



































































































































































































BART

FY 18 Annual Budget
Public Hearing

BART Board of Directors
May 25, 2017





FY 18 Recap and Issues

* Focus for FY |8

* Continue reinvesting in BART’s system infrastructure

* Two-thirds of Capital Budget directed towards system reinvestment
* Implement Measure RR General Obligation Bond

* Integrate New Rail Cars into revenue service

* Open Silicon Valley Berryessa (SVBX) and eBART projects

* Ridership declines impacting operating revenue

» Update to Revised Preliminary Budget
 Addition of 5 police officers and 4 community service officers to outer C-Line/eBART

beginning |/1/18 (covered by $0.2M STA, correction to Stations/Access capital allocation,
and eBART security funding)

* Change to Safety & Security Initiative — add 4 systems service workers and lower capital
portion of initiative to offset





Proforma Budget — Projected Deficit

($M) FY18 FY18
FY17 FY18 Revised Proforma
SOURCES Adopted Proforma Prelim vs. Prelim
Passenger Revenue S 4755 S 4706 S 4728 S 2.2
Fare Increase Rev (CPI-incr. to Capital) 35.4 39.0 38.8 (0.1)
Non-Fare Revenue 61.0 65.9 67.1 1.2
Total Financial Assistance 310.1 322.7 338.8 16.1
TOTAL 882.0 898.1 917.5 194
Expense
Net Labor and Benefits 499.6 544.0 541.9 (2.1)
OPEB Unfunded Liability 2.4 3.1 3.1 -
Traction/Station Power 41.0 43.3 43.3 -
Other Non-Labor 120.5 123.5 129.2 5.7
Purchased Transportation 28.0 29.3 29.3 0.0
Total 691.5 743.2 746.7 3.5
Debt Service and Allocations 192.9 188.8 173.9 (14.9)
TOTAL USES 884.4 932.0 920.6 (11.4)
OPEB Unfunded Liability Offset (2.4) (3.1) (3.1) -

Net Result S 00 $ (30.8) S 00 S 30.8

*excludes Rail Car Fund Swap - FY17 only. No net fiscal impact.





Revised Proposed Solutions

Proforma deficit projection
of $30.8M plus $3.2M in
new initiatives for FY'|8
meant $34M needed

Revised Preliminary Budget

* Implemented $16M
in STA funding

¢ Removed service
reductions

¢ Removed reduction
to senior/disabled
discount

e Added back $3.8M
to baseline capital

* Added $4M
placeholder for LCFS

* Funded Late Night
Bus

¢ Funded additional
initiatives

FTE (SMm)

Expense Reductions $5.3M 395 S 5.3

15 Position Cuts

24.5 Conversions to Capital Funding
Fare Increases $5.7M (6 months)

Magnetic Stripe Ticket Surcharge @ $0.50/trip 5.6

Reduce Discount for Youth from 62.5% to 50% * 0.1
Reduce Allocations (one-time) $12.2

Baseline Capital Allocation 6.2

Rail Car Allocation (S6M funded by LCTOP) 6.0
Additional Initiatives

Transportation Dept. Efficiency Assessment (1.0)

Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Placeholder (4.0)

Late Night Bus Service (0.3)
Additional State Transit Assistance

Operating 10.0

Capital/Operating 6.0
Total Solutions 39.5 $ 34.0
Yin conjuction with increasing the youth age to 18 from 12
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Operating Sources

($millions) FY18 Change
FY17 Revised

Adopted Prelim 3 7
Passenger Revenue $ 510.8 $ 511.7 $ 0.8 0%
Parking Revenue 33.5 35.2 1.7 5%
Other Operating Revenue 27.5 31.9 4.4  16%
Operating Revenue Total 571.8 578.8 6.9 1%
Sales Tax 249.2 252.5 3.2 1%
Property Tax 38.6 42.2 3.6 9%
State Transit Assistance 8.9 26.8 17.9 200%
Other Assistance 13.4 17.3 3.9 29%
Tax & Financial Assistance Total 310.1 338.8 28.6 9%

OPERATING SOURCES TOTAL $ 8820 $ 9175 $ 356 4%





Millions

FY 17 off peak decline accelerating
» -5% weekday off peak, -7% weekends
* 47% of fare revenue from off peak trips
Peak period starting to decline (-1%)

Steepest declines in short trip market

FY17 YTD 3.2% lower than FY 16

FY 18 budget assumes declines level off
e Reduced weekend trip expectations
e Small increases due to extensions

Peak vs. Off-Peak Trip Growth
52
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e Peak Trips === Off-Peak (All days)

Average Weekday Trips, year over year %

change
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FY16 FY17 FY17 FY18

Actual Adopted Estimate Preliminary

Average Weekday Trips 433,394 445,441 423,989 431,709

Total Annual Trips (M) 128.5 132.4 1243 125.9

vs FY17

vs FY16  Adopted vs FY17 est

Average Weekday Trip Growth 2.8% -4.8% 1.8%

Total Annual Trip Growth 3.0% -6.1% 1.3%
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Operating Uses

($millions) FY18 Change
FY17 Revised

Adopted Prelim $ 7
Labor & Benefits $ 4996 $ 5419 $ 423 8%
OPEB Unfunded Liability 2.4 3.1 0.6 25%
Purchased Transportation 28.0 29.3 1.3 5%
Power 41.0 43.3 2.3 6%
Other Non-Labor 120.5 129.2 8.7 7%
Operating Expense Total 691.5 746.7 55.2 8%
Debt Service 51.7 50.8 (2.0) -2%
Baseline Capital Allocation 23.3 14.4 (8.9) -38%
Additional Capital Initiatives 11.3 13.8 2.4  21%
Allocation - Rail Car Sinking Fund 45.0 39.0 (6.0) -13%
Allocation - Priority Capital Programs 35.4 38.8 3.5 10%
Allocation - Stations & Access Projects 5.2 5.0 (0.2) -4%
Allocation - Rail Car f/ SFO Net Result 13.3 7.5 (5.7) -43%
Allocations - Other 7.7 4.5 (3.1) -41%
Total Debt Service & Allocations 192.9 173.9 (19.0) -10%

OPERATING USES TOTAL $ 8844 $ 9206 $ 36.2 4%





Budget Initiatives

(SM)

Preliminary Budget - Initiatives FTE S
Fare Evasion Control 7.0 S 0.8
Weekend Ridership Promotion 0.3
Upgrade Board Room Equipment and Agenda Web Page 0.1
Workforce Development Grant Match 0.5
Extend 50% Discount to Riders age 13-18 1.5 *

TOTAL S 3.2

Preliminary Budget Revised - Additional Initiatives

Transportation Dept. Efficiency Assessment S 1.0
Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Placeholder 4.0
Late Night Bus Service - Increase Funding for Full Year Service 0.3
TOTAL $ 5.3

*revenue loss

* Proposed FY |8 Budget Initiatives were expanded with update of Preliminary Budget to include $16M
in additional STA funding
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e FY |8 Station & Access Program
:

Summary

FY 18 Ongoing Programs Type Location $0.8M*

Safety & Security Initiative Downtown SF Stations $0.8M*

FY18 One-Time Programs Type Location $4.9M*

Safety & Security Initiative Rehab Downtown SF St.atlons $0.4M*
and System-wide

Bike Program Operations Access System-wide $0.IM

* Safety & Security Initiative is revised to add 4 system service workers, increasing the ongoing program
from $0.4M to $0.8M and lowering the one-time capital funding from $0.8M to $0.4M





e FY |8 Station & Access Program
:

Summary (cont.)

FY 18 One-Time Programs (cont.)

Location

Downtown SF

FY 18 Program Total $5.7M 10

Fare Evasion Barriers Mod Stations & high- $1.9M
volume stations
Parking Enforcement Productivit
& Y Access System-wide $0.4M
Improvement
Parking Program Software Upgrades Access System-wide $0.3M
Carpool Enhancement Program Access System-wide $0.1M
BART /
Brentwood Transit Center Access © aceess $0.4M
Brentwood
Public Address System Modernization Rehab System-wide $0.5M
Station Sustainability Mod System-wide $0.5M
Station Entrance Security and Reliability Rehab SF Stations $0.3M






Capital Sources

$1,000

$800

$600

$400

$200

S0

FY18 Capital Sources ($millions)

FY17 Budget

FY18 Prelim
Budget

B GO Bond - Measure RR
M External/Categorical
W Operating Allocations
M GO Bond - ESP

Local
B State

M Federal

Capital Sources - FY18 Budget

W Federal B State
B Local m External/Categorical
= GO Bond - ESP B GO Bond - Measure RR

1 Operating Allocations
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Capital Uses

FY18 Capital Uses ($millions)* Capital Uses - FY18 Budget
$1,000
$73 1 System Expansion
$800
B Service & Capacity
; Enhancement
600
M Earthquake Safety
$400
Safety & Security
$200
B System Reinvestment
SO

FY17 Budget FY18 Prelim
Budget

B System Reinvestment
Safety & Security
M Earthquake Safety

* Does not include $5.5M for Capital Corridor _ _
and other reimbursed capital costs. W Service & Capacity Enhancement

I System Expansion
12





Capital Uses — FY |8 Programs

FY18 % of
Program Budget Budget

System Reinvestment* (Smillions)

Rolling Stock $287.3 29%

Mainline S175.4 18%

Stations $66.5 7%

Controls & Communication $63.9 6%

Facilities $79.8 8%

Work Equipment S0.1 0%
Total System Reinvestment 673.1 67%
Safety & Security 70.4 7%
Earthquake Safety 100.6 10%
Service & Capacity Enhancem 74.8 7%
System Expansion 73.5 7%
Reimbursements 5.5 1%

TOTAL $997.9

* Includes safety-related system renovation, including, coverboards, emergency power, fire safety systems, communications, sidewalk
repairs and other project categories.

13





oo J| Fares: 2.7% CPI-Based Increase

e 2.7% “across-the-board” increase, effective January 1,2018
— 3.2% inflation between 2014 and 2016, less 0.5% for BART
productivity improvements

— Revenue goes to BART’s high priority capital needs: new
rail cars, new automated train control system, and
Hayward Maintenance Complex

e Sample fares:

Effective Jan 1, 2018

Current Fare +2.7% Difference
Balboa Park-Montgomery $1.95 $2.00 $0.05
EC del Norte-12th St/Oakland $2.55 $2.60 $0.05
Walnut Creek-Powell $5.25 $5.40 $0.15






K Fares: Paper Ticket Surcharge of up to +$0.50

or +10%

* Paper ticket surcharge could shift riders to Clipper and

generate revenue--about |/3 current BART trips paper ticket,
2/3 Clipper

* Many regional operators have cash surcharge
— San Francisco Muni: $2.25 Clipper/$2.50 cash
— AC Transit: $2.00 Clipper/$2.10 cash
— Caltrain: Clipper fares are $0.55 less than zonal cash fares

e Sample fares:

Effective Jan 1, 2018

Paper Ticket Fare
Current Fare | Clipper Fare |$0.50 Surcharge | 10% Surcharge

Balboa Park-Montgomery $1.95 $2.00 $2.50 $2.20

EC del Norte-12th St/Oakland $2.55 S2.60 $3.10 $2.85

Walnut Creek-Powell $5.25 $5.40 $5.90 $5.95






Fares: 50% Youth Discount through age |8

Current youth discounts
— 62.5% for youth age 5 through 12

— 50% discount for students attending participating middle and high
schools

— Under 5 ride for free

Option offers all youth age 5-18 a 50% discount
— Youth 5-12 discount reduced from 62.5% to 50%
— All youth [3-18 receive 50% discount

Extending age supports regional goal of consistent discount
policies among transit operators

— Most operators offer discount through age 18, including San

Francisco Muni,AC Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit,
and VTA

e TitleVl analysis and outreach previously completed





FY 18 Budget Schedule

March 2 |**

Mar-May
Mar 31

Apr | 3*
Apr | 3%
Apr | 8%*
Apr | 8%*
May | I*
May | 67*
May 25%*

Jun 8*

Jun | 3%
Jun 22*

* Board

FY18 Budget Update

Fare options Title VI public outreach & analysis

FY 18 Preliminary Budget release

FY 18 Budget - Pension and Retiree Medical Review

FY 18 Preliminary Budget Overview

Finance, Budget and Bond Oversight Committee

Fare Evasion Initiative Discussion (Ops & Safety Committee)
FY 18 Budget - Sources, Uses, Service Plan, & Capital Budget
Finance, Budget and Bond Oversight Committee

FY 18 Public Hearing; Adopt Proposition 4 Limit; Title VI Fare Equity
Analyses for Proposed FY |8 Fare Modifications and Youth Discount
Change (info)

Title VI Fare Equity Analyses for Proposed FY |8 Fare Modifications and
Youth Discount Change (action)

Finance, Budget and Bond Oversight Committee
Adopt FY |8 Budget (action)

** Standing Committee 17
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors DATE: May 17, 2017
FROM: General Manager
SUBJECT: State and Federal Legislation

At the May 25 Board of Directors meeting, staff will present state and federal legislation for your
consideration.

