire on Trk 90


4 23-Feb-18 Systemwide Earthquake Earthquake 85


5 1-Mar-18 Systemwide Weather (Wet Tracks) Weather 78


6 16-Mar-18 16th Street PG&E Power Outage PG&E 75


7 6-Mar-18 Bay Fair Vehicle (Aux. Electric) Vehicle 53


8 8-Feb-18 Coliseum Vehicle (Collector Shunt Not Secured) Vehicle 52


9 8-Mar-18 MacArthur Train Struck A Patron On Trackway People 50


10 20-Feb-18 M,K & C Lines Multiple Overlapping BPD & Medical Emergency People 48
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On-Time Service - Train
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Results


Goal


 88.8%, 92.00% goal not met, but continuing significant improvement


 45.4% of late trains were late due to multiple small delays, each under 5 minutes


 Categorization of late trains due to a known delay event of 5 minutes or greater: 


POLICE ACTIONS 27.7% of delayed trains


RAIL CAR 10.9% of delayed trains


TRAIN CONTROL 10.6% of delayed trains


OPERATIONS 7.0% of delayed trains


WEATHER 6.5% of delayed trains


MEDICAL EMERGENCY 4.7% of delayed trains


VANDALISM 4.7% of delayed trains


EARTHQUAKE 4.6% of delayed trains


OBJECT ON TRACK 3.6% of delayed trains


CONGESTION 3.4% of delayed trains
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Results


Goal


Wayside Train Control System


 Goal met! Continuing improvement in an important area


 Actual .84 / Goal 1.0


 Good teamwork – Engineering & Maintenance, Train Control & OCC


Includes False Occupancy & Routing, Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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Computer Control System
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Results


Goal


Includes ICS computer & SORS, Delays per 100 train runs
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 Goal met – Actual 0.02 / Goal 0.08


 Open issues are aggressively being addressed, including the 


managment of computer storage







10


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


2.0


2.5


Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar


Results


Goal


Traction Power 


Includes Coverboards, Insulators, 


Third Rail Trips, Substations, 


Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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 Goal met – Actual .13 / Goal .2


 M-Line Insulator replacement in progress


 Ongoing RR projects such as 3rd Rail and Insulator Replacement, 


UPS Replacement, Substation Rehab Projects (MPR, Rectifier) 


have increased reliability.
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Results


Goal


Transportation


Includes Late Dispatches, Controller-Train 


Operator-Tower Procedures and Other 


Operational Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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 Goal not met – Actual .55 / Goal .5


 Jan – Train Controller and Train Operator 


Procedures = 18 secondary delays each


 March – Challenges with Train Operator staffing 


levels
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 Goal met – Actual .04 / Goal .30


Solid performance


Track


Includes Rail, Track Tie, 


Misalignment, Switch, 


Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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Results


Goal
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Car Equipment - Reliability
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Results


Goal


 Goal met – MTBSD 4,737 hours / Goal 4,000 hours


 Monitoring closely
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Car Equipment –


Availability @ 0400 hours
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Results


Goal


Goal met – 596 Actual vs. 595 Required


 SCRAM is more balanced – reserved trains are split between shops
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Active


Elevator Availability - Stations


 Goal 98%.  Goal just missed – Actual 97.9%


 Civic Center elevator 57, particularly problematic (doors and 


re-rope)
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Elevator Availability - Garage
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Results


Goal


 Goal 98%. Goal not met - Actual 97.2%


 Several garage elevator repairs were not prioritized due to parking 


structure elevator redundancy and other higher priority work.     
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Results


Goal


Weighted


Availability


Escalator Availability - Street


 Goal 95%. Goal not met - Actual 84.2%


 Down 7.47% from last quarter of 91.67%


 March rain resulted in an increase in outages


 Seven scheduled step chain replacements exceeded our 


staffing capacity
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Results


Goal


Weighted


Availability


Escalator Availability - Platform


 Goal 96%. Goal not met - Actual 95.3%


 Busy quarter managing a large number of heavy repairs


 Hired four MWIII during this quarter, currently at headcount
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AFC Gate Availability
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Results


