









































Invitation for Bid No. 8898 - On Board Communication Units

Staff has determined that the apparent lowest bidder, WiFi Rail, Inc. submitted a responsive bid,
and that the bid pricing is fair and reasonable based on adequate price competition.

Staff has also determined that bid pricing is fair and reasonable based on previous purchases of
four On Board Communication Units from WiFi Rail, Inc. on February 2011 for $98,186 and
forty on May 2011 for $1,097,237.

The District’s Non-Discrimination in Subcontracting Program does not apply to Emergency
Contracts, Sole Source Contracts and Contracts under $50,000 or any Invitation for Bid.
Pursuant to the Program. the Office of Civil Rights did not set availability percentages for this
contract.

FISCAL IMPACT: Funding of $2,717,663 to purchase On Board Communication Units is
included in the total project budget for the FMS #79HX000 - WIFI ON RAIL CARS.

The Office of the Controller/Treasurer certifies that funds are currently available to meet this
obligation.

As of the 05/15/2012, $9,993,215.84 is available for this project from the following fund
sources:

F/G 362U - FY10 TSGP Security CCTC and WIFL 3,800,000.00
F/G 3751 - FY2007 TSGP GR#2007-RL-T7-K001 1,008,992.04
F/G 3752 - FY2007 TSGP GR#2007-RL-T7-K111 634,150.94
F/G 535F - FY08-09 PROP 1B Security 1,.390,000.00
F/G 535T - FY07-08 CTSGP PROP 1B(HOMELND) 1,329,368.86
F/G 5371 - FY09-10 CTSGP PROP 1B(HOMELND) 1,830,704.00

9.993.215.84
BART has expended $3.219.066.08 committed $332,171.72 to date for other actions. This
action will commit an additional $2,717,663 leaving an uncommitted balance of $3,724,315.04
in these fund sources.

There is no fiscal impact on available un-programmed District Reserves.

Alternative: Reject bids, develop specifications for the units and readvertise



Invitation for Bid No. 8898 - On Board Communication Units

Recommendations: On the basis of analysis by staff and certification by the
Controller-Treasurer that the funds are available for this purpose, it is recommended that the
Board adopt the following motion.

Motion: The General Manager is authorized to award Invitation for Bid No. 8898 for the
purchase of On Board Communication Units, to WiFi Rail, Inc., for the amount of $2,717,663,
including sales tax, pursuant to notification to be issued by the General Manager and subject to
the District's protest procedures and Department of Homeland Security procedures related to
protest.














































MTC Transit Sustainability Project:
Inner East Bay
Comprehensive Operational Analysis

May 24, 2012





MTC Transit Sustainabillity Project

Study began in May 2010 to address projected transit
operator deficits and deteriorating performance

Comprehensive, fact-based analysis of existing systemes,
especially the “Big 7”: BART, Muni, AC Transit, VTA,
Caltrain, SamTrans, and Golden Gate

Goals

— Improve financial condition of operators
— Improve service for the customer

— Attract new riders

BART Board briefed by MTC staff on status of the study
in October 2011





Transit Operator Performance History

Bay Area Large Operators: Percent Change in Cost
and Performance Indicators (1997 - 2008)

+ — -CPlIncrease was 39%
>- - 50% of the cost increase attributable to inflation
| and compounding of real cost growth

Operating Costs Revenue Vehicle Hours Unlinked Passenger Trips

Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7" only.
Excludes ferry, cable car and paratransit.






BART (Heavy Ralil) Actually
Improved its Productivity

Figure 3: Aggregate Percentage Change in “Big 7’s” Operating Cost, Service,
and Passenger Increases (1997-2008)
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Final TSP Recommendations

e Operating performance incentive for capital funds

— 5% decrease in inflation-adjusted operating cost per
passenger, per passenger mile, or per revenue vehicle
mile over a 5 year period

— Maintain no growth beyond CPI thereafter
— Could impact funding allocations starting in FY19

* |ncentive program for productivity improvements
— Initial S30M program focuses on Bus/LRV speed

— Future programs will focus on rewarding ridership
growth





Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA):
Inner Eastbay (Richmond to Bay Fair)