Attached are bill analyses and recommendations for five state bills and two federal bills. The legislation
has a nexus to BART and aligns with the 2017 State and Federal Program Goals adopted by the Board of
Directors.

LEGISLATION FOR SUPPORT (7)

AB 399 (Grayson) Autonomous Vehicles: Contra Costa Transportation Authority: Pilot Project
AB 1444 (Baker) Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority: Demonstration Project

SB 22 (Hill) Firearms: Law Enforcement Agencies: Agency Firearm Accounting

SB 54 (de Leon) Law Enforcement: Data Sharing

SB 595 (Beall) Metropolitan Transportation Commission: Toll Bridge Revenues

S. 862 (Klobuchar, D-MN) The American Apprenticeship Act
H.R. 1670 (Delaney, D-MD)  The Infrastructure 2.0 Act

Following the staff presentation, a request will be made of the Board to consider passing the draft motion
shown below.

If you have any questions, please contact Rodd Lee, Department Manager, Government and Community
Relations at 510-464-6235.

Grace Crunican

Attachments

cc: Deputy General Manager
Board Appointed Officers
Executive Staff

DRAFT MOTION:
That the Board of Directors supports AB 399, AB 1444, SB 22, SB 54, SB 595, S. 862, and H.R. 1670.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

State: AB 399

Author: Grayson (D-Concord)

Title: Autonomous Vehicles: Contra Costa Transportation Authority: Pilot Project
Sponsor: N/A

Background:

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) has become the lead public transportation agency in the
Bay Area pursuing research, development, testing and commercialization of connected vehicle (CV)
applications and autonomous vehicle (AV) technologies. In 2016, the BART Board supported and the
Legislature passed AB 1592 (Bonilla), which allowed CCTA to conduct a pilot project for the testing of
shared AVs that do not have a driver seated in the driver’s seat under specified conditions. CCTA is currently
testing vehicles at the GoMentum Station, a CV/AV facility located at the former Concord Naval Weapons
Stations, before testing the transportation of employees at the Bishop Ranch business park in San Ramon.

Purpose:

AB 399 would extend the authorization for the pilot project to 12 months after the operative date of
regulations promulgated by the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). The DMV adopted testing
regulations in May 2014 and anticipates adopting finalized regulations for non-testing purposes before the
end of 2017, with the final regulations taking effect 120 days after they have been adopted. Currently the
project has until 180 days after the operative date of regulations promulgated by DMV.

BART Impact:

Early in 2016, CCTA requested that BART become a partner in the pilot project, both financially as well as
in identifying policy and infrastructure issues surrounding the use of 11-passenger, low speed, electric
CV/AYV vehicles accessing BART stations. Central and East Contra Costa BART Directors at that time and
staff concurred that given the severe parking constraints at Contra Costa BART stations and potential
applications of this technology, particularly as a first- and last-mile access mode to BART that support was
warranted.

In March 2016, CCTA amended its Measure J Strategic Plan to include the Shared AV Pilot Project as a
project in the funding category of BART Parking and Access (Central County) and appropriated $250,000
from this source. These Measure J funds provide a very small amount of the total project costs and are being
used for research, design, and testing.

Known Support/Opposition:
Unknown at this time.

Other Comments:

AB 399 became a 2-year bill when it failed to meet the deadline of April 28 for fiscal bills to pass out of
their respective policy committees. Given its current status, staff planned to bring AB 399 to the board at
the beginning of the second-year session in 2018 when amendments are likely to be made. However, after





further review and consideration of BART’s financial and policy support of the project, a position on AB
399, as written, is justified.

Status:

Two-year bill - failed to meet deadline for fiscal bills to pass out of respective policy committees.
Hearing set in Assembly Transportation Committee on April 17, cancelled at author’s request.
Introduced February 9; dual referred to the Assembly Transportation Committee and Assembly
Communications and Conveyance Committee.

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch [0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/15/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

State: AB 1444

Author: Baker (R-San Ramon) Co-author(s): Senator Glazer (D-Orinda)
Title: Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority: Demonstration Project

Sponsor: N/A

Background:

In 2012, the Legislature passed SB 1298 (Padilla) which established conditions for operating autonomous
vehicles (AVs) on California’s public roads for testing purposes and directed the Department of Motor
Vehicles (DMV) to adopt regulations for such operations by January 1, 2015. The DMV adopted testing
regulations in May 2014 and anticipates adopting finalized regulations for non-testing purposes before the
end of 2017, with the final regulations taking effect 120 days after they have been adopted. These regulations
bring California closer to creating the innovative technology, traffic relief, and jobs associated with the AV
industry.

Purpose:

AB 1444 authorizes the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) to conduct a demonstration
project through May 1, 2018, for the testing of AVs without a driver in the driver’s seat, in the City of Dublin,
and under specific conditions. This bill also requires certain information be submitted to the DMV prior to
beginning the pilot and only allows LAVTA to conduct the pilot if the DMV has not adopted its anticipated
regulations relating to AVs by the end of 2017.

BART Impact:

The authorized pilot project is currently anticipated to be fully contained in the City of Dublin and is likely
to be designed to serve, in part, transit users accessing BART at the two Dublin stations. Autonomous
vehicles could also provide options for BART riders such as first- and -last mile connections and help create
a mode shift from single occupant vehicles to transit.

Known Support/Opposition:
Support: Alameda County Transportation Commission, Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority

Opposition: California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit Union, California Conference of
Machinists, California Teamsters Public Affairs Council, TechNet

Other Comments:

In the previous legislative session, BART supported AB 1592 (Bonilla), which was signed into law and
allowed the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) to conduct a pilot project for the testing of AVs
that do not have a driver seated in the driver’s seat under specified conditions. CCTA is testing vehicles at
the GoMentum Station, located at the former Concord Naval Weapons Stations, before testing the
transportation of employees at the Bishop Ranch business park in San Ramon.





Status:

Third reading file for May 22.

Passed Assembly Appropriations Committee on May 10 (Y:12, N:1, A:4).

Passed Assembly Communications and Conveyance Committee on April 26 (Y:10, N:0, A:3).
Passed Assembly Transportation Committee on April 17 (Y:9, N:1, A:4).

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch [0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/18/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

State: SB 22

Author: Hill (D-San Mateo)

Title: Firearms: Law Enforcement Agencies: Agency Firearm Accounting
Sponsor: N/A

Background:

Under existing law, there are a variety of circumstances in which a law enforcement agency is required to
enter a firearm into the Automated Firearms System (AFS), a statewide database maintained by the
Department of Justice relating to firearms, including when the firearm is acquired by an agency or when a
firearm is reported lost or stolen. Additionally, existing law requires that firearms be reported lost or stolen
within five days of the discovery that the firearm is missing. Law enforcement, however, is exempt from
this reporting requirement if the officer reports the missing firearm to his or her agency.

Purpose:

SB 22 would require law enforcement agencies to adopt a written procedure to account for all firearms that
are owned, acquired, maintained, sold, loaned, lost, stolen, or in any way possessed by that agency, or by an
employee of that agency that are used or carried for purposes of carrying out the official duties of his or her
employment. The policies must include a process for the agency to annually reconcile their inventory of
guns, include a procedure for officers to report lost or stolen weaponry, and include a disciplinary process
for failure to report such weapons. SB 22 also updates current law to require law enforcement agencies to
report to the AFS database lost or stolen guns within 10 days of the occurrence.

BART Impact:

The BART Police Department seeks to ensure a safe environment within the transit system. In the Bay Area,
firearms belonging to law enforcement officers have been stolen and used to commit violent crimes. SB 22
aims to ensure unaccounted firearms are appropriately reported. Lowering risks stemming from lost or stolen
firearms, may also aid in keeping BART riders and the general public safe.

Known Support/Opposition:

Support: California Chapters of the Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence, Firearms Policy Coalition
Opposition: None at this time.

Other Comments:
Status:

Referred to Assembly Appropriations Committee, placed on suspense file April 17.
Passed Senate Public Safety Committee on March 21 (Y:7, N:0, A:0).

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch [0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/15/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

State: SB 54

Author: de Leon (D-Los Angeles) Co-author(s): Senators Atkins (D-San Diego), Beall
(D-San Jose), Pan (D-Sacramento), Wiener (D-San
Francisco); Assembly Members Bonta (D-Alameda),
Chiu (D-San Francisco), Cooper (D-Elk Grove),
Gomez (D-Los Angeles), Levine (D-San Rafael),
Reyes (D-Colton), Santiago (D-Los Angeles)

Title: Law Enforcement: Data Sharing

Sponsor: N/A

Background:

Under current law, a law enforcement official has discretion to cooperate with federal immigration officials
by detaining an individual on the basis of an “immigration hold” after that individual becomes eligible for
release from custody only if the continued detention of the individual on the basis of the immigration hold
would not violate any federal, state, or local law, or any local policy, and only under specified circumstances.

Under current federal law, a state or local government entity or official may not prohibit or restrict a
government entity or official from sending information to, or receiving information from, the federal
Immigration and Naturalization Service regarding the citizenship or immigration status of any individual.

Purpose:

SB 54 would limit state and local law enforcement agencies involvement in immigration enforcement and
ensures that eligible individuals are able to seek services from and engage with state agencies without
regard to their immigration status.

Specifically, SB 54 ensures that state and local agencies will not engage in immigration enforcement; will
review their confidentiality policies to ensure that eligible individuals are not deterred from seeking services;
establish and make public policies that limit immigration enforcement to the fullest extent possible; and shall
not collect or share information from individuals unless necessary to perform agency duties. SB 54 will also
prohibit use of public resources to investigate, detain, detect, or arrest persons for immigration enforcement
purposes.

BART Impact:

The Board is drafting a Safe Transit Policy which underscores the rights of BART riders. The policy will
clearly articulate how the practices and policies of the BART Police Department (BPD) affirm the Board’s
commitment to the rights of our riders in all circumstances, particularly if the BPD has interactions with
federal immigration authorities.

An update on the Safe Transit Policy is scheduled to be presented to the Operations and Safety Committee
on June 13. An update to the full Board on this topic is currently scheduled for June 22.





Known Support/Opposition:
See list below.

Other Comments:

Status:
Referred to Assembly Public Safety Committee and Assembly Judiciary Committee, no hearing dates set.
Passed out of Senate on April 3 (Y:27, N:12, A:1).