Goal


 Goal met  - Actual 99.3% / Goal 99.0%







20


60%


70%


80%


90%


100%


Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar


Results


Goal


AFC Vendor Availability


 Goal met  - Actual 96.9% / Goal 95.0%


 Parking Validation Machines Availability – 99.6%


 Completed 125 Clipper HCR4 “Handheld Card Reader” installation 


system-wide; improving station agent customer service.
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Results


Goal


Environment - Outside Stations


Composite rating of:


Walkways & Entry Plaza Cleanliness (50%)  2.56


BART Parking Lot Cleanliness (25%)           2.87


Appearance of BART Landscaping (25%)     2.66


 Goal not met, but slight improvement in performance 
 Cleaning homeless encampments continues to be a 


huge resource drain


 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Walkways/Entry Plazas:  56.4%       
Parking Lots:  71.4%


Landscaping Appearance:  62.9%


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3 = Good


2.80 = Goal


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor
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Results


Goal


Environment - Inside Stations


 Goal not met
 Slight improvement for second consecutive quarter after more than 2 


years of consecutive decline


 New System Service Work Program in place for part of the quarter
 Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good: 


Station Platform:  63.9%; Other Station Areas: 55.4% 


Restrooms:  32.9% Elevators:  45.7%


Composite rating for Cleanliness of:


Station Platform (60%) 2.69


Other Station Areas (20%) 2.53 ↑


Restrooms (10%)  2.03


Elevator Cleanliness (10%) 2.33


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3 = Good


3.00 = Goal


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor


↑ indicates a statistically significant increase from the prior quarter







23


Station Vandalism
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Results


Goal


 Goal not met, improved performance
 73.9% of those surveyed ranked this category as 


either Excellent or Good


Station Kept Free of Graffiti – 2.90


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3.19 = Goal


3 = Good


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor
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Station Services
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Results


Goal


Composite rating of:


Station Agent Availability (65%) 2.85 ↑


Brochures Availability (35%) 2.90


 Goal not met, improved performance
 Availability ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Station Agents:  71.9%
Brochures:  74.3%


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3.06 = Goal


3 = Good


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor


↑ indicates a statistically significant increase from the prior quarter







25


Train P.A. Announcements
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Results


Goal


 Goal not met, improved performance
 Announcement ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Arrivals:        79.0% 
Transfers:      77.8% 
Destinations: 83.4%


Composite rating of:


P.A. Arrival Announcements (33%) 3.10 ↑


P.A. Transfer Announcements (33%) 3.05


P.A. Destination Announcements (33%) 3.20


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3.17 = Goal


3 = Good


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor


↑ indicates a statistically significant increase from the prior quarter
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Train Exterior Appearance


Goal not met


69.9% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good
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Results


Goal


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3.00 = Goal


3 = Good


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor
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Train Interior Cleanliness


Composite rating of:


Train interior cleanliness (60%) 2.49


Train interior kept free of graffiti (40%) 3.22


 Goal not met


 Train Interior ratings of either Excellent or Good:


Train Interior Cleanliness:  52.2%; Graffiti-free:  87.7%


 Window Cleaning project began in February


 Increase in calls for bio clean-up on in-service trains (approx. 90/wk 


including 15-20 syringes)


 New strategy to respond to bio calls quicker


 Thoroughly cleaned over 95% of the fleet this quarter


 Looking at process changes due to changing nature of the challenge
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Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3 = Good


3.00 = Goal


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor
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Train Temperature


3.13 3.11 3.06 3.10 3.15
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Results


Goal


Comfortable Temperature Onboard Train – 3.15 ↑


 Goal met


 85.8 % of those surveyed rated this category as either 
Excellent or Good


Ratings guide: 


4 = Excellent


3.12 = Goal


3 = Good


2 = Only Fair 


1 = Poor


↑ indicates a statistically significant increase from the prior quarter
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Customer Complaints
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Results


Goal


Complaints Per 100,000 Customers


Total complaints lodged this period saw a slight rise 41 (2%) from last quarter,  


but down 372 (15.2%) when compared with the third quarter FY17. 