Improve Rail Productivity

BART Network 75 peak passihr

53 off-peak passfhr

| 169 peak pass/hr
h 124 off-peak pass/hr

74 peak p
71 off-peak pass/hr

55 peak pass/hr
26 off-peak pass/hr
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Metro area sustains higher
weekday rail car productivity
during off-peak periods 3 PEHAORY






Goals of the Inner East Bay COA

Promote seamless Inner East Bay bus and rail transit
system

Build Urban Core to allow for spontaneous bus and
rail network use by customers

Match bus and rail service levels with demand,
focusing on improving service productivity while
increasing overall system ridership

Ensure ongoing financial sustainability





MTC IEB Recommendations

Continued joint agency planning including potential
service improvements

Improved coordination of Transbay services

Coordinate scheduling: timing of schedule changes
and scheduling software

Analyze concepts that reinforce spontaneous use in
the urban core

Develop joint fare product pilot





MTC IEB Service Recommendations

 Expand BART’s role within Metro Core markets (vs. Metro
Commute) and increase capacity/system utilization
— Run 10-car trains on all lines during expanded peak period
— Maintain or increase turnbacks on peak period “rush” trains

— Increase off-peak service in the Metro Core, especially the Red
Line Richmond/Berkeley/Transbay corridor

e Support spontaneous (“Show & Go”) use of AC Transit
— Focus resources (reduce headways) on key urban trunk corridors
— Invest in speed improvements
— Improve productivity of Transbay service, currently underutilized
— ldentify alternative service options for coverage areas





Potential IEB Fare Pilots on Clipper

* |Inner East Bay Fast Pass Pilot
— $90 unlimited ride monthly pass

e AC Transit systemwide, excluding Transbay trips

 BART between Richmond and Bay Fair stations
— About 35,000 avg weekday trips on BART’s RM/BF corridor

— Between 600 and 1,000 new avg weekday BART trips
estimated for RM/BF corridor

e Approximately 500 to 750 new avg weekday AC Transit trips

— Overall annual fare revenue loss estimated at $1.4M to
S2.2M

— Approximately S1M in one-time Clipper programming
costs





Potential IEB Fare Pilots on Clipper

e Bus+BART Discount

— Purchase AC Transit monthly bus pass, then get a discount
off all BART trips that month (e.g., 15%)
— Serves larger market, including Transbay BART trips

e Over 60% of home-based BART riders at |IEB stations travel
Transbay

— Could program Clipper to give higher discount for inner
East Bay (Richmond to Bay Fair) BART trips

— Ridership/financial impacts currently under study





Next Steps

e July 2012 Joint Public Workshop
— With members of BART, AC Transit and MTC boards
— Discuss recommendations
— ldentify next steps and action plan
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Capital Budget
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e Capital Overview

.

Aerial structure construction 1968?

e FY13 Capital Budget

Postcard from early 1970s






Capital Overview

e Federal funding - backbone of BART’s renovation program

Federal formula (85307) and rail modernization (85309) funds provide majority of
funding for traction power, rail replacement and train control programs - $40-
$45M per year

Increases in baseline Federal funding unlikely due to regional commitment to
railcar replacement program - $870M Phase I, + $1B Phase Il

Unless Federal transportation funds are increased nationally, additional
Federal funding for State of Good Repair initiatives is unlikely for the
foreseeable future

e State funding — uncertain at best

State General Fund — backed bonds are committed to a variety of BART capital
projects and have been delayed due to continuing budget shortfalls

High speed rail funding may materialize for railcars, connectivity improvements





Capital Overview

e Limited success in local and State funding for State of Good
Repair and system capacity activities

Historically, local and State funding successes have been for expansion,
enhancements with few exceptions (Proposition 1B — Station Modernization)

ACTC sales tax reauthorization is proposing $90 million for State of Good Repair,
$100M for capacity, $120M for infill expansion

BART has, and will continue, to compete aggressively in local tax initiatives and
other one-time opportunities that materialize for State of Good Repair
improvements

e BART increasingly self-reliant in capital funding

Current FY12 and projected future operating budget position creates opportunities
for

e Funding for direct allocations to grant-ineligible, but important and necessary
State of Good Repair capital projects

e Meeting the BART commitment for railcar replacement





Key points of BART’s capital program

e BART’s operating budget health offset by capital deficit — Despite the positive
position of our operating budget, both our short and long term capital funding needs
continue to far outstrip the forecast funding sources

- Capital budget is predominantly non-discretionary - The capital budget leaves
little room for discretionary projects — it is primarily supported with external grant and
categorical funds awarded on a project-specific basis.

e Providing match is mandatory - Securing these grant funds requires that BART
provide matching funds from operating-to-capital allocations.