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch 0 Oppose

Support:

Abriendo Puerta/Opening Doors

AFSCME, AFL-CIO

Alliance for Boys and Men of Color

Alliance San Diego

American Academy of Pediatrics, California
American Civil Liberties Union

Asian Americans Advancing Justice-California
Asian American Criminal Trial Lawyers Association
Asian Law Alliance

ASPIRE

Bill Wilson Center

California Adolescent Health Collaborative
California Association for Bilingual Education
California Central Valley Journey for Justice
California College and University Police Chiefs Association
California Faculty Association

California Federation of Teachers (CFT), AFL-CIO
California Health + Advocates

California Immigrant Policy Center

California Labor Federation

California La Raza Lawyers Association

California Partnership to End Domestic Violence
Californians for Justice Education Fund
Californians for Safety and Justice

Californians Together Coalition

Center for Gender and Refugee Studies

Central American Resource Center-Los Angeles
Centro Laboral de Graton

Children’s Defense Fund-CA

Courage Campaign

CREDO

Drug Policy Alliance

Equality California

Eric Garcetti, Mayor of Los Angeles

Esperanza Immigrant Rights Project of Catholic Charities of Los Angeles
Evergreen Teachers Association





Faith in the Valley

Filipino Youth Coalition

Friends Committee on Legislation of California
Immigrant Legal Resource Center

Inland Coalition for Immigrant Justice

Inland Empire Immigrant Youth Coalition

Jewish Public Affairs Committee of California
Koreatown Immigrant Workers Alliance

La Raza Roundtable de California

Latino and Latina Roundtable

Latino Coalition for a Healthy California

Loyola Immigrant Justice Clinic

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund
Mi Familia Vota

Mixteco/Indigena Community Organizing Project
MomsRising

Monument Impact

Muslim Student Association West

National Association of Social Workers, California Chapter
National Lawyers Guild, Los Angeles

North County Immigration Task Force of San Diego
National Council of Jewish Women California
National Day Laborer Organizing Network
National Immigration Law Center

Nikkei for Civil Rights and Redress

Nikkei Progressives

Orange County Immigrant Youth United

Our Family Coalition

Pangea Legal Services

Peace and Freedom Party of California
PolicyLink

RISE San Luis Obispo

San Diego Dream Team

San Diego Immigrant Rights Consortium

San Diego La Raza Lawyers Association

San Joaquin Immigrant Youth Collective

Santa Cruz County Immigration Project

Services, Immigrant Rights, and Education Network
SEIU California

SEIU Local 1021

Somos Mayfair

South Asian Network

Students Matter

Tongan American Youth Foundation

The Children’s Partnership

The Utility Reform Network

Training Occupational Development Educating Communities Legal Center
UDW/AFSCME Local 3930

UNITE HERE

UPLIFT

Village Connect, Inc.





Voices for Progress Education Fund
Warehouse Worker Resource Center
Western Center on Law and Poverty
YWCA Glendale

A number of individuals

Opposition:

California Peace Officers’ Association
California State Sheriffs” Association
San Bernardino County Sheriff

A number of individuals

Analysis completed on 5/18/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

State: SB 595

Author: Beall (D-San Jose)

Title: Metropolitan Transportation Commission: Toll Bridge Revenues
Sponsor: N/A

Background:

The Bay Area’s strong economy is dependent on the region’s transportation infrastructure, which is currently
hindered by freeway traffic congestion and overcrowding on public transit. The congestion is exacerbated
in the corridors of the seven state-owned toll bridges that connect the regions of the Bay Area and has a
negative impact on quality of life, access to jobs, educational opportunities, and job creation and retention.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is leading the effort to obtain legislative authority to
place on the ballot a measure to increase tolls on the seven state-owned bridges in the San Francisco Bay
Area region. This toll increase, which would be known as Regional Measure 3 (RM3), would fund traffic
congestion relief, bridge rehabilitation and maintenance, rail connectivity and improved mobility in the
bridge corridors.

Purpose:

SB 595, identified to implement RM3, requires the nine Bay Area counties to conduct a special election to
increase the toll rate charged on state-owned bridges within the region and provides that additional revenues
generated from the rate increase are used to meet the funding obligations related to transportation projects.

SB 595 also specifies that revenue left over after funding the transportation projects may be used for bridge
rehabilitation and projects targeted at reducing vehicle congestion and improving mobility options for bridge
corridors. The bill does not yet identify parameters for authorized toll increases or identify project-specific
allocations of toll revenue, but it appears likely that amendments in the coming weeks or months will address
both issues.

BART Impact:

Increased toll revenue authorized by SB 595 may be used to fund additional rail cars, other capacity
enhancing improvements, and critical safety upgrades to the BART system. In February 2017, the BART
Board of Directors adopted a set of principles and a prioritized list of projects to be considered as the region
puts together a project list for RM3. BART’s list has 306 additional train cars as the Board’s highest priority.
These cars would be in addition to BART’s currently funded procurement of 775 new train cars.

Known Support/Opposition:

Support: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Alameda County Transportation Commission, Contra
Costa Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Transit
District, Solano Transportation Authority, Transportation Authority of Marin, Caltrain, Ed Lee — Mayor,
San Francisco, Bay Area Council, City of Oakland, City of Emeryville, City of Walnut Creek, City of San
Leandro, City of Palo Alto, Transbay Transit Center





Opposition: None at this time.

Other Comments:

Status:
Referred to Assembly Appropriations Committee, placed on suspense file May 15 (Y:7, N:0, A:0).
Passed Senate Transportation and Housing Committee on April 25 (Y:9, N:3, A:1).

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch [0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/18/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

Federal Bill: S. 862
Author: Senator Amy Klobuchar (D-MN) Co-sponsor(s): Susan Collins (R-ME)
Title: The American Apprenticeship Act

Background:

This legislation was introduced to support and expand apprenticeship programs. These programs help meet
the demand for a skilled workforce in industries such as transportation, health care, and information
technology. Though evidence indicates that the apprenticeship model is a highly effective training model,
it is not widely used by American workers or employers.

Purpose:

The American Apprenticeship Act (S. 862) would provide funding to states for the creation or expansion of
tuition assistance programs that benefit participants in pre-apprenticeship and registered apprenticeship
programs.

The bill would authorize $15,000,000 annually for five years to provide grants to states to be used for tuition
assistance. Specifically, the legislation would:

e Recognize that states play a pivotal role in elevating and expanding pre-apprenticeships and
Registered Apprenticeships as workforce solutions

e Authorize the Department of Labor to award competitive grants to states that have developed
effective strategies to diversify, market, and scale Registered Apprenticeship and pre-apprenticeship
programs

e Bolster funding for state efforts to assist participants in pre-apprenticeships and Registered
Apprenticeships in obtaining industry-relevant classroom instruction

e Require the Department of Labor to analyze the use of apprenticeships in in-demand occupations

BART Impact:

S. 862 supports the Board’s adopted federal goal of seeking federal funds to support local workforce
development programs. In August 2015, BART was chosen to receive a $750,000 Department of
Transportation grant to help create direct and accessible employment pathways for students to more easily
enter the transit industry. BART’s Transit Career Ladders Training (TCLT) Program is a partnership with
local community colleges and workforce investment boards and includes course work, technical training,
and field training. BART continues to explore opportunities for a future ‘on the job training’ program and
S. 862 may provide funding for this effort.

BART also has a transit elevator-escalator apprenticeship program focused on supporting and expanding the
pool of individuals who are trained and possess a Certified Competent Conveyance Mechanic
license. BART’s apprenticeship program is registered with the Federal and State Department of Labor and
currently receives California tuition benefit assistance.





Known Support/Opposition:
Unknown at this time.

Other Comments:

Status:
Introduced on April 6, 2017, and referred to the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch 0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/15/17.





BART Bill Analysis and Recommendation

Federal Bill: H.R. 1670

Author: Rep. John Delaney (D-MD) Co-sponsor(s): Yoho (R-FL), Aguilar (D-CA),
Bera (D-CA), Bustos (D-IL), Gabbard (D-H]I),
Hanabusa (D-HI), Kelly (D-IL), Kuster (D-NH),
Langevin (D-RI), Maloney (D-NY), McCollum (D-
MN), McKinley (R-WV), Moulton (D-MA), Norcross
(D-NJ), Perlmutter (D-CO), Polis (D-CO), Quigley
(D-IL), Ruppersberger (D-MD), Sinema (D-AZ), Soto
(D-FL)

Title: The Infrastructure 2.0 Act

Background:

Congress continues to look for solutions to fund the Highway Trust Fund (HTF), which currently has a $139
billion shortfall over ten years. The FAST Act provides funding for the HTF through 2020, but the
legislation did not address long-term solvency. While Congress looks for long-term solutions, one short-
term fix that continues to be suggested by Members of Congress is the use of revenues from repatriation for
infrastructure. The Trump Administration and Congress have said tax reformis a priority. Should Congress
take up a tax reform package, international corporate tax reform revenues could be used to infuse the
Highway Trust Fund.

Purpose:

The legislation would establish deemed repatriation at an 8.75% tax rate for existing overseas earnings
accumulated by U.S. multi-national corporations. This would produce enough revenue to provide an
additional $120 billion to the Highway Trust Fund, enough for six years of solvency at increased levels. The
legislation would also create a bipartisan and bicameral commission that is tasked with developing a solution
for permanent solvency of the Highway Trust Fund.

BART Impact:

H.R. 1670 is consistent with the Board’s adopted goals of advocating for public transit funding within the
administration’s infrastructure initiative. BART is working with its federal legislative delegation, the
American Public Transit Association (APTA) and fellow passenger rail agencies through the Metropolitan
Rail Discussion Group (MRDG) to ensure the new administration understands the importance of public
transportation investment and maintaining the current federal transit program.

Known Support/Opposition:
Unknown at this time.

Other Comments:





Status:
Introduced on March 22, 2017. Referred to House Committee on Ways and Means; Committee on

Transportation and Infrastructure, and Committee on Rules.

Recommendation:
Support [1 Watch [0 Oppose

Analysis completed on 5/15/17.
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San Diego

Woodland Hills

To the Board of Directors of the
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
Oakland, California

We have audited, in accordance with the auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, the financial statements of the Enterprise Fund
and the Retiree Health Benefit Trust Fund of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (the
“District™), as of and for the year ended June 30, 2016, and the related notes to the financial statements,
which collectively comprise the District’s basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon
dated November 23, 2016.

Internal Control over Financial Reporting

In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements, we considered the District’s internal
control over financial reporting (internal control) to determine the audit procedures that are appropriate in
the circumstances for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the financial statements, but not for the
purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s internal control. Accordingly, we
do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s internal control.

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or
detect and correct, misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or a combination
of deficiencies, in internal control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement
of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. A
significant deficiency is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control that is less
severe than a material weakness, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged with
governance.

Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this
section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material
weaknesses or significant deficiencies and therefore, material weaknesses or significant deficiencies may
exist that were not identified. Given these limitations, during our audit we did not identify any
deficiencies in internal control that we consider to be material weaknesses. However, material weaknesses
may exist that have not been identified.

Compliance and Other Matters

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the District’s financial statements are free from
material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations,
contracts and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the
determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on compliance with those
provisions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The
results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be
reported under Government Auditing Standards.

Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP
2121 N. California Boulevard, Suite 750
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 www.mgocpa.com





Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of internal control and compliance
and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal
control or on compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards in considering the entity’s internal control and compliance. Accordingly,
this communication is not suitable for any other purpose.

Mecies G ¢ OComell (5P

Walnut Creek, California
November 23, 2016
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Independent Auditor’s Report on Compliance for Each Major Federal Program;
Report on Internal Control over Compliance; and Report on Walnut Creek
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards Required by the Uniform Guidance Woodland Hills

To the Board of Directors of the
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
Oakland, California

Report on Compliance for Each Major Federal Program

We have audited the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s (the “District”) compliance with the
types of compliance requirements described in the OMB Compliance Supplement that could have a direct
and material effect on each of the District’s major federal programs for the year ended June 30, 2016. The
District’s major federal programs are identified in the summary of auditor’s results section of the
accompanying schedule of findings and questioned costs.

Management’s Responsibility

Management is responsible for compliance with federal statutes, regulations, and the terms and conditions
of its federal awards applicable to its federal programs.

Auditor’s Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on compliance for each of the District’s major federal
programs based on our audit of the types of compliance requirements referred to above. We conducted
our audit of compliance in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued
by the Comptroller General of the United States; and the audit requirements of Title 2 U.S. Code of
Federal Regulations Part 200, Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform Guidance). Those standards and the Uniform Guidance
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance
with the types of compliance requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect
on a major federal program occurred. An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the
District’s compliance with those requirements and performing such other procedures as we considered
necessary in the circumstances.

We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion on compliance for each major
federal program. However, our audit does not provide a legal determination of the District’s compliance.

Opinion on Each Major Federal Program

In our opinion, the District complied, in all material respects, with the types of compliance requirements
referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on each of its major federal programs for the
year ended June 30, 2016.