Complaint numbers increased in the categories AFC, Announcements, Bike 


Program, Parking, Personnel, Police Services, Quality Of Life, Train Cleanliness, 


and Trains while decreases appear in M&E, Passenger Service, Policies, Service, 


and Station Cleanliness.  


“Compliments” number 109, down from 112 last quarter (one year ago these 


numbered 157).


Notable that areas of focused attention – service reliability and station cleanliness 


– had fewer complaints.  Conversely, riders confirmed interior car cleanliness as a 


problem
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Patron Safety:


Station Incidents per Million Patrons
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Employee Safety:


Lost Time Injuries/Illnesses


per OSHA Incidence Rate
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Employee Safety:


OSHA-Recordable Injuries/Illnesses


per OSHA Incidence Rate
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Operating Safety:


Unscheduled Door Openings per Million Car Miles
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Operating Safety:


Rule Violations per Million Car Miles
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 Goal met







36


9.6% 10.4%
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Results


Goal (11.9% Avg.)


BART Police Presence


 Goal not met


Police seen on train 5.4%


Police seen outside the station 14.6%


Police seen in the station 11.0%


Police seen on train after 7:00PM ↓ 3.3%


Police seen outside the station after 7:00PM 15.7%


Police seen in the station after 7:00PM 13.9%


↓ indicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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Quality of Life*
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*Quality of Life Violations include: Disturbing the Peace, Vagrancy, Public Urination,


Fare Evasion, Loud Music/Radios, Smoking, Eating/Drinking and Expectoration


 Quality of Life incidents are up from the last quarter and up from 
the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.  
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Crimes Against Persons


(Homicide, Rape, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault)
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 Goal not met


 Crimes against persons are up from the last quarter and up from the 
corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year. 
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Auto Burglary
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 Goal met


 The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces is down from last 
quarter and slightly up from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal 
year.
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Auto Theft
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 Goal met


 The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces are down from last 
quarter but up from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.
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 The average Emergency Response Time goal was met for the quarter and 


down from the prior quarter as well as the corresponding quarter of the 


prior fiscal year.
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Bike Theft
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 Goal met


 71 bike thefts for current quarter, down 17  from last quarter.





















































































































































































































































BART Station Experience 
Design Guidelines
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BART Board of Directors







1. Summary of Station Experience Design Guidelines
2. Lighting & Customer Experience
3. Art & Customer Experience
4. Next Steps


2BART Station Experience Design Guidelines


Overview







3BART Station Experience Design Guidelines


Building off of a Rich Design History
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BART Stations Reality


Stations look cluttered, even when clean Disparate elements are not organized or coordinated


Minimal design unity:  Low quality & non-standardized 
elements


Lack of welcoming, legible, branded entrance experience







Ongoing
• New BART Advertising Franchise 


Agreement
• Station Retail
• Systems Upgrades
• Wayfinding Upgrades
• Art Master Plan
• Fare Evasion Measures
• State-of-good Repair
• Station Access Improvements


Medium & Long-term
• Reinvestment in BART Stations / 


Station Modernization Program
• New Stations


5BART Station Experience Design Guidelines


Ongoing & Upcoming Programs at BART Stations 
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Precedents


London Underground 
Station Design Idiom


L.A. Metro 
Systemwide Station 
Design “Kit of Parts”
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BART stations will provide 
an excellent customer 
experience through high 
quality, unified design that 
reflects a world-class 
transportation system.


Station design will enable regular, infrequent, 
and new BART customers of all backgrounds 
and abilities to easily access and navigate 
through the BART system and connecting 
mobility services to reach their destination. 


Consistent and high quality design at stations 
shall contribute to a strong systemwide 
identity—increasing ridership, customer 
satisfaction, and BART’s brand value—while 
optimizing system safety, operational 
efficiency, and revenue generation. 


Vision







• Clearly articulate BART’s aspirations for world-class 
stations with an excellent customer experience; 


• Guide the location and design of customer amenities 
and visual media at stations


• Align all BART departments implementing projects
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Purpose
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Focus of Guidelines
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What We Heard


“Increase design 
quality; establish a 


standard”


“Customer 
centered


experience design”


“Stairwells are dark,
grungy; not 
welcoming”


“Minimize the 
clutter”


“Reinforce 
the Brand.”