= Service and capacity projects are opportunistic - Scarce funding must be
vigorously pursued for these projects when discretionary funding is available

e« Increasing dependence on self-help - BART allocations are increasingly essential
for many station and facilities renovation projects, replacement of police and
maintenance vehicles, and other necessary capital activities that are ineligible for
Federal grant funding.

e The capital program means jobs - the capital budget funds 14% of the District
workforce (469 staff positions), and approximately 5,000 direct project-based jobs*

*Per APTA formula
I BART





Capital Budget

Capital budget is a snapshot of projected
capital expenditures in a given fiscal year
— funds often secured years earlier

e FY13 capital budget expenditures
are substantially higher than
FY12 amounts

e $869 million in planned expenditures for

FY13, up from $740 million in the current
fiscal year

e Planned expenditures are up in System
Renovation, Service and Capacity,
Earthquake Safety and System Expansion
programs

e Much of the capital budget consists of categorical grant
funds dedicated to specific projects

Escalator rehabilitation

e Non-discretionary funding is primary source for security, expansion and
earthquake safety programs

e More than %4 of the capital budget is derived from restricted or designated
categorical fund sources

BART
6





Capital Budget History - FYO3 to FY13

exclusive of reimbursables - in millions

FY13
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FY13 Proposed Capital Budget With FY12 Comparisons:
Headcount and Planned Expenditures

Program Summary by Category

Headcount with

Program Category Part-Time Equivalent*

Planned Expenditures

BART

FY12 FY13 FY12 FY13
System Renovation
Rolling Stock 45.0 32.0 29,559,854 94,906,039
Mainline 91.0 119.0 49,083,218 72,188,417
Stations 28.0 19.0 41,438,990 27,306,641
Controls & Communications 72.0 57.0 55,076,759 43,138,113
Facilities 3.0 12.0 16,901,502 25,471,375
Work Equipment - - 4,203,123 2,525,200
SMP 2.0 - 2,715,419 -
Total System Renovation 241.0 239.0 198,978,865 265,535,785
Safety & Security 21.0 9.0 43,484,614 22,381,726
Earthquake Safety 42.0 46.0 146,860,912 154,087,587
Service & Capacity Enhancement 17.0 30.0 26,158,913 26,556,130
System Expansion 55.0 58.0 319,251,872 395,651,342
Capitol Corridor 23.7 24.0 3,244,407 3,345,285
Reimbursable 135 15.0 2,000,000 1,678,587
. CAP costs are included in each of the
Cost Allocation Plan 48.0 48.0 line items above
TOTALS 461.2 469.0 739,979,583 869,236,442

* Total authorized permanent positions ("high water").





System Renovation
Program

e Major projects in FY13

» New car procurement - $86M
e MTC Transit Capital Priorities —
e Train control - $18M
» Traction power - $40M .
 General mainline - $32M R nveiingof prototype BART car ~ 1963

« Annual self-funded capital rehabilitation - facilities, tools and equipment, non-
revenue vehicle replacement, inventory needs

- Additional FY 13 BART-funded capital initiatives — rail vehicle replacement
sinking fund, rail car interiors, IT security program

e Planned expenditures will rise from $199 million this year to
$266 million in FY13

e System Renovation Program headcount will decrease from 241
this year to 239 in FY13





Safety & Security Program

e« Key activities slated for FY13

e Transition structure barriers

e Integrated security response
center

e Facilities hardening
e Systemwide communications

e Railcar CCTV/real time video
upgrades

= Vent structure improvements

Railcar CCTV upgrades

e Planned expenditures will decrease from $43 million this year to
$22 million in FY13

e Safety and Security program headcount will decrease from 21
this year to 9 in FY13