Macias Gini & O'Connell LLP
2121 N. California Boulevard, Suite 750
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 www.mgocpa.com





Report on Internal Control over Compliance

Management of the District is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over
compliance with the types of compliance requirements referred to above. In planning and performing our
audit of compliance, we considered the District’s internal control over compliance with the types of
requirements that could have a direct and material effect on each major federal program to determine the
auditing procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances for the purpose of expressing an opinion on
compliance for each major federal program and to test and report on internal control over compliance in
accordance with the Uniform Guidance, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the
effectiveness of internal control over compliance. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the
effectiveness of the District’s internal control over compliance.

A deficiency in internal control over compliance exists when the design or operation of a control over
compliance does not allow management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned
functions, to prevent, or detect and correct, noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a
federal program on a timely basis. A material weakness in internal control over compliance is a
deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control over compliance, such that there is a
reasonable possibility that material noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal
program will not be prevented, or detected and corrected, on a timely basis. A significant deficiency in
internal control over compliance is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control over
compliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal program that is less severe than a material
weakness in internal control over compliance, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged
with governance.

Our consideration of internal control over compliance was for the limited purpose described in the first
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over
compliance that might be material weaknesses or significant deficiencies, and therefore, material
weaknesses or significant deficiencies may exist that were not identified. We did not identify any
deficiencies in internal control over compliance that we consider to be material weaknesses. However, we
identified a deficiency in internal control over compliance, as described in the accompanying schedule of
findings and questioned costs as item 2016-001, that we consider to be a significant deficiency.

The District’s response to the internal control over compliance finding identified in our audit is described
in the accompanying schedule of findings and questioned costs. The District’s response was not
subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of compliance and, accordingly, we express no
opinion on the response.

The purpose of this report on internal control over compliance is solely to describe the scope of our
testing of internal control over compliance and the results of that testing based on the requirements of the
Uniform Guidance. Accordingly, this report is not suitable for any other purpose.

Report on Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards Required by the Uniform Guidance

We have audited the financial statements of the District, as of and for the year ended June 30, 2016, and
the related notes to the financial statements, which collectively comprise the District’s basic financial
statements. We issued our report thereon dated November 23, 2016, which contained an unmodified
opinion on those financial statements.





Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that collectively
comprise the basic financial statements. The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards is
presented for purposes of additional analysis as required by the Uniform Guidance and is not a required
part of the basic financial statements. Such information is the responsibility of management and was
derived from and relates directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the basic
financial statements. The information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of
the financial statements and certain additional procedures, including comparing and reconciling such
information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the basic financial
statements or to the basic financial statements themselves, and other additional procedures in accordance
with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. In our opinion, the schedule
of expenditures of federal awards is fairly stated in all material respects in relation to the basic financial
statements as a whole.

Mecies G ¢ O'Comell (5P

Walnut Creek, California
March 16, 2017





SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
For the year ended June 30, 2016
(dollar amounts in thousands)

Federal Federal
Awards Awards Federal Share
Grant Total Approved Expended Expended as of June 30, 2016
CFDA Approval Approved Federal Prior to During
Program Description Number Date Budget Grant Fiscal Year  Fiscal Year Expended Received Receivable
U.S. Department of Justice:
Federal Bureau of Investigation
San Francisco Joint Terrorism Task Force FY 16 16.unknown 07/26/04 $ 10 §$ 10 $ - $ 10 $ 10 § 73 3
Total U.S. Department of Justice 10 10 - 10 10 7 3
U.S. Department of Transportation:
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Federal Transit Cluster
Federal Transit_Capital Investment Grants (Section 5309): 20.500
Direct programs:
CA-03-0729-01 03/30/05 21,373 17,099 13,206 462 13,668 13,536 132
CA-05-0211 09/14/06 36,106 28,885 28,104 781 28,885 28,096 789
CA-05-0216 07/16/07 50,335 40,268 36,873 3,395 40,268 40,054 214
CA-05-0248-00 09/21/10 48,055 38,444 26,334 10,884 37,218 32,823 4,395
CA-05-0253 09/16/11 45,630 36,504 20,839 11,663 32,502 27,997 4,505
CA-05-0263-00 09/21/12 36,399 29,119 16,077 8,752 24,829 22,052 2,777
CA-04-0212-00 01/06/14 5173 4,138 970 79 1,049 970 79
Pass Through - Union City, Terminal/Intermodal Bus Station
CA-04-0151-00 02/26/10 1,199 959 820 139 959 850 109
CA-04-0046 09/11/07 3,232 2,586 2,586 - 2,586 2,444 142
CA-04--0169-00 (b) 06/02/10 1,084 867 867 - 867 867 -
Total Federal Transit_Capital Investment Grants 248,586 198,869 146,676 36,155 182,831 169,689 13,142
Federal Transit_Formula Grants (Section 5307): 20.507
Direct programs:
CA-90-Y111 09/23/02 52,032 43,928 43,893 35 43,928 43,889 39
CA-90-Y216 (b) 08/07/03 12,193 9,754 9,740 14 9,754 9,754 -
CA-90-Y270 09/24/02 74,175 61,614 60,116 1,498 61,614 61,578 36
CA-90-Y339 07/25/05 43,704 35,939 24,934 4,060 28,994 27,325 1,669
CA-90-Y541 07/27/07 57,412 45,930 30,588 1,215 31,803 30,413 1,390
CA-05-0224 09/02/08 62,144 49,715 35,981 13,367 49,348 47,172 2,176
CA-04-0043 09/17/08 10,854 8,683 6,686 343 (d) 7,029 7,014 15
CA-05-0236 08/26/09 67,620 54,096 43,953 9,441 53,394 51,865 1,529
CA-04-0126 09/09/09 3,951 3,161 2,587 (79) 2,508 2,587 (79)
CA-90-Y604 08/05/08 33,575 26,860 18,954 5,842 24,796 22,824 1,972
CA-90-0689 05/12/08 1,096 877 649 210 859 668 191
CA-95-X095-00 08/24/09 31,157 27,583 27,138 6 27,144 27,138 6
CA-90-Y694-00 08/26/09 12,708 10,167 7,161 573 7,734 7,522 212
CA-90-Y833-00 09/24/10 14,507 11,606 6,461 1,858 8,319 7,983 336
CA-95-X145-00 09/22/11 8,193 7,253 3,242 1,308 (e) 4,550 4,313 237
CA-90-Y873-00 09/22/11 67,615 54,092 40,819 5,390 46,209 45,706 503
CA-90-Y946-00 09/21/12 88,561 70,849 62,984 5,130 68,114 64,811 3,303

(b) Grant was closed during the fiscal year
(d) Amount provided to subrecipient is $191
(e) Amount provided to subrecipient is $207

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
For the year ended June 30, 2016
(dollar amounts in thousands)

Federal Federal
Awards Awards Federal Share
Grant Total Approved Expended Expended as of June 30, 2016
CFDA Approval Approved Federal Prior to During
Program Description Number Date Budget Grant Fiscal Year  Fiscal Year Expended Received Receivable
U.S. Department of Transportation (continued):
Direct programs (continued):
CA-90-Z079-00 01/14/14 $ 20894 % 16,715 $ 12401  $ 1,231 $ 13632  $ 13,145  $ 487
CA-90-X236-00 02/07/14 56,975 50,440 11,816 12,144 23,960 20,189 3,771
CA-95-X271-00 08/05/14 7,188 6,393 543 3,075 3,618 3,408 210
CA-90-Z177-00 08/26/14 12,839 10,271 7,279 107 7,386 7,317 69
CA-95-X301-00 (@) 09/25/15 12,338 6,591 - 2,949 2,949 2,857 92
CA-90-Z276-00 (@) 09/25/15 4,502 3,602 - 1,346 1,346 1,346 -
Pass Through - Union City, Terminal/Intermodal Bus Station
CA-95-X048 (b) 04/30/09 2,063 1,826 1,826 - 1,826 1,826 -
Total Federal Transit_Formula Grants 758,296 617,945 459,751 71,063 530,814 512,650 18,164
State of Good Repair Grants Program (section 5337) 20.525
Direct Program:
CA-54-0007 11/13/13 131,360 105,088 61,052 3,743 64,795 61,497 3,298
CA-54-0023 08/05/14 140,585 112,468 76,893 194 77,087 76,890 197
CA-54-0041-00 @) 09/25/15 95,863 76,691 - 46,600 46,600 46,673 (73)
Total State of Good Repair Grants Program 367,808 294,247 137,945 50,537 188,482 185,060 3,422
Total Federal Transit Cluster 1,374,690 1,111,061 744,372 157,755 902,127 867,399 34,728
Public Transportation Research, Technical Assistance, and Training (Section 20.514
5312):
CA-64-7001-00 09/18/15 1,500 750 - - - - -
New Freedom Program (Section 5317): 20.521
CA-57-X075 04/16/12 360 255 152 - 152 152 -
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Highway Planning and Construction
Passed Through - State of California Department of Transportation 20.205
Seismic Retrofit
Project #6000 (025)-04-924309L (b)(c) 01/27/10 30,242 19,844 19,844 - 19,844 19,844 -
Project #6000 (043)-04-925620 (b) 06/04/12 23,735 4,565 4,565 - 4,565 4,565 -
Project #6000 (060)0414000549L-N 05/15/15 18,738 3,016 21 10 31 17 14
STPLZ-6000 (058)0414000402L-N 05/15/15 16,926 3,696 11 703 714 9 705
Total Passed Through State of California Department of Transportation 89,641 31,121 24,441 713 25,154 24,435 719
Passed Through - San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Travel Smart Rewards - Agreement 15/16-07 (a) 09/15/15 406 325 - 161 161 - 161
Total Highway Planning and Construction 90,047 31,446 24,441 874 25,315 24,435 880

(@) New federal award
(b) Grant was closed during the fiscal year
(c) Grant was amended

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
For the year ended June 30, 2016
(dollar amounts in thousands)

Federal Federal
Awards Awards Federal Share
Grant Total Approved Expended Expended as of June 30, 2016
CFDA Approval Approved Federal Prior to During
Program Description Number Date Budget Grant Fiscal Year  Fiscal Year Expended Received Receivable
U.S. Department of Transportation (continued):
Metropolitan Transportation Planning and State and Non-Metropolitan
Planning and Research: 20.505
Passed Through - Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Agreement 74A0769 03/19/14 $ 410 $ 238 $ 216  $ 21 $ 237 % 237 $ -
Passed Through - State of California Department of Transportation
Agreement 74A0847 05/1/15 450 300 - 49 49 - 49
Total Metropolitan Transportation Planning and State and Non-
Metropolitan Planning and Research 860 538 216 70 286 237 49
Total U.S. Department of Transportation 1,467,457 1,144,050 769,181 158,699 927,880 892,223 35,657
U.S. Department of Homeland Security:
Rail and Transit Security Grant Program 97.075
Direct Programs:
EMW-2011-RA-K00039-S01 (b) 10/07/11 20,780 20,780 4,920 15,860 20,780 20,780 -
EMW-2013-RA-00004-S01 09/06/13 12,890 12,890 1,555 3,872 5,427 2,868 2,559
EMW-2014-R-00011-S01 09/09/14 17,412 17,412 - - - - -
EMW-2015-R-000022 (a) 08/27/15 1,630 1,630 - 505 505 343 162
HSTS0210HCANG25 - Fiscal Year 2014 (b) 11/20/14 51 51 51 - 51 51 -
HSTS0215HNCP406 - Fiscal Year 2015 (b) 05/12/15 202 202 164 38 202 202 -
FY2016 HSTS02-16-H-NCP406 - Year 1 (@) 03/18/16 202 202 - 67 67 - 67
Total Rail and Transit Security Grant Program 53,167 53,167 6,690 20,342 27,032 24,244 2,788
Total U.S. Department of Homeland Security 53,167 53,167 6,690 20,342 27,032 24,244 2,788
TOTAL FEDERAL GRANTS $ 1520634 $ 1197227 $ 775871 $ 179,051 $ 954922 $ 916474 $ 38,448

(@) New federal award
(b) Grant was closed during the fiscal year

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Notes to the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Note 1. General

The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards presents the activity of all federally funded
programs of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (the “District”). The reporting entity is
defined in Note 1 in the District’s basic financial statements.