“Classy, 
high end”


“Lack of 
hierarchy”


“A lot of 
information could


be done more efficiently”


“Intentional 
simplicity”


“Presentation is not
approachable.”


“Make it 
welcoming/


draw people in.”


“Information is 
hidden.”







USABILITY  Focus on customer needs


OPERABILITY  Design facilities to be straightforward to maintain and operate


SAFETY Protect the security and health of passengers and staff


UNITY Establish a legible, consistent, and system-wide design identity


SIMPLICITY Integrate and align products, services and infrastructure


CONTEXT Respond to local conditions to promote a sense of place


ECONOMY Optimize revenues and efficiency


FLEXIBILITY Anticipate future needs


11BART Station Experience Design Guidelines


Principles Summary
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The Passenger Journey & Station Zones







STATION APPROACH
Area from Extent of BART property
to within 10 feet of station entrance
threshold


STATION ENTRANCE
Entrance threshold plus 10 foot
buffer; entirety of entrance canopies
for underground stations


UNPAID AREA CIRCULATION
Area between entrance
and ticketing/fare gates


-


STATION EXPERIENCE DESIGN GUIDELINES


Passenger Journey and Zones


1. 2. 3.
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The Passenger Journey & Station Zones 


Where is the BART station 
entrance and how do I get there?


Where am I permitted to park? 


Is the vehicle/bicycle parking full?


Are there service disruptions?


What is the name of 
this station?


When is my train 
coming?


Which way to the trains and 
ticketing area?


Do I have time to  _________ 
before my train comes?







TICKETING/FAREGATES
Fare gates, station agent
booths, TVM’s 15 foot buffer
on all sides


PAID AREA CIRCULATION
Ticketing/fare gate area to
escalators, stairs, elevators


ESCALATORS/STAIRS PLATFORMS4. 5. 6. 7.
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The Passenger Journey & Station Zones


What route should I take?


Where/how do I buy a ticket?


I need to double check my route.


Where can I find out or get help from 
someone on how to ride BART?


Are these the right fare gates?


When is my train coming?


Are the elevators I need in service?


Which way to the platform that 
takes me to _______ station?


I must remember to validate 
my parking.


Which platform?


Which train do I get on?


When is my train coming?
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Prioritization of Elements by Station Zone


Under 
development
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Station Approach
WAY IN:
Where is the BART station 
entrance and how do I get there?


Where am I permitted to park? 


Is the vehicle/bicycle parking full?


Are there service disruptions?


Key considerations
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Station Approach
Existing Condition


WAY IN:
Where is the BART station 
entrance and how do I get there?


Where am I permitted to park? 


Is the vehicle/bicycle parking full?


Are there service disruptions?
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Station Approach
Proposed


Branded Station Identification 
should be prominent and 
visible from a distance


1


Opportunity for real-time 
parking and/or service 
advisory information


2


Pedestrian paths clearly 
identified


3


Station Identification on major 
roadways is large and high 
enough to be viewed from a 
distance from moving vehicles


4
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Station Entrance
WAY IN:  What is the 
name of this station?


When is my train 
coming?


WAY OUT:  Where am I?


Which way to ________?


Key considerations
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Station Entrance
Existing Condition


WAY IN:  What is the 
name of this station?


When is my train 
coming?


WAY OUT:  Where am I?


Which way to ________?
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Station Entrance
Proposed


Branded, instantly identifiable 
station entrance reminds user 
of station name and reinforces 
systemwide legibility


1


Wayfinding & regulatory signs 
prioritized in entrance zone


2


Organized, standard furniture3
Bike station is designed + located to 
not compete with station identity


4


Wayfinding & connecting service 
information available for exiting 
passengers where they need it


5
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Ticketing/Fare Gates
WAY IN:  What route should I take?


Where/how do I buy a ticket?


I need to double check my route.


Where can I find out or get help from 
someone on how to ride BART?