BART
10





Earthquake Safety Program

e Major activities in FY13 will include:

» Traction power distribution retrofits
* Preliminary engineering for operability upgrades
« Completion of Segment 1 aerial structures

e Planned expenditures
will increase from $147
million this year to $154
million in FY13

-« Earthquake Safety
Program headcount will
iIncrease from 42 this
year to 46 in FY13

§ 7k é i -...1 ..
} i _h.,. o .‘-
BART : e » :
Aerial structure footing retrofit 11






Service & Capacity Enhancement Program

e Major projects in FY13

- Station Moderniéation/Reinvestment : i “w
improvements- $27M sl lm
e 24™/Mission pedestrian improvements st e gen i i M,ﬂllﬂumn
- $2.6M 24 B0
» Signage for ADA and hub stations .- N TR S
- $3.6M
- Balboa Park Eastside entrance- $1.5M
e Selected ADA Accessible Path,
parking, sidewalk and wayfinding
improvements at eight stations;
Braille signage and stair nose striping _, S
in core system stations- $5.9M | - Balboa Park walkway improvements

e Planned expenditures will increase slightly from $26.2 million
this year to $26.6 million in FY13

e Service & Capacity Program headcount will increase from 17
this year to 30 in FY13

BART
12





System Expansion Program
e Active projects in FY13

e Qakland Airport Connector - $159M
e eBART - $66M

 Warm Springs Extension - $163M
 Silicon Valley Extension - $7M

e Livermore/1-580 Corridor

e Planned expenditures will
increase from $319 million this
year to $396 million in FY13

e System Expansion Program
headcount will increase from 55
to 58 in FY13

13






Operating-to-Capital Allocations
Baseline

e $10 million to provide BART's portion of local match to Federal and other
grants

e $6.1 million for baseline stations renovation work outside of Stations
Modernization Program. Typical activities include re-roofing, repaving station
parking lots, remediation of water intrusion in subways, station staff break
room refurbishment

e $1.3 million for baseline non-revenue vehicle replacement, including police
and maintenance vehicles, and replacement of capital equipment

e $1.2 million for capitalized maintenance
e $775K for spare parts inventory build-up to support operations reliability

e $450K for capitalized tools and equipment

14





Operating-to-Capital Allocations
FY13 Capital Initiatives
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: How are we doing? I:[

Quarterly Service Performance Review
Third Quarter, FY 2012
January - March, 2012

Engineering & Operations Committee
May 24, 2012





: How are we doing? I:[

FY12 Third Quarter Overview...

v" Continued strong ridership growth, weekday up 7.3%
v" Record setting train service reliability

v' Customer rated attributes (PES) steady

v" Availability indicators OK except for street escalators

v Complaints up from last quarter, down from same
quarter last year
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: How are we doing? I:[

Customer Ridership

380,000

o

370,000 \‘\ A~
360,000 M/

350,000 =S

*
S — N\ 7~

340,000 N =
/ e / —*— Results
330,000 H

320,000

310,000

300,000

290,000

Number of Average Weekday Trips

280,000 T T T T T T T T T T T T T
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb  Mar
2012

v’ Total ridership increased by 9.0% compared to same quarter last year

v’ Average weekday ridership (366,245) up 7.3% over same quarter last
year; core weekday ridership up by 6.7% and SFO Extension weekday
ridership up by 11.6%

v’ Saturday and Sunday up by 12.5% and 13.6%, respectively
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: How are we doing? I:[

On-Time Service- Customer

On-Time Service - Customer

100%

90% A

80% A

70% 1

1 Results

e 0oal

60%

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

2012

v Goal exceeded, 96.2%

v Each month of this quarter, more than 50% of late trains
were due to “Miscellaneous” causes (earthquake, medical,
police action, etc.)
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: How are we doing? I:[

On-Time Service - Train

100%

90% 1

80% 1

70% 1

60%

On-Time Service - Train

7\ =TT | — 7

Jan

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

v Goal exceeded, 94.97%
v" Ten biggest delays of quarter:

— 4 medical

— 3 earthquake

— 1 each: vehicle, train control, track maintenance
v" Highest train on-time since 1995

4
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e Goal
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: How are we doing? I:[

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

Wayside Train Control System

Includes False Occupancy & Routing, Delays Per 100 Train Runs

6.0
55
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Jan Feb Mar  Aprii  May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
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v Goal met for the quarter
v C Line wayside card packs 80% complete

v' Wayside MUX box lightening arrestor replacement, currently working on the K-Line &

A-Line
v" Train Control reliability very important component of on-time performance






: How are we doing? I:[

Computer Control System

Includes ICS computer & SORS, Delays per 100 train runs

0.3

=3 Results

— ol

0.2 n
01 /
0.0 -

Jan  Feb Mar Aprl May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
2012

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

v Goal met

v" ICS being continuously modified:
— Connectivity to California Seismic Network
— TBT cathodic protection monitoring
— Interlocking conversion from relay to VHLC
— Wayside worker safety upgrades
— Enhanced TBT descriptors

v Hardware change-outs as end of useful life reached

6
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: How are we doing? I:[

Traction Power

Includes Coverboards, Insulators,
Third Rail Trips, Substations,
Delays Per 100 Train Runs

25

20

15

/N

0.0 . . . . . . . .
Jan  Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
2012

Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

v Goal met
v' Continued benefit of coverboard bracket project

3 Results

— oal






Delayed Trains per 100 Train Trips

: How are we doing? I:[

2.0

Transportation

Includes Late Dispatches, Controller-Train
Operator-Tower Procedures and Other
Operational Delays Per 100 Train Runs
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3 Results

Goal
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: How are we doing? I:[

Car Equipment - Reliability
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v' Goal met

v" Seeking solutions to encoder problem caused by bad
computer chips; faulty encoders cause delays





: How are we doing? I:[

Car Equipment - Availability @ 0400 hours

Number of Cars

625
600

575 1
550 1
525 1
500 1
475 A
450 A
425 1

400

Jan Feb Mar Aprii May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb
2012

v Goal met
v" Daly City Shop and Transportation have made good
progress on a lingering Blue Line train sizing problem

10

Mar
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: How are we doing? I:[

Elevator Availability - Stations

e

|

C— Active

Mar

April June  July

v Goal exceeded, 99.3%
v" Performance improved
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: How are we doing? I:[

Elevator Availability - Garage

100%
95% A \—

C— Results
90% 1

e Goal
85% A
80%

Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb  Mar
2012

v Goal met, performance improved

12
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: How are we doing?
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Escalator Availability - Street

100%

/ FI

90% 1

[ Results
80% 1
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70% 1

60%
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Goal not met o

Of 55 street escalators, 19 are Orenstein & Koppel (O&K)
Seven units with most downtime in the quarter are all O&K’s
Availability of non-O&K street escalators = 96.5%

O&K Rehab Project funded for FY12, engineering work well underway
but completion several years away

Developing interim improvement strategies for O&K units
13





: How are we doing? I:[

Escalator Availability - Platform

T

100%

90% A

3 Results

80% A

Goal

70% A

60%
Jan Feb Mar  April  May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar

2012
v New, higher goal (96%) not met
v Performance slightly improved over last quarter
v' Staffing levels continue to be a significant challenge — 5 new
mechanics hired during the quarter, 5 mechanics went on

disability since beginning of year
14





: How are we doing? I:[

100%
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80% A
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AFC Gate Availability
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v' Goal met
v’ Steady, high performance
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: How are we doing? I:[

AFC Vendor Availability

100%
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2012

v Goal met, steady performance
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: How are we doing? I:[

4 = Excellent
3 =Good
2.80 = Goal
2 = Only Fair
1 =Poor

Ratings guide:

1

Environment - OQutside Stations

——— ———— R — 3 Results
82 2.84 2190 2|84 81
e Goal
FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

Composite rating of:

BART Parking Lot Cleanliness (25%)
Appearance of BART Landscaping (25%)

Walkways & Entry Plaza Cleanliness (50%) 2.74

3.02
2.73

v' Goal met
v Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Walkways/Entry Plazas: 67.6%  Parking Lots: 81.3%