Note 2. Basis of Accounting

The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards is presented using the accrual basis of
accounting as described in Note 1 in the District’s basic financial statements.

Note 3. Grants from Government Agencies

The District receives grants from the Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”) and other agencies of the
U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, State of California, and local
transportation funds for the acquisition of transit-related assets, equipment, improvements and
reimbursement of certain transit related expenses.

Note 4. Relationship to the Financial Statements

Expenditures of federal awards are reported in the District’s basic financial statements as capital assets for
capital expenditures and operating expenses for certain transit expenses.

Note 5. Indirect Costs

The District did not elect to use the 10% de minimis cost rate as covered in 2 CFR Section 200.414
Indirect (F&A) costs.

Note 6. Correction of CFDA Numbers

The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards includes a correction in previously
reported CFDA number 97.039, with grant identification of EMW-2011-RA-K00039-S01 (grant), to
CFDA number 97.075 Rail and Transit Security Grant Program. This grant has been previously reported
in the following fiscal years:

Federal award expended (in thousands):

Previously Reported Corrected
CFDA No. CFDA No. CFDA No.

97.039 97.075 97.075
For the year ended June 30, 2015 $ 2,585 $ 7,786 $ 10,371
For the year ended June 30, 2014 1,278 13,786 15,064
For the year ended June 30, 2013 1,057 16,632 17,689
Total Federal award expended $ 4920 $ 38,204 $ 43,124






SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Section I - Summary of Auditor’s Results
Financial Statements:

Type of auditor’s report issued:

Internal control over financial reporting:

« Material weaknesses identified?

Unmodified

No

« Significant deficiencies identified that are

not considered to be material weaknesses?

None reported

Noncompliance material to the financial statements noted? No

Federal Awards:

Type of auditor’s report issued on compliance with major

programs: Unmaodified
Internal control over major programs:
o Material weaknesses identified? No
- Significant deficiencies identified that are
not considered to be material weaknesses? Yes
Any audit findings required to be reported in accordance
with 2 CFR 200.516(a)? Yes

Major programs:
CFEDA Number
20.500
20.507
20.525
97.075

Dollar threshold used to distinguish between
Type A and Type B programs

Auditee qualifies as a low-risk auditee?

Section Il -Financial Statement Findings

None

Federal Program

U.S. Department of Transportation -

Federal Transit Cluster:
Federal Transit_Capital Investment Grants
Federal Transit_Formula Grants
State of Good Repair Grants Program

Rail and Transit Security Grant Program

$3,000,000

Yes
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Section 111 - Federal Award Findings and Questioned Costs

Finding 2016-001 Wage Rate Requirements (also known as the Davis-Bacon Act)
(Significant Deficiency in Internal Control Over Compliance)

Program Identification:

Federal Agency: U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Program Title: Federal Transit Cluster

Federal Catalog Number: 20.500, 20.507 and 20.525

Passed Through: N/A

Award Number: CA-90-Y604 and CA-95-X145-00
Award Year: 2008 and 2011

Criteria

TITLE 29: LABOR PART 5-STANDARDS PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS
COVERING FEDERALLY FINANCED AND ASSISTED CONSTRUCTION (ALSO LABOR
STANDARDS PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO NONCONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS SUBJECT TO
THE CONTRACT WORK HOURS AND SAFETY STANDARDS ACT), Subpart A—Davis-Bacon and
Related Acts Provisions and Procedures, §85.5 Contract provisions and related matters.

(a) The agency head shall cause or require the contracting officer to insert in full in any contract in excess
of $2,000 which is entered into for the actual construction, alteration and/or repair, including painting and
decorating, of a public building or public work, or building or work financed in whole or in part from
federal funds or in accordance with guarantees of a Federal agency or financed from funds obtained by
pledge of any contract of a Federal agency to make a loan, grant or annual contribution (except where a
different meaning is expressly indicated), and which is subject to the labor standards provisions of any of
the acts listed in 85.1, the following clauses (or any modifications thereof to meet the particular needs of
the agency, provided, that such modifications are first approved by the Department of Labor):

(1) Minimum wages. (i) All laborers and mechanics employed or working upon the site of the work (or
under the United States Housing Act of 1937 or under the Housing Act of 1949 in the construction or
development of the project), will be paid unconditionally and not less often than once a week, and without
subsequent deduction or rebate on any account (except such payroll deductions as are permitted by
regulations issued by the Secretary of Labor under the Copeland Act (29 CFR part 3)), the full amount of
wages and bona fide fringe benefits (or cash equivalents thereof) due at time of payment computed at
rates not less than those contained in the wage determination of the Secretary of Labor which is attached
hereto and made a part hereof, regardless of any contractual relationship which may be alleged to exist
between the contractor and such laborers and mechanics.

(i) (A) The contractor shall submit weekly for each week in which any contract work is performed a copy
of all payrolls to the agency that is a party to the contract, but if the agency is not such a party, the
contractor will submit the payrolls to the applicant, sponsor, or owner, as the case may be, for
transmission to the agency. The payrolls submitted shall set out accurately and completely all of the
information required to be maintained under 29 CFR 5.5(a)(3)(i), except that full social security numbers
and home addresses shall not be included on weekly transmittals. Instead the payrolls shall only need to
include an individually identifying number for each employee (e.g., the last four digits of the employee’s
social security number).
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Condition Identified and Context

The District’s contractors submitted approximately 600 weekly certified payrolls for the construction
period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016. We selected a statistically valid sample of forty certified
payrolls and noted that the District did not perform timely follow-up of overdue certified payroll reports
with the prime contractors for twenty-eight certified payrolls. Of the twenty-eight certified payrolls, the
District appropriately withheld payments to the contractor until after receipt of the payrolls for twenty-
two of the items tested. However, the District did not receive the required certified payroll reports prior
to the District’s project managers’ instruction to disburse payments to the prime contractors for the other
six items. This condition is similar to comment number 2015-001 reported in the year ended
June 30, 2015.

Questioned Costs
None.
Effect

The District’s Office of Civil Rights (OCR), who is responsible for overseeing compliance with the Wage
Rate requirements, did not consistently verify that contractors and subcontractors paid its laborers and
mechanics prevailing wage rates before approving payments to the contractors. There is a risk that
federal funds may be paid to contractors who do not comply with the Wage Rate requirements, which
may result in unallowable costs.

Cause of Condition

The District makes monthly payments to its contractors. Although contractors are required to submit
certified payrolls weekly, the contractors did not consistently comply with the required timeframe.

Recommendation

During fiscal year, the District updated its contract specifications and internal procedures to specify the
submission of certified payrolls before progress payments are requested. The procedures are designed to
ensure that certified payroll reports are received before disbursements are processed to the contractors.
We recommend the District continue to evaluate the effectiveness of its current internal control policies to
ensure that payments are not disbursed until certified payrolls are received.

Management Response

The District acknowledges that it paid one subcontractor prior to collecting certified payroll records
(CPR).

In response to the FY2015 Single Audit, the District instituted process changes to ensure the collection of
CPR prior to making payments. Under the new process, contractors and subcontractors are not paid if
their CPR are not submitted on a timely basis. The Resident Engineer (RE) must submit a CPR
Verification Form to OCR which lists all contractors whose payments are included in an invoice and the
status of each contractor’s CPR submissions. If a contractor has not submitted its CPR, OCR works with
the RE to correct the deficiency by obtaining the CPR, or the prime contractor may choose to remove the
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

invoice of the delinquent subcontractor(s) from the full invoice. Failing these remedies, OCR denies
payment to the contactor.

During the audit period in question, a subcontractor worked on a project but did not submit CPR and was
not included on the CPR Verification Forms because the RE mistakenly identified the sole employee of
the violating subcontractor to be an employee of the prime contractor. When the invoice and CPR
Verification Form were reviewed, it appeared that all contractors submitted CPR and the payment was
subsequently approved. The subcontractor eventually submitted all overdue CPR and is now current with
its CPR submissions.

Processes implemented in response to previous Single Audit findings have been effective in ensuring the
collection of CPR prior to invoice payment. To ensure proper oversight of the timely submission of CPR,
the District will implement the following additional corrective actions:

1) Invoices Including Subcontractors: The District will require all construction contractors to list all
work being billed for, per subcontractor, on each invoice. This measure will prevent
subcontractors from working on projects without submitting CPR and ensure that invoices are
paid after all CPR are submitted.

2) Electronic CPR Verification: Prime contractors will be required to identify all subcontractors
working on a project during an invoice period in the District’s electronic payroll system. Further,
the District has developed an electronic version of the CPR Verification Form that verifies all
invoiced subcontractors are current with their CPR submission in the District’s electronic CPR
system.

3) Sign-in Sheets: All contractors will be required to collect a standard contemporaneous record,
signed by each worker that includes the worker’s name, employer, craft/classification, start and
end time, breaks, and work activities performed. Further, prime contractors will be required to
collect the records from all subcontractors and submit those weekly to the District.

4) Labor Compliance Staffing: The District hired a Labor Compliance Manager in August 2015, and
created a separate unit dedicated to labor compliance. Currently staffed with five employees, the
unit will be fully staffed with seven employees by the end of FY17. The increased staffing will
allow for more checks and balances through increased site visits and worker interviews to verify
information on CPR and ensure that workers are paid prevailing wages.
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Summary Schedule of Prior Year Findings and Questioned Costs
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Comment Summary Status
#2015-001 Wage Rate Requirement In progress: See Finding
(also known as Davis-Bacon Act) 2016-001
(Significant Deficiency in Internal Control Over
Compliance)
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BART

Title VI Fare Equity Analyses

e Possible Changes to the BART Youth Fare
Discount

* Proposed Productivity-Adjusted Inflation-
Based Fare Increase and Fiscal Year 2018
Fare Changes

BART Board of Directors
May 25,2017





Title VI Process: Analysis & Outreach

e Two-part Title VI equity finding for fare changes:
— Demographic analysis of affected riders
— Public outreach

e Per BART’s Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden
Policy, disproportionate impacts when:

— Across-the-Board Fare Change: Difference between fare change
for protected riders and nonprotected riders is equal to or
greater than 5%

— Fare Type or Media Change: Difference between affected fare
type/media’s protected ridership share and overall system’s
protected ridership share exceeds 10%

* [f protected riders found to be disproportionately impacted,
BART to take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate such
impacts



Presenter

Presentation Notes

SM
BART’s Title VI process consists of a demographic analysis of impacts on affected riders (including minority and low income populations) and  a Public outreach process that allows staff to collect meaningful input from the public on the proposed fare changes.  As part of our PP process BART must ensure our outreach efforts are inclusive of minority and low income populations
In the demographic analysis BART uses the established thresholds to determine when these impacts are considered disproportionate.   As stated in the Board approved DI/DB policy, for across the board changes we use a 5% threshold and for changes to  Fare Media we use a 10% threshold.  
If it is determined that minority and/or low income population are disproportionately impacted adversely BART can move forward with the proposed changes, however we must take steps to avoid, minimize or mitigate these impacts on protected populations
I’ll now turn it over to Pam who will discuss the Youth Fare Discount.  






‘e el Introduction:Youth Fare Discount

* Board directed staff to study fare options including
youth discount in addition to BART’s inflation-based
fare increase program

* Regional effort for consistent discounts among
operators
— Region’s operators offer discount through age 18

— Muni through age |8 effective January 2017

* Youth discount option is included in FY |8 budget

Youth Fare Discount 3
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In the past, the Board has asked staff to study various fare options, including extending the age of the youth discount. 
There has been a regional effort to establish consistent discounts among the transit operators.
Regional operators that offer a youth discount are now all at age 18, with Muni the most recent to transition.
We undertook the Title VI analysis and outreach on youth fares in 2014 and 2015. 
Now have included the youth discount up to age 18 and at 50% as an initiative in the FY18 budget.