Are these the right fare gates?


When is my train coming?


Are the elevators I need in service?


Key considerations
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Ticketing/Fare Gates
WAY IN:  What route should I take?


Where/how do I buy a ticket?


I need to double check my route.


Where can I find out or get help from 
someone on how to ride BART?


Are these the right fare gates?


When is my train coming?


Are the elevators I need in service?


Existing Condition
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Proposed


Immersive public art 
reinforces sense of place and 
wayfinding, complementing 
branded station identity signs


1


Consistent branded station 
identity inspires user 
confidence in system


2


Real time info integrated with sign3


More customer-oriented, welcoming 
Station Agent booth identity


4


Wayfinding & connecting service 
information available for exiting 
passengers where they need it


5


Ticketing/Fare Gates
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Escalators/Stairs
Existing Condition
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Escalators/Stairs
Proposed


Immersive advertising 
maximizes revenue and 
enhances overall experience; 
does not compete with 
customer information


1
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Platform
WAY IN:  Which platform?


Which train do I get on?


When is my train coming?


WAY OUT:  Is this my stop?


Which way to the street exit I want?


Which way to the escalator/elevator?


Existing Condition







BART Station Experience Design Guidelines 28


Platform
Proposed


More legible real-time 
information on upgraded 
digital displays (advertising 
could be integrated)


1


Large format advertising can 
be increased; not competing 
with customer information


2


Overhead signs clearly indicate 
station name & exit directions


3


Standardized benches & trash 
reinforce BART systemwide 
identity, minimize visual clutter, 
and are easy to maintain  


4







• BART Lighting Upgrade Projects
• Completed:  LED pilot projects (Pleasant Hill, Ashby, 19th St. Canopy)


• Ongoing:  LED Upgrades & lighting controls on Station Modernization 
Projects (El Cerrito del Norte, Concord Plaza, 19th St., Powell)


• Considerations: 
• Aesthetics, Cost, Safety, Maintenance, Energy Use


Lighting & Customer Experience
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• Lighting greatly impacts 
customer experience
• Perception of safety, level of stress, 


orientation, mood


• Variables: intensity of light, uniformity,  
temperature, directness, glare
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BART Lighting Framework


Excerpt:  London Underground Design Idiom


• Opportunity to: 
• Develop additional guidelines on 


lighting to align with Station 
Experience Design Guidelines
• Lighting strategies corresponding to 


zone of customer journey


• Emphasize passenger comfort and 
high quality design 


• Apply guidelines to upcoming 
District-wide LED retrofit program 
• First phase of LED retrofits focusing 


on existing 14 parking garages


• Stations LED retrofits to follow, can 
be informed by updated guidelines







• Art Master Plan has been developed in close coordination
• Clear goals for station experience and understanding of customer 


journey is critical for success of an art program


• Art is an “element of variability” within a broader, legible system


• Shared need: 
Predictable, 
professional design 
review process 
required to achieve 
station experience 
and art program goals
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Art & Customer Experience







• Use Station Experience Design Guidelines to inform:
• Current and upcoming capital projects (including station modernization)


• Coordination with District advertising master franchisee process


• Art Master Plan implementation


• Develop District-wide procedures to improve monitoring of 
customer experience, design quality 


• Develop coordinated design review process for art and station 
design


• FY19:  Expand guidelines to develop a “Kit of Parts” set of 
architectural & landscape elements; BART Facilities Standard 
specifications; lighting framework
• Identify common materials, finishes, colors, patterns, graphics and other 


visual elements to apply systemwide
32BART Station Experience Design Guidelines


Next Steps
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BART to Livermore – Project Update May 10, 2018
Presentation to BART Board of Directors


Funding by







2


Meeting Topics
• Public Outreach Update


• Responses to Selected Board Requests


• BART to Livermore Decision Process
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BART to Livermore (LVX) Status


• Jul 31, 2017: Released Draft EIR


• Feb 21, 2018: Released Evaluation of Alternatives Report 
bart.gov/Livermore


• Apr 20, 2018: Released Alternatives Outreach Report 
bart.gov/Livermore


• May 2018: Release Final EIR







4


BART Board Meetings


• Mar 8, 2018: Evaluation of Alternatives to Board


• Apr 12, 2018: Isabel Neighborhood Plan (INP)