Landscaping Appearance: 66.5%

v Vegetation control, including at surplus properties, going into fire season

will present a challenge during Q4 due to diversion of resources

17
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: How are we doing? I:[

Environment - Inside Stations

4
Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent 3
3 = Good 2193 2|87 2.89 2/87 2|87
2.90 = Goal C— Results
2 = Only Fair 2 7 e Goal
1 =Poor
1
FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3
Composite rating for Cleanliness of:

Station Platform (60%) 3.02

Other Station Areas (20%) 2.84

Restrooms (10%) 2.28

Elevator Cleanliness (10%) 2.59

v Overall goal not met
v" Cleanliness ratings of either Excellent or Good:

Station Platform: 81.2% Other Station Areas: 73.0%
Restrooms: 42.7% Elevators: 60.2%

v’ Staffing impacted area, upgrading equipment to improve performance

18
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: How are we doing? I:[

Station Vandalism

4
Ratings guide: fm— —
4= Egcegllent 33_14 3.10 3114 311 3108 C— Results
3.19 = Goal . . . ] .
e Goal
3 = Good
2 = Only Fair 2 1
1 ="Poor
1

FY2011Qtr3  FY2011Qtr4  FY2012Qw1l  FY2012Qtr2  FY2012Qtr 3

Station Kept Free of Graffiti

v Goal not met
v' 82.8% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good
v’ Graffiti removal contractor performance is satisfactory
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: How are we doing? I:[

Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent
3.06 = Goal

3 = Good

2 = Only Fair
1 =Poor

Station Services

4

3 .

307 3.05 3106 3]05 3j05 | T Resuls
e Goal

2 .

1

FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012Qtr 3

Composite rating of:
Station Agent Ava

Brochures Availability (35%) 3.11

ilability (65%)  3.02

v Goal just missed, steady performance

v Availability ratings
Station Agents:

of either Excellent or Good:
80.6% Brochures: 84.1%
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: How are we doing? I:[

4 = Excellent
3.09 = Goal
3 = Good

2 = Only Fair
1 =Poor

Ratings guide:

rain P.A. Announcements

3[12 3.08 312 3{14 3{14

[ Results

e Goal

1
FY2011Qr3  FY2011Qtr4  FY2012Qtrl  FY2012Qtr2  FY2012Qtr 3

Composite rating of:
P.A. Arrival Announcements (33%) 3.12
P.A. Transfer Announcements (33%) 3.08
P.A. Destination Announcements (33%) 3.23

v Goal met, steady performance

v" Announcement ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Arrivals: 80.9% Transfers: 79.8%
Destinations: 85.8%

v' Good initiative by the Transportation Department to
meet this goal consistently
21






: How are we doing? I:[

Train Exterior Appearance

4
Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent 3 1 Results
3.00 = Goal
3 = Good 291 2.88 2187 290 288 | oa
2 = Only Fair
1 =Poor 2 -
1

FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012Qtr 3

v" Goal not met

v' 75.9% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good

v Richmond car wash down for much of the quarter due to Earthquake Safety
Program work
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: How are we doing? I:[

Train Interior Cleanliness

Ratings guide: 3

4 = Excellent - — Results
3= Good 2194 2.84 2187 2|87 2184

2.94 = Goal — Goal

2 = Only Fair

1 = Poor 27

1
FY2011Qtr3  FY2011Qw4  FY2012Qwr1l  FY2012Qw2  FY2012Qtr 3

Composite rating of:
Train interior cleanliness (60%) 2.52
Train interior kept free of graffiti (40%) 3.32

v" Overall goal not met, “Interior Free of Graffiti” component met
v Train Interior ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Cleanliness: 54.1% Graffiti-free: 90.8%
v" As number of carpeted cars and/or cars with worn wool seat covers dwindle,
they stand out even more — possibly impacting customer perception
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: How are we doing? I:[

Train Temperature

4
Ratings guide: S ——
4 = Excellent 3 1 33 1 Results
3.12 = Goal 325 3.2 3114 3120 .
e Goal
3 =Good
2 = Only Fair 2 -
1 = Poor
1
FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3
Comfortable Temperature Onboard Train
v Goal met

v 87.8% of those surveyed ranked this category as either Excellent or Good
v Summer will be the test, C1 car air conditioning units undersized — limited
replacement project may begin this year
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: How are we doing? I:[

Customer Complaints

Complaints Per 100,000 Customers

10

* T

0

C— Results

Per 100,000 Customers

Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov  Dec Jan Feb Mar
2012

Total complaints rose 8.8% from last quarter, but are down 11.3% when compared with
the third quarter of last year.