Current BART Youth Discounts

e Children under age 5 ride free
* Riders age 5 through 12 years: 62.5% discount

* Middle- and high-school students at
participating schools: 50% discount

Youth Fare Discount 4
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Riders age 5 through 12 years: 62.5% discount on Clipper or red paper tickets

Middle- and high-school students at participating schools:  50% discount on Orange paper tickets

Children under age 5 ride free







Options for Youth Fare Discount

A. All youth ages 5-17 or |18 would receive a 50%
discount

—  Estimated max annual program cost: $3.2-$4.0M

B. Discount for ages 5-12 would remain 62.5%;
youth ages |3-17 or 18 would receive a 50%
discount

— Estimated max annual program cost: $3.8-$4.6M

C. All youth ages 5-17 or 18 would receive a 62.5%
discount

— Estimated max annual program cost: $5.0-$6.0M

Youth Fare Discount 5
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BART’s Title VI efforts focused on three options and initially included the option to extend only through age 17 since at the time it was unknown if SFMTA would stay at age 17.
The options are:
50% discount for all youth through age 18
Retain existing 62.5% discount for ages 5-12 and new 50% discount for ages 13-18
62.5% discount for all youth

The estimated maximum annual costs for these options -- assuming all eligible riders participated -- range from $3 to $6M

We used actual ridership and survey data to estimate the annual fare revenue reduction by offering each of these options. 
We also assumed the discount would attract additional riders. 
In each of these cases, the dollar values shown represent the maximum estimated fare revenue reduction. 





Disproportionate Impact Results

* DI/DB Policy 10% threshold applied to survey results

e Only Option A for Rider Group 3 has disproportionate impact

— 5 through 12 year-old BART riders are more minority and low-
income than overall ridership, exceeding 10% threshold

Regular Fare | [ Orange Ticket 5 through 12
13-18 Year-Old| |13-18 Year-Old Year-Old
Riders Riders Riders
Option A No Disp No Fare _
Disp Impact
50% disc for 5-17 or 18 yrs| ~ |MPact Change
Option B :
62.5% disc 5-12, 50% disc| O D'SP No Fare No Fare
13-17 or 18 yrs Impact Change Change
Option C No Disp No Disp No Fare
62.5% disc 5-17 or 18 yrs Impact Impact Change

Youth Fare Discount
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We applied the DI/DB Policy (in this case 10% for a fare media change).  The only impact found was in Option A for Rider Group 3 (ages 5 -12 years).    (Going from 62.5% to a 50% discount). 

 





Public Outreach: Option Ratings

e Outreach targeted three groups:
— Regular fare age 13-18 riders via BART’s Customer Database
— Orange ticket riders reached through participating schools

— Red ticket riders reached through Red ticket retail locations

e Survey respondents asked to rate options as either Excellent,
Good, Only Fair, Poor, or Don’t Know, and space provided for
comments

 BART Customer Database

— Combining “Excellent” and “Good” ratings, all three options
received support from 60% to 73% of protected respondents

» Option A was generally ranked highest

Youth Fare Discount 7
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BART staff had to take a multi-pronged in order to reach the parents of these young riders.
We surveyed three distinct groups – 
full fare age 13-18 riders reached via BART’s customer database
Orange ticket riders reached through participating schools
And Red ticket riders reached through Red ticket retail locations

We had over 450 responses from the BART Customer Database

See page 24-25 of report







Public Outreach: Option Ratings (contq)

 Orange Ticket Survey

— Combining “Excellent” and “Good” ratings, Option C received the most
support, from 85% to 88% of protected respondents

— Options A and B received less support from protected groups, ranging
from 58% to 64% for Option A and 64% to 67% for Option B

* RedTicket Survey

— Option C was rated highest by the fewer than 20 respondents

Youth Fare Discount 8
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We had 542 responses from Orange ticket users
Option C had the most support, which is not surprising as C would change the 50% discount to a 62.5% discount for students

We had only 18 respondents from the Red ticket survey








ee] Public Outreach: Comments

* 446 respondents submitted comments

* 42% supported discounts unconditionally

— “Iransportation availability for all families is so very necessary. In my
household my children being able to access the city for lessons on a
weekly basis is ideal for us. | am sure that a lot of families would
benefit from this discount.”

e 35% supported discounts with conditions

— “Youth discounts should be allowed, but not excessively.Very generous
discounts negatively affect seniors, disabled, etc.”

e 6% didn’t want youth fare discount extended, for example,
because they felt it could increase their fares

Youth Fare Discount 9
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Youth Fare Discount: Equity Findings

e Equity findings consider both fare change analysis results
and public comment
e Option A:
— 5 through 12 year-old BART riders disproportionately minority
and low-income

— Option A rated as “Excellent” or “Good” by almost 2/3s of
surveyed parents of protected child riders

— Per Title VI guidance, BART should take steps to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate disparate impacts from the proposed change

e Options B and C:

— No disproportionate adverse impacts and supported by public
comment

Youth Fare Discount 10
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To determine the final equity finding we consider both the fare change analysis and the comments received during the public outreach
In this case, for Option A we found that minority and low-income youth riders ages 5 -12 were disproportionately impacted.  However, public comment showed that 2/3s of the parents of the protected riders rated option A as “excellent” or “good”
Based on the overall equity finding, BART will take steps to mitigate these impacts.  
Since there were no impacts found for Options B and C and it was supported by the public, no mitigations are required.






Youth Fare Discount: Proposed

Mitigation
e Mitigation proposal extends age at which youths
receive discount to through |8

— Benefit of significant 50% discount for 6 more years to
children age 5-12 now getting 62.5% discount

e Public Comment

— Almost 2/3s of surveyed parents of protected children
gave Option A “Excellent” or “Good” rating

— Support from Title VI/E] & LEP Advisory Committees

Youth Fare Discount 1|
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Since the discount is being extending to age 18 (a longer benefit for youth riders, staff considers this a mitigation) for any adverse impacts.  
Under the Title VI circular we are required to seek input on any mitigation options.  We have shared the proposed mitigation with the Title VI/EJ and LEP Advisory Committees and members so far based in the input we received, members have voiced their support for this proposed mitigation.  

 






Introduction: FY |8 Fare Options

e Revenue enhancements part of addressing FY |8 budget
shortfall

* Title VI analysis and public outreach done for:

A. 2.7% productivity-adjusted inflation-based fare
Increase

Bl.Paper ticket fare increase up to flat $0.50
B2.Paper ticket fare increase up to 10%

C. 50% discount for seniors, people with disabilities,
and youth instead of 62.5%

e Option(s) would take effect January 2018
FY18 Fare Options 12
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Separate from the Youth discount topic, BART examined several fare revenue options as part of multi-pronged approach to address the FY18 operating budget shortfall.
We undertook Title VI analysis and public outreach on the following:
2.7% productivity-adjusted inflation-based fare increase – which will be the 3rd in a series of 4 increases dedicated to high priority capital needs

By Jan of next year, we anticipate at least 1 Clipper TVM in each station

B1.	Paper ticket fare increase up to flat $0.50
B2.	Paper ticket fare increase up to 10%
C.  	50% discount for seniors, people with disabilities, and youth instead of 62.5%






oo ] Public Outreach

 BART website survey (www.bart.gov/faresurvey)
e 7 in-station events
* Notification via

— Ethnic media advertisements

— BART electronic sign messaging
— Mail-out to 434 CBOs
— Banners in all stations
e Surveys delivered to 22 senior centers
* Meetings
— TitleVI/E] and LEP Advisory Committees
— Ed Roberts Campus
— BART Accessibility Task Force
— North Richmond Municipal Advisory Council

e 1,336 surveys received through targeted outreach
e Approximately 4,500 comments received

FY'18 Fare Options 13
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As part of the Title VI process, during April and May, staff conducted an extensive inclusive public participation outreach.   Efforts included the items listed on this slide to ensure that the public was able to provide meaningful input of the inflation based increased and the proposed fare options.  
1,336 surveys were received through targeted outreach which was inclusive of minority and low-income populations
Approximately 4,500 comments received based on the public outreach efforts.






http://www.bart.gov/faresurvey



Disproportionate Impact Findings

Minority Low-Income
Disparate Disproportionate
Impact Burden

A. 2.7% CPI-Based Fare Increase No No

B. Paper Ticket Surcharge No Yes

C. 62.5% Discount Reduced to 50%

Seniors No No

People with Disabilities No Yes

Youth 5-12 Yes Yes

FY 18 Fare Options 14
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Applying our DI/DB Policy  in this case ( for CPI  the 5%  threshold  for across the board changes and for the Paper Ticket Surcharge and SDY Reduced Discourt  a -10% threshold for fare media changes) 
 impacts were found for low income riders  in Option B, for low income People with Disabilities and for minority and low-income youth riders ages 5-12 in Option C.  






Public Outreach: Option Ratings

e Ratings: From |, Strongly Disagree, to 5, Strongly Agree
plus “Don’t Know”

e Paper ticket surcharge options

Disagree Agree
Paper Ticket Somewhat Somewhat
Surcharge (1&2) (4 & 5)
A. +50.50
Minority 42% 45%
Low-Income 40% 44%
B. +10%
Minority 48% 37%

Low-Income 46% 34% FY18 Fare Options 15
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The table on slide 15 summarizes the responses from protected groups.
Generally, the concept of a 50 cent surcharge on paper tickets received slightly higher approval than a percent-based surcharge. The 50 cent surcharge also received slightly more ‘agree’ responses than disagree.






Public Outreach: Option Ratings (contq)

e Discount reduction

Disagree Agree
Somewhat Somewhat
(1&2) (4 & 5)

Seniors
Minority 51% 38%
Low-Income 51% 40%
People with Disabilities
Minority 44% 33%
Low-Income 66% 30%
Respondents with 5-12 yr olds
Minority 55% 37%

Low-Income 63% 25% FY 8 Fare Options 16
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I won’t focus too much on the discount reduction for Seniors, People with Disabilities and Youth ages 5-12 as this is not currently under consideration for the FY18 budget.
This option was presented as a combined reduction affecting all three groups, with all three not in favor






‘oo | Public Outreach: Comments

Inflation-based Fare Increase of 2.7%

* No comments from 55% of survey respondents

— Of the 45% (602 respondents) who commented:

e 68% not in favor
— “Please don't increase the fare, BART is already expensive and even parking is
expensive. Instead please control costs”
» 32% support, some with stipulations
— “With the fare increase, the budget needs to be redirected towards maintenance”

Paper Ticket Surcharge

e 75 respondents against:
— “Increasing the cost of paper tickets would unfairly disadvantage low income
residents.”

e 53 respondents in support:

— “l use a Clipper card, and think that it is better for the environment for everyone to
use a re-loadable card; hence | agree with the idea to add a fee to paper cards.”

FY 18 Fare Options 17
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Not every rider provided comments when completing a survey.

45% of the respondents commented on the Inflation-based fare increase. Of those, two-thirds (__#) were not in favor of the increase. 
There were many fewer comments regarding the paper ticket surcharge, with slightly more comments against the surcharge.







Public Outreach: Comments (contq)

Discount Reduction
* 403 respondents, 87% opposed:

— “These won't necessarily affect me financially | worry that 12.5% increase
for some seniors and those with disabilities could be detrimental to other
areas of their lives.”

e 13% in support
— “The rate increases are justified in order to keep the system operating.”

865 other comments received, mostly addressing reevaluating how
BART allocates funds (32%) and enforcement/fare evasion (14%):

— “BART needs to do a better job of controlling costs. This should include
managing overtime and labor costs.”

— “I think fare evasion represents a significant loss of revenue.”