• Apr 26, 2018: LVX Update and Summary of Public Outreach


• May 10, 2018: LVX Update


• May 24, 2018: Board Consider Certifying EIR and      
Taking LVX Action
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Schedule Considerations
• AB758


• New Tri-Valley San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority may 
not interfere with BART’s planning and delivery of an 
extension to Isabel


• Unless BART fails to adopt such a project by June 30, 2018


• Livermore Isabel Neighborhood Plan (INP) adoption
• Must occur before BART Board can adopt a rail alternative


• Expected May 14, 2018 for Conventional BART
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Proposed Project
Conventional BART to Isabel
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Alt 1 Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) or 
Electric Multiple Unit (EMU)
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Alt 2 Express Bus/
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
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Alt 2 Express Bus/BRT at
Dublin/Pleasanton Station


Above shows cross-section at the station
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Alt 3  Enhanced Bus
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Support by Organizations
Exp Bus/ 


BRT
Enh Bus


Conv 
BART


City of Livermore Support* Oppose Oppose


DMU/ 
EMU


* Do not support recommended location for the storage and maintenance facility


City of Dublin Support


City of Pleasanton Support Oppose Oppose


City of Tracy Support


Alameda County Comm Development Support*


Lawrence Livermore Laboratory Support


Chamberlin Associates Support


Hamcor, Inc. Oppose Oppose Oppose


IKEA Dublin Support


Livermore Valley Chamber of Commerce Support


Shea Homes Support


Livermore Valley Winegrowers Assoc Support
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Support by Organizations, cont.
Exp Bus/ 


BRT
Enh Bus


Conv 
BART


DMU/ 
EMU


Visit Tri-Valley Support


BART2Livermore Coalition Support


East Bay Leadership Council Support


Transform Oppose


Urban Habitat


Bay Area Transportation Working Group


Transdef


Support


Oppose Support


Oppose Support


Oppose


Alameda County Bldg & Const Trades Support


SEIU Local 1021, BART Chapter Support


Eden Housing Support


Housing Consortium of East Bay Support


East Bay for Everyone Oppose
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Support by Policymakers
Exp Bus/ 


BRT
Enh Bus


Conv 
BART


DMU/ 
EMU


US Representative Swalwell Support


Alameda County Supervisor Haggerty Support


Livermore Mayor Marchand Support


Pleasanton Council Support Oppose Oppose


Dublin Mayor Haubert Support
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Expanded Express Bus/BRT Network


• Assumes I-580 to I-680 connection possible without using local roads
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Expanded Express Bus/BRT Network


• Unclear if financially viable


3,500


5,300


0


1,000


2,000


3,000


4,000


5,000


6,000


EIR Express Bus/BRT Expanded Express Bus/BRT


2040 Increase in BART Systemwide Boardings (average weekday) 


+51%
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Isabel Neighborhood Plan
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INP and LVX Alternatives


INP being developed for this alternative


Isabel Station Area Land Use


Conventional BART


Alternative


INP likely need to be re-assessedDMU/EMU


Likely no change to existing General PlanExpress Bus/BRT


Likely no change to existing General PlanEnhanced Bus
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Land Use Scenarios – Isabel Station Area


Jobs


Housing Units


1,800


2,200


PBA, year 2040 
(increase over 


Existing)


8,700


1,400


Existing
(2013)


9,100


4,100


INP Build Out 
(increase over 


Existing)


5,900


0


GP Build Out 
(increase over 


Existing)
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Land Use Scenarios – Rest of Livermore


Jobs


Housing Units


~13,000


~4,500


PBA, year 2040 
(increase over 


Existing)


~13,000


~4,500


INP Build Out 
(increase over 


Existing)


~13,000


~4,500


GP Build Out 
(increase over 


Existing)
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INP Phasing


BART adoption 
of Conventional 


BART


Phase 1


1,247


Full funding for 
LVX secured


Phase 2


529


LVX 
construction 


starts


Phase 3


2,319


TOTAL


4,095


Trigger


Housing 
Units
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2040 Increase in BART Systemwide 
Boardings (average weekday)