Complaint categories that improved over last quarter and last year are: Service,
Policies, Announcements

Complaint categories that increased over last quarter and last year are: Trains, Police
Services, New Bike Program
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: How are we doing? I:[

Patron Safety:
Station Incidents per Million Patrons

=
o

C— Results

Benchmark

Station Incidents/Million Patrons
= N w I ol ()] ~ (0] (o]

0
FY2011Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012Qtr 3

v" Slightly Down
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: How are we doing? I:[

Patron Safety
Vehicle Incidents per Million Patrons

Vehicle Incidents/Million Patrons

o B

FY2011Qtr3 FY2011Qtr4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

v" Down
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: How are we doing? I:[

Employee Safety:
Lost Time Injuries/llinesses
per OSHA Incidence Rate

16
>
g 14
<
I
8 12
)
o
a 10
[<5]
=
=
= 6
[¢B)
£
= 4 1
3
3

2 -

0

FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

\/Up

28






W AT

: How are we doing? I:[

OSHA Recordable Injuries/Ilinesses/OSHA rate

Employee Safety:
OSHA-Recordable Injuries/IlInesses
per OSHA Incidence Rate

24
20
C— Results
16 A
12 1 e Benchmark
8 -
4 -
0 1
FY2011Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012Qtr 3

/Up
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: How are we doing? I:[

Operating Safety:
Unscheduled Door Openings per Million Car Miles

1.000
0.900

0.800
0700 [ Results

0.600
0.500
0.400
0.300
0.200

0.100 1 \|/ |

0.000 - - -
FY2011Qtr3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012Qtr 2 FY2012Qtr 3

e Benchmark

Unscheduled Door Openings/Million Car Miles

v" Down
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: How are we doing? I:[

Rule Violations per Million Car Miles

15

1.0

0.5

0.0

FY2011 Qtr 3

Operating Safety:
Rule Violations per Million Car Miles

\/

C— Results

e Benchmark

FY2011 Qtr4

v' Same

FY2012 Qtr1
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: How are we doing? I:[

BART Police Presence

Ratings guide:
4 = Excellent
3 =Good
2.50 = Goal

2 = Only Fair
1 = Poor

237 2.B8 244 2.42 240

[ Results

e Goal

FY2011Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

Composite Rating of Adequate BART Police Presence in:
Stations (33%) 2.37
Parking Lots and Garages (33%) 2.45
Trains (33%) 2.39

v" Adequate Presence ratings of either Excellent or Good:
Stations: 47.2% Parking Lots/Garages: 49.9%
Trains:  46.7%
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: How are we doing? I:[

Crimes per Million Trips

Quality of Life*

250
200
150
O Results
100
50 I\
0 '
FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

4 Quality of Life incidents are down from last quarter, and up
from 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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: How are we doing? I:[

(Homicide, Rape, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault)

Crimes per Million Trips

Crimes Against Persons

4

1 Results === Goal

0

FY2011Qtr 3 FY2011Qtr 4 FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

v Goal met.

v Crimes against persons are down from the last quarter, and down

from the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.
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: How are we doing? I:[

Auto Theft and Burglary

12

10

1 Results

Goal

6-7/

Crimes per 1000 Parking Spaces

0
FY2011 Qtr3 FY2011 Qtr4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

v Goal met.