FY18 Fare Options I8
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We received over 400 comments on the discount reduction

And we received nearly 900 comments addressing other topics






Equity Findings

Equity findings consider both fare change analysis results and public comment

 2.7% Inflation-based Fare Increase
— No disproportionate impact; 55% of respondents chose not to comment
— Equity finding: Option is equitable and implementable as proposed

 PaperTicket Surcharge

— Disproportionate burden on low-income riders; survey option ratings show agreement
and disagreement split for $0.50 flat surcharge, but more disagreed with 10% increase;
128 public comments with about 59% not in favor

— Equity finding: Disproportionate burden on low-income riders; mitigation indicated

 Discount Reduction for Seniors, People with Disabilities, and
Youth age 5-12

— Disproportionate burden on low-income people with disabilities, youth riders age 5-12
disproportionately minority and low-income; survey option ratings show strong
disagreement; 87% of public commenters opposed

— Equity finding: Disproportionate burden on riders with disabilities and disproportionate
impact on youth riders age 5-12; mitigation indicated for these groups

FY 18 Fare Options

19



Presenter

Presentation Notes

SM
Again, to determine the final equity finding we consider both the fare change analysis and the comments received during the public outreach
For the CPI Increase, no impacts were found (over half the respondents chose not to comment on this option)
For the Paper Ticket Surcharge – impacts were found for low-income riders, mitigation is required (Of the comments received, while most people didn’t like the surcharge, they preferred the 50 cent flat surcharge over the 10% increase.
For People with Disabilities and Youth (5-12), impacts were found, and mitigation  would be required (Public comment was mostly opposed to raising fares on people with Disabilities and Seniors)
Since staff was informed that the discount reduction for seniors and people with disabilities would not be considered, no mitigations have been proposed.

Note:  Seniors, People with disabilities and youth were combined in reduction of 62.5% question.
 






 PaperTicket Surcharge
— Low-income riders can avoid surcharge with Clipper card
* $3 Clipper card one-time acquisition fee can be barrier
— Mitigation proposal: Distribute free Clipper cards to low-income riders

— Support from Title VI/E] Committee & LEP Committee members to
give out free Clipper cards

e Discount Reduction to 50% for Riders age 5-12

— Mitigation proposal: Extend age at which youths receive discount to
through 18

» Benefit of significant 50% discount for 6 more years to riders age 5-12 now
getting 62.5% discount

— Almost 2/3s of surveyed parents of protected children rate this option
as “Excellent” or “Good”

— Support from Title VI/E] Advisory Committee & LEP Committee
members for proposal

FY 18 Fare Options 20
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Staff is proposing the follow mitigation to address the impacts found for the Paper Ticket Surcharge on low-income riders and the Discount Reductions for youths ages 5-12 which were previously stated.  
For the Paper Ticket Surcharge, as of January, 2018 Clipper dispensers will be installed at all BART stations.  Low-income riders can avoid a surcharge by purchasing a  Clipper card
However, the $3 Clipper card one-time acquisition fee can be barrier
Mitigation proposal:  to Distribute free Clipper cards to low-income riders
Title VI/EJ Committee & LEP Committee members support giving out free Clipper cards
Again, we share these proposed mitigations with the Title VI/EJ and LEP advisory committees.  So far members have stated that they support the idea of working with CBOs to develop a strong community outreach plan and ensure wide distribution of Clipper Cards to low-income riders.  
We are also aware of the stations serving low income populations and stations with lower Clipper usage. Staff can also work with CBOs serving low-income populations near these stations to distribute Clipper cards.
Final mitigations will be included in the final Title VI report.  







Next Steps

e Today, Board asked to provide comments on Title VI
Fare Equity Analyses

* On or before June 2":Title VI reports available

e |June 8%: Board asked to approve reports
PP P
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SUMMARY CHART 3rd QUARTER FY 2017

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS CURRENT QUARTER PRIOR QTR ACTUALS YEAR TO DATE
LAST THIS QTR
ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS QUARTER LAST YEAR ACTUAL STANDARD STATUS
Average Ridership - Weekday 415,844 443,614 NOT MET 425,944 433,585 424,648 445,191 NOT MET
Customers on Time | ]
Peak 82.28% 95.00%| NOT MET 87.53% 87.44% 86.61% 95.00%| NOT MET
Daily 86.99% 95.00%| NOT MET 90.09% 90.45% 89.68% 95.00%( NOT MET
Trains on Time | ] [ ]
Peak 74.34% NA NA [ ] 82.28% 82.07% 80.82% NA NA [ ]
Daily 79.66% 92.00%| NOT MET 84.66% 85.50% 84.19% 92.0%( NOT MET
Peak Period Transbay Car Throughput | ] [ ]
AM Peak 96.37% 97.50%| NOT MET - 98.57% 95.89% 97.88% 97.50% MET
PM Peak 97.10% 97.50%| NOT MET - 99.16% 97.16% 98.66% 97.50% MET
Car Availability at 4 AM (0400) 583 595| NOT MET - 592 584 590 590 MET
Mean Time Between Service Delays 5,036 4,000 MET 5,322 4,760 5,177 4,000 MET
Elevators in Service | ] [ ]
Station 98.90% 98.00% MET 98.23% 98.67% 98.54% 98.00% MET
Garage 92.43% 98.00%| NOT MET 95.63% 90.17% 95.22% 98.00%| NOTMET | |
Escalators in Service | ] [ ]
Street 79.00% 95.00%| NOT MET 92.27% 84.70% 87.56% 95.00%( NOT MET
Platform 95.77% 96.00%| NOT MET - 96.83% 95.27% 96.42% 96.00% MET
Autom atic Fare Collection | ] [ ]
Gates 98.92% 99.00%| NOTMET [ | 99.07% 99.43% 99.03% 99.00% MET
Vendors 95.63% 95.00% MET 95.68% 95.67% 95.75% 95.00% MET
Wayside Train Control System 1.97 1.00] NOT MET 1.92 1.85 1.66 1.00] NOT MET
Computer Control System 0.02 0.08 MET 0.157 0.104 0.067 0.08 MET
Traction Power 0.22 0.20] NOT MET 0.46 0.97 0.26 0.20] NOT MET
Track 0.08 0.30 MET 0.13 0.29 0.36 0.30| NOT MET
Transportation 0.41 0.50 MET 0.42 0.56 0.42 0.50 MET
Environment Outside Stations 2.73 280 NOoTMET [ | 2.75 2.75 2.73 2.80| NOTMET | |
Environment Inside Stations 2.62 3.00f NOT MET 2.63 2.70 2.64 3.00f NOT MET
Station Vandalism 2.93 3.19] NOT MET 2.98 3.00 2.96 3.19] NOT MET
Station Services 2.90 3.06] NOT MET 2.88 2.95 2.90 3.06] NOT MET
Train P.A. Announcements 3.10 3.17 NOTMET | | 3.10 3.13 3.10 3.17 NOTMET | |
Train Exterior Appearance 2.82 3.00] NOT MET 2.83 2.88 2.84 3.00] NOT MET
Train Interior Appearance 2.86 3.00f NoTMmET [ | 2.89 2.95 2.90 3.00 NOTMmET | |
Train Temperature 3.13 3.12 MET 3.11 3.17 3.11 3.12] NOT MET -
Customer Complaints | ] [ ]
Complaints per 100,000 Passenger Trips 8.14 5.07] NOT MET 6.53 6.68 7.36 5.07| NOT MET
Safety . .
Station Incidents/Million Patrons 1.93 5.50 MET 211 4.43 2.03 5.50 MET
Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons 0.30 1.30 MET 0.26 0.88 0.38 1.30 MET
Lost Time Injuries/llinesses/Per OSHA 6.97 7.50 MET 6.56 7.11 7.34 7.50 MET
OSHA-Recordable Injuries/llinesses/Per OSHA 9.43 13.30 MET 10.80 11.62 10.98 13.30 MET
Unscheduled Door Openings/Million Car Miles 0.370 0.300f NOT MET 0.110 0.000 0.160 0.300 MET
Rule Violations Summary/Million Car Miles 0.210 0.500 MET 0.110 0.110 0.217 0.500 MET
Police . .
BART Police Presence 0.10 NA NA [ ] NA NA NA NA NA [ ]
Quality of Life per million riders 81.71 N/A N/A || 60.08 10.77 56.96 N/A N/A [ ]
Crimes Against Persons per million riders 3.19 2.00] NOT MET 2.24 2.10 2.54 2.00| NOT MET
Auto Burglaries per 1,000 parking spaces 4.25 8.00 MET 4.33 3.45 4.07 8.00 MET
Auto Thefts per 1,000 parking spaces 1.98 6.00 MET 2.56 2.56 2.21 6.00 MET
Police Response Time per Emergency Incident (Minutes) 5.16 5.00] NOTMET | | 6.29 4.13 5.96 5.00 NOT MET
Bike Thefts (Quarterly Total and YTD Quarterly Average) 73 150.00 MET 109 124 127 150.00 MET

L EGEND:

Goal metf|

Goal not met but within 5%

Goal not met by more than §











:Howarewe doing? [] - FY'17 Third Quarter Overview

Ridership decline deepening, across the board

Record rainfall impacted service reliability and equipment
performance

Train service reliability down

Equipment Reliability: Car, Track and Computer Control System met;
Traction Power and Train Control not met

Equipment Availability: Station Elevators, Ticket Machines met;
Escalators (Platform and Street), Fare Gates, Garage Elevators and
Cars not met

Passenger Environment: 1 of 4 Station indicators improved, none met
goal; 2 of 4 Train indicators improved, 1 met goal

Complaints increased





Hovarewe doing? [ CUStOMer Ridership
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Total ridership decreased by 5.5% compared to same quarter last year
Average weekday ridership (415,844) down 4.1% from same quarter last year
Core weekday ridership down by 3.6% from same quarter last year
SFO Extension weekday ridership down by 7.9% from same quarter last year
Average peak ridership during the period was down (2.36%) compared
to the same quarter last year
During Q3 there was one Saturday Top 10 Ridership Day:

o 1/21/2017 — 347,322 — Women’s March—Oakland & SF; SF Protest Walk (#2)
v’ Saturday and Sunday down by 7.4% and 11.5%, respectively, over same
quarter last year
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: How are we doing?
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v' 86.99%, 95.00% goal not met, down 3.46 %
v 8/10 biggest delays due to “People” or “Weather”
v Delay events causing the most late trains:
1 |06-Feb-17 |Balboa Park [MUX (False Occupancy) (Single Tracking For Repairs) (Shorted Lightning Arrester Repaired)  |Equip 204
2 |13-Jan-17 [19th St. I-Lk  |Maint. Vehicle Derailed (Single Tracking Required)(0407-0915) Equip 169
3 110-Jan-17 |Balboa Park [Southbound Train Struck Tree on Trackway (Weather Conditions) Weather 160
4 |27-Mar-17 |W. Oakland  |Auto Accident Adjacent To Trackway (0820-1209) (Power Line Knocked Down) People 93
5 [21-Jan-17 |M-Line Civil Protest Women's March(1030-1753) People 92
6 [06-Feb-17 |Hayward BPD Hold (Suspicious Package Under Track)(1642-2037) (Bomb Squad on Scene/Station People 80
Closed/1642-1946)
7 |21-Jan-17 |K& ALines  |Civil Protest Women's March(0930-1500)(Trains metered A10 - Crowding) People 75
8 |23-Feb-17 |Powell BPD Hold (Weapon Suspect)(0719-0957) (Multiple Holds at M30 & M20) People 68
9 [17-Mar-17 |Civic Center |BPD/SFPD Hold (Bomb Threat)(0927-1253) (Station Evacuated/Service Truncated) People 68
10 |07-Feb-17 |E.C.D. Norte |Train Struck Person On Trackway (1750-2154) People 66
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: How are we doing?

On-Time Service - Train
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V' 79.7%, 92.00% goal not met; down 5% from prior quarter
v 49.6% of late trains were late due to multiple small delays, each under 5 minutes
v’ Categorization of late trains due to a known delay event of 5 minutes or greater:
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POLICE ACTIONS

TRAIN CONTROL
WAYSIDE MAINT. WORK
WEATHER

MULTIPLE CAUSE

RAIL CAR

PATRON ILL

OBJECT ON TRACKWAY
VANDALISM
OPERATIONS

17.9% of delayed trains
14.6% of delayed trains
8.6% of delayed trains
8.5% of delayed trains
8.2% of delayed trains
6.8% of delayed trains
5.0% of delayed trains
5.0% of delayed trains
3.8% of delayed trains
3.1% of delayed trains






: How are we doing?