11,900 Additional Systemwide Boardings


11,900 


7,000 


3,500 
400 


-


2,000


4,000


6,000


8,000


10,000


12,000


Conventional BART DMU/EMU Express Bus/BRT Enhanced Bus


13,400 


8,300 With 
INP*


With GP


2,200 (Livermore calculation)


* Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton
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2040 Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled
Average Weekday


140,600
92,600


6,500
0


50,000


100,000


150,000


200,000


250,000


300,000


Conventional BART DMU/EMU Express Bus/BRT Enhanced Bus


244,000


272,700


164,500


With 
INP*


* Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton
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2040 Reduction in GHG Emissions
Metric Tons of CO2e per Year


11,200
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12,800


4,800
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* Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton
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Farebox Recovery


58% 60% 61%


140%


7%
0%


50%


100%


150%


200%


250%


Conventional
BART


DMU EMU Express
Bus/BRT


Enhanced Bus


Opening Year


* Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton


64% 67% 67%


With 
INP*
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Farebox Recovery


88%
72% 73%


193%
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250%
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BART


DMU EMU Express
Bus/BRT
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* Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton
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101%
86% 87%
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Cost* per New BART Boarding


Year 2040


20
16


 $


* Cost to build, operate, maintain, rehabilitate, and replace


-5
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35


Conventional
BART


DMU EMU Express
Bus/BRT


Enhanced
Bus


Oper, Maint
Build
Rehab, Replace


$20.6


$30.6 $31.4


$21.5


** Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton


$18.3


$25.8


With INP**


$26.4


$14.2


$22.4


With GP 
(Livermore 
calculation)
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2040 Change in Roadway Volume
AM Westbound Peak Hour


Enhanced Bus


Express Bus/BRT


DMU/EMU


Conventional BART


-5


-10


230


310


-10


-50


-530


-1,020


Altamont PassLivermore –
Dublin/Pleasanton


Isabel 
Station


TOTAL* 11,62019,560


* No Project conditions
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2040 Change in Roadway Volume
AM Westbound Peak Hour With INP**


Enhanced Bus


Express Bus/BRT


DMU/EMU


Conventional BART


15


20


400


470


30


30


-500


-560


Altamont PassLivermore –
Dublin/Pleasanton


Isabel 
Station


TOTAL* 11,62019,560


* No Project conditions
** Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton
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Evaluation of Alternatives
Exp Bus/ 


BRT
Enh BusEMU


Conv 
BART


New BART Systemwide 
Weekday Boardings (2040)


11,900 7,000 3,500 400


Project Cost* (YOE$) $1,635M $1,670M $380M $25M


Farebox Recovery (2040) 88% 73% 193% 40%


DMU


7,000


$1,600M


72%


Cost** per New BART 
Boarding (2040)


$20.6 $31.3 $14.1 $21.2$30.6


* Cost to design and construct
** Cost to build, operate, maintain, rehabilitate, and replace
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Core Capacity Project
• 306 BART vehicles


• Communication-based train control


• HMC Phase II


• Traction power


• $3.5 billion
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Capital Cost per New Annual BART 
Boarding


$59


$474


$788
$821


$370
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Core Capacity Conv BART DMU EMU Express
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Enhanced Bus


** Also adds parking expansion at Dublin/Pleasanton


With INP*


$421


$664
$692


$589
With GP 


(based on 
Livermore 


calculation)
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Capital Cost per Annual VMT 
Reduction
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Capital Cost per Annual Ton of CO2e 
Reduction


$37,000


$146,000


$457,000


$278,000


$102,000
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With INP*


$128,000


$333,000


$228,000
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Proposed Decision Process
Two-part decision


1. Certify the EIR


2. Take action on a project
a. Adopt Conventional BART*


b. Adopt DMU/EMU**


c. Adopt Express Bus/BRT


d. Adopt Enhanced Bus


e. Do not adopt a project


* Requires Livermore to first adopt their INP
** Requires Livermore to first develop and adopt an INP for DMU/EMU


Goal to complete by June 30, 2018
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Irvington BART Station


Project Context
Fremont Station 


Irvington Station 


Warm Springs
Station 1







Irvington BART Station
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Irvington BART Station


Project History
1979 1st Warm Springs Extension Study ‐ identifies potential Irvington station  
1992 BART Board certifies EIR and adopts 2‐station WSX extension project
2003 BART Board certifies SEIR and adopts WSX with optional Irvington station


• Irvington Station to be constructed at Fremont’s expense
2006 FTA Record of Decision (ROD) on EIS 
2008  Cost‐savings elements identified for construction at Irvington site
2010 City Redevelopment funds allocated to construct station
2011 Comprehensive Agreement to construct WSX including Irvington


Fremont General Plan Update & Irvington Community Plan 
• strategies for development of the Irvington District


State eliminates Redevelopment
2014 Alameda County voters pass Measure BB approving $120m for station
2016 ACTC allocates $2.67m for Station Site Plan & CEQA update & Station Area Plan
2017 Letter of Intent executed (BART & City of Fremont)
2017  Station Planning and Environmental update begins 3







Items identified in 2008 and implemented by WSX: 
• Completed Fault Rupture Assessment per Alquist-Priolo Act
• Completed Partial Preliminary Engineering
• Constructed Track Slabs at location of future platforms 
• Included Steel Sleeves for station grade beams and ease of access


Irvington BART Station


Provisions for Future Station


NorthNorth


FUTURE PLATFORM LOCATION 
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Irvington BART Station


Project Timeline
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Irvington BART Station 


Planning Phase ‐ Scope


6


1. Station Site Plan to reflect 
current BART policies, 
updated regulations, etc. 
and community input 


2. Environmental Review 
Update for Station as 
needed


3. Station Area Plan to 
implement General Plan
• Access Plan
• Design Guidelines
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Existing Conditions and Site Constraints


Property Ownership 
(Public = light blue)


0.35 miles 
to I-680
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Irvington BART Station


Gallegos Winery – Historic Site
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NorthNorth







Irvington BART Station


Station Site Plan History


Looking NorthLooking North


SEIR Concept Plan & Partial 
Preliminary Engineering
(2003-2010)


BART Track and 
Side Platforms


Osgood Road
Union Pacific RR


Fare Gates


IRVINGTON BUSINESS 
DISTRICT
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Looking NorthLooking North







Irvington BART Station


Station Site Plan Components
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Irvington BART Station


Station Area Plan
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Fremont General 
Plan (2011)







2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023‐2026


Irvington BART Station 


Project Timeline


12
Construction & Systems Integration 


(through 2026)


Board Info


Board Action


Station Site Plan 
Alternatives


Winter/Spring 2019 
Adopt CEQA update if needed, 
& Re‐Approve Project


Procure
mentPreliminary Engineering & Final Design


‐ Site Plan & 
Env. Update


‐ Station Area 
Plan


May 2018
Board Update


ROW Acquisition, Support 
Engineering, Project Set‐Up


Phase 1: Planning & CEQA


Phase 2: ROW & Design


Phase 3: Construction 
(target 2026 Opening)


Fall 2022
Award 
Construction 
Contract


2026 
Target Station 


Opening


12







Irvington BART Station


Next Steps & Funding


13


Phase Phase Name ACTC Funding 
Request (millions)


ACTC Funding 
Agreement


1 Planning 2.67 Fremont


2 ROW/PE/FD 43.27 BART


3 Construction  74.06 BART


Total (Measure BB ) 120


1. Station Site Plan 
‐May 23, 2018 – Community Meeting: Site Plan Alternatives
‐ Development of preferred station site plan & Environmental Review update 


2. ACTC Funding Request for Phase 2: Design, Engineering & Property Acquisition
‐ June or July 2018


3. Comprehensive Agreement with City of Fremont


4. Final Design/Engineering Contracting


5. Additional funding over ACTC $120m will be needed
‐ Fremont responsible for securing funding, with BART assistance