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

Average Emergency Response Time

~~ 10
(7p]
(¢D)
'}
-
(-
- 8
=
=
= C— Results
QL 6
£
- Goal
(«b)
(7p]
c 4 -
o
o
(7p]
X

2

0

FY2011 Qtr 3 FY2011 Qtr 4 FY2012 Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2 FY2012 Qtr 3

v" The Average Emergency Response Time Goal was met.
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Total Quarterly Bike Thefts

Bike Theft

250

200

150

50 A1

0

FY2011Qtr 3

100 1

C— Results

— 30al

FY2011Qtr 4

FY2012Qtr 1 FY2012 Qtr 2

FY2012Qtr 3

v 166 bike thefts for current quarter, down 32 from last quarter and up from

the corresponding quarter of the prior fiscal year.

* The penal code for grand theft value changed in 2011. The software was updated, which resulted in a
change of bicycle theft statistics effective FY12-Q3.
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MTC / ABAG Plan Bay Area

Plan Bay Area (2040)

Nine County Region Growth
* Population: 2.1 million more 30%
* Housing Units: 0.66 million more 24%
e Jobs: 1.1 million more 33%

Growth Located in Priority Development Areas
 House Units: Over 3/4
e Jobs: Nearly 2/3





MTC / ABAG Plan Bay Area

Regional

Priority Development
Areas (PDA)

ABAG

Regional Center
City Center
Suburban Center
Transit Town Center
Rural Town Center
Urban Neighborhood
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BART - The Next 40 Years

Reinvestment vital for a sustainable region

Projects include:

Replace/Add Rail cars (Fleet of the Future)
Station Modernization

Track Improvements

Traction Power

Train Control/Communication systems

Capacity investments ensure passenger comfort and safety

Advance reinvestment by leveraging BART Metro program





BART State of Good Repair

= UC Berkeley / Bay Area Council Study

= Failure to reinvest - net regional economic loss of:

$22 - 33 Billion





BART - The Next 40 Years I BART

e Support regional sustainability through Plan Bay Area

 Engage the Board and public on vision for BART

 Inform trade-offs and priorities involving State of Good
Repair, Capacity and Expansion

e Position BART Metro for implementation
o High score in MTC’s Project Assessment

o Potential New Starts opportunity ($660 M)
e Leverage synergies with BART reinvestment






Bay Area Regional Rail Plan (2008)

1) Capacity

 Expand line-haul and station capacity to accommodate growth

2) Service
« More “Show Up and Go” service in core areas

» Faster to SF jobs from key Commute markets
» Faster to suburban jobs from Core markets
» Trackway modifications for flexibility / recovery

3) Coverage
* Infill stations

« High-capacity / multi-modal transit service in key corridors
* “Inward” expansion to regional destinations
* “Outward” expansion of BART-technology connects to rail





BART - The Next 40 Years

ldentify opportunities to support the region’s
land use plan

1. Operational Analysis: Operational strategies

and infrastructure to support changing travel
markets

2. Metro Vision: Infill stations and new lines






BART - The Next 40 Years

BART Metro

Open
BART — The Next 40 Years
SRTP/CIP

Houses

State of Good Repair
Fleet of the Future
Capacity Investments ¢

Inform Trade-Offs
and Priorities





BART - The Next 40 Years

MTC’s Plan Bay Area Vision

Travel Market Analysis

State of Capacity BART Metro

cooaRepen Projects Operations —

Inform Trade-Offs and Priorities
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BART Metro Vision

Leverage Recent and Current Efforts
« SF Bay Area Regional Rail Study (2008)

« MTC Transit Sustainability Project
« MTC/ABAG Plan Bay Area

» Other extension planning
« eBART Next Segment
» Livermore

“How does BART support the Region’s vision?”





BART Metro Vision

Portland’s High
Capacity Transit Study

* Regional priority
corridors

* Guide long-term
Investment

 Tied to land use





BART Metro Vision

 Travel Markets
o Opportunity Assessment

BART Service Efficiency

» Transbay Capacity Improvements

Infill stations

BART to the Beach (NW San Francisco)
eBART Next Segment

wWBART (I-80N corridor)

Other ideas

* Project Performance Assessment
e Implementation Strategies





BART Metro Vision BART
T I~

Task Completion
nitial Outreach July 2012
Develop Goals and Criteria Aug 2012
~-irst Screening Aug 2012
Project Definition Nov 2012
Open Houses late Nov 2012
Second Screening Mar 2012

Final Report