41 Wayside Train Control System

Includes False Occupancy & Routing, Delays Per 100 Train Runs

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

C—Results

— Goal

o m
O.0 t t

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

v" Goal not met — Actual 1.97 / Goal 1.00
v" Two Major Delay Events:

» February 5-6, 247 delayed trains — Stray current flashover shorted M-Line

Mux arrestor. Required two days to isolate and correct.
* March 7, 59 delayed trains — Switch motor controller module failure.

v System-wide Switch Motor Controller replacement program for new Alstom

mainline switch machines finalized and begins this month.
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- Howare we doing? [(] - Computer Control System

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

Includes ICS computer & SORS, Delays per 100 train runs
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v" Goal met






: How are we

doing> [7] 1 raction Power

Includes Coverboards, Insulators,
Third Rail Trips, Substations,
Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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Improved but goal not met

Mitigation of weather related coverboard issues continuing.
Engineering preparing for Phase 4 Coverboard Enhancement Project
to increase reliability.

v" Walnut Creek Substation failure in March. Portable Substation

installation scheduled next quarter to return redundancy to the C-
Line.
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: How are w

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

cdoing? [(] Transportation

Includes Late Dispatches, Controller-Train
Operator-Tower Procedures and Other
Operational Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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v" Goal met
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: How are we doing? :[ TraCk

Includes Rail, Track Tie,
Misalignment, Switch,
Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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/\ C——J Results
2.0
/ \ — Goal

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

v" Goal met
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novareveaome [ Car Equipment - Reliability
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v" Goal met —- MTBSD 5,036 hours
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:Howare we doing? [  CQr Equipment —
Avallability @ 0400 hours
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v" Goal not met — 583 Actual vs. 595 Required
v Weather impacted availability, water in coupler housing causing corrosion,
trainline problems, and flats.
v Richmond yard electrical is still under repair. The yard is down
M-F 0800-1500 hrs.
« Transportation is not able to deliver bad order cars to the shop during this
window.
* No midday breaks, longer trains = more PM’s and unscheduled repairs.
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Howarewe doing? [ E|evator Availability - Stations
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v' Goal 98%. Goal met — Actual 98.9%
v" Blue line measures availability including planned project
work (doors and floors)
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Howarewe doing? [ Elevator Avallability - Garage
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v Goal 98% - Actual 92.43%
v' Controller drive failures experienced at San Bruno and Del Norte
Parking Structures, contractor utilized for both repairs.
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Howarewe doing [ ESCAlAtoOr Availability - Street
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v Goal 95% - Actual 79%

* Record rain fall resulted in water intrusion electrical failures in
multiple units and impeded our ability to troubleshoot / repair during
inclement weather.

» There were 12 significant street failures, 10 of which were O&K units.

 O&K Controller Mod is underway at Montgomery and Embarcadero.
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Howarewe doing? [ ESCAlator Availability - Platform
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v Goal 96% - Actual 95.77%.
« Three major Bullgear repairs Civic Center, 12t St., and 16t St.
e 16% St. should be repaired in May
« Montgomery recently identified as a major bullgear repair.
» Currently looking for additional local machine shops to improve turn
around time.
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: How are we doing?

@ AFC Gate Availability
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v Goal not met - 98.92%

v Working to resolve problem with Gate Aisle Sensor on Asset Refresh
Testing Cubic provided software fix
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nowareveaomg [ AFC Vendor Availability
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v Goal met, 95.63%
v Add Fare Availability — 98.4%
v' Parking Validation Machines Availability — 99.99%
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Howarewe doing? [] ENVIFronment - OQutside Stations

Ratings guide: 3
4 = Excellent oResults
3 =Good 2,75 2.73
2.80 = Goal
2 = Only Fair
1 =Poor

—Goal

a1
FY2016 OQtr 3 FY2016 OQOtr 4 FY 2017 Otr 1 FY 2017 OQtr 2 FY 2017 OQtr 3

Composite rating of:
Walkways & Entry Plaza Cleanliness (50%) 2.64
BART Parking Lot Cleanliness (25%) 2921
Appearance of BART Landscaping (25%) 2.74

v Goal not met (Landscaping sub-goal met)

v" Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Walkways/Entry Plazas: 59.6%
Parking Lots: 75.8%
Landscaping Appearance: 66.1%

Lindicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
21





Howarewe doing? [ ENVIFONMenNt - Inside Stations

1 Results

Goal

4
Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent
3 =Good 3
3.00 = Goal
2 = Only Fair T 7% 266 2
1 =Poor
2 -
1
FY2016 Qtr 3 FY2016 Qtr 4 FY2017 Qtr 1 FY2017 Qtr 2
Composite rating for Cleanliness of:
Station Platform (60%) 2.76
Other Station Areas (20%) 2551
Restrooms (10%) 2.23
Elevator Cleanliness (10%) 2.36

FY2017 Qtr 3

v Goal not met, Restroom and Elevator scores improved substantially
v" Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Station Platform: 67.6%; Other Station Areas: 56.1%

Restrooms: 41.5%
Elevators: 49.0%

Lindicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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: How are we doing? :[ Station Vandalism

a
Ratings guide: =
4 = Excellent C—Results
3.19 = Goal 3Joo 2.99 297 2/98 203
3 = Good ' con
2 = Only Fair
1= Poor 2

u

FY2016 Qtr FY2016 Qtr FY2017 Qtr FY 2017 Qtr FY 2017 Qtr
3 4g u 2 3

Station Kept Free of Graffiti

v Goal not met

v" No discernable changes in contractor protocols or
procedures.

v’ 75.7% of those surveyed ranked this category as
either Excellent or Good
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: How are we doing?

Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent

3.06 = Goal

3 = Good

2 = Only Fair

a1

FY 2016 Otr
3

v Goal not met but slightly improved in both categories

v" Availability ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Station Agents: 71.6%
Brochures: 76.3%

1 Station Services

1 =Poor 2

295

2|92

288

2,90

FY 2016 Otr
a

FY2017 Qtr

a1

2

FY2017 Qtr

Composite rating of:

Station Agent Availability (65%)
Brochures Availability (35%)

2.87
2.96
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FY2017 Qtr
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Howarewe doing? [ ] ralnN P.A. Announcements

Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent 3{13 3.p9 3loo 3l10
3.17 = Goal
3 = Good

2 = Only Fair
1 = Poor

a1

3]10

FY2016 OQtr 3 FY2016 OQtr 4 FY2017 Otr 1 FY2017 OQtr 2

C—Results

—_—Goal

FY2017 OQtr 3

Composite rating of:
P.A. Arrival Announcements (33%)
P.A. Transfer Announcements (33%)
P.A. Destination Announcements (33%)

3.06
3.05
3.19

v" Goal not met

v Announcement ratings of either Excellent or Good:

Arrivals:  78.2%
Transfers: 78.2%
Destinations: 83.7%
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: How are we doing? :[

4 = Excellent
3.00 = Goal
3 = Good

2 = Only Fair
1 = Poor

Ratings guide:

Train Exterior Appearance

2l
3 I Results
288 2.85 2.86 2,83 2.82
—_— G oal
2 —
a1
FY2016 FY2016 FY2017 FY2017 FY2017
Qtr 3 Qtr 4 Qtr 1 Qtr 2 Qtr 3

v Goal not met
v’ 73.5% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good
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owareve domgz [ TTAIN INterior Cleanliness

Ratings guide: 3

4 = Excellent
3= Good 2 los 2.94 2.95 2/89
3.00 = Goal
2 = Only Fair
1= Poor

C—Results

— S oal

FY 2016 Otr 3 FY 2016 Otr 4 FY 2017 Otr 1 FY 2017 Otr 2 FY 2017 Otr 3

Composite rating of:
Train interior cleanliness (60%) 2.581¢
Train interior kept free of graffiti (40%) 3.27 !

v Goal not met
v" Train Interior ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Train Interior Cleanliness: 57.3%; Graffiti-free: 89.4%
v" Pulled resources from scrub crew to address increased reports of bio-waste
and debris, impacts cycle time for thorough cleaning
v Changed start times for some cleaners to provide better AM Rush coverage

| indicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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: How are we doing? | /|

Train Temperature

A4
Ratings guide: 3 —IResults
4 = Excellent
3.12 = Goal 317 3.09 3.10 311 3.13
3 =Good
2 = Only Fair Goal
1 =Poor

2 |

1

FY2016 Qtr FY2016 Qtr FY2017 Qtr FY2017 Qtr FY2017 Qtr
3 4 1 2 3
Comfortable Temperature Onboard Train
v" Goal met

v’ 85.0 % of those surveyed rated this category as either
Excellent or Good
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Howarewe doing? [ CUStOMer Complaints

Complaints Per 100,000 Customers
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v’ Total complaints increased 437 (21.7%) from last quarter, up 274 (12.6%)
when compared with the third quarter of last Fiscal Year.

v" Complaint numbers increased in all categories except “AFC”, “Trains” and
“Passenger Information” which all improved.

v' “Compliments” are up at 157 from 86 last quarter (one year ago these
numbered 140).
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nowaeveaomg [ Patron Safety:
Station Incidents per Million Patrons
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v Goal met
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: How are we doing? | /|

Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons

Patron Safety
Vehicle Incidents per Million Patrons

1 Results

e Benchmark

0
FY2016 Qtr 3 FY2016 Qtr 4

v Goal met

FY2017 Qtr1
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FY2017 Qtr2

FY2017 Qtr 3





[AnE %”_
: How are we doing? | /| Employee Safety
Lost Time Injuries/llIinesses
per OSHA Incidence Rate
g — .
v' Goal met
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nowweveaomg [ Employee Safety:
OSHA-Recordable Injuries/llinesses
per OSHA Incidence Rate
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v Goal met
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nowareweaomg [ Operating Safety:
Unscheduled Door Openings per Million Car Miles
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v Goal not met — Train Operators reminded to adhere to proper procedures.
v Types of violations:

— Non-platform side (2)

— Improper lock out

— Train moved with doors open (2)
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Howarewe doing? [ Qperating Safety:
Rule Violations per Million Car Miles

15
D
=
<
O
c 1.0
2 C— Results
=
5]
= e Benchmark
IS 0.5
<
=]
> I\/
@
>
@

0.0 1 t

FY2016 Qtr 3 FY2016 Qtr 4 FY2017 Qtr 1 FY2017 Qtr 2 FY2017 Qtr 3
v" Goal met
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-nowarewe doing? [ BART Police Presence

Starting FY17 Q2, the way BART Police Presence is measured was changed.
The new questions are:

» Did you see BART Police on the Train? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)

» Did you see BART Police Outside the Station? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)

» Did you see BART Police in the Station? (Yes, No, Don’t Know)

Results are reported for all revenue hours and for after 7:00 PM.
Goals will be set after approximately a year of using the new measures.

FY 17 Q2 FY17 Q3

Avg. Avg.

BART Police Presence 10.9% 9.6%
Rider saw Police on train 5.6% 5.6%
Rider saw Police outside the station 16.3% 15.6%
Rider saw Police in the station | 11.1% 9.6%
Rider saw Police on train after 7:00PM 4.8% 3.8%
Rider saw Police outside the station aft 7:00PM 16.0% 13.5%
Rider Saw Police in the station after 7:00PM 11.4% 9.7%

| indicates a statistically significant decrease from the prior quarter
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: How are we doing? :[ Quality Of Life*

Crimes per Million Trips
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v" Quality of Life incidents are up from the last quarter and up the

corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.

*Quality of Life Violations include: Disturbing the Peace, Vagrancy, Public Urination,
Fare Evasion, Loud Music/Radios, Smoking, Eating/Drinking and Expectoration
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Howare we doing? [ Crimes Against Persons
(Homicide, Rape, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault)
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v" Goal not met

v Crimes against persons are up from the last quarter and up from the
corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.
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: How are we doing? | /| Auto B u rg I ary

Crimes per 1000 Parking Spaces
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v Goal met

v" The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces are up from last
quarter and up the corresponding quarter from the prior fiscal year.
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: How are we doing? :[ Auto Theft
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v Goal met

v The number of incidents per thousand parking spaces are down from last
quarter and down the corresponding quarter from the prior fiscal year.
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Howarewe doing? [[]  AVErage Emergency Response Time
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v The average Emergency Response Time goal was not met for the quarter
but improved over the previous 3 quarters.
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. How are we doing? [ B | ke Th eft
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v' Goal met
v 73 bike thefts for current quarter, down 36 from last quarter.
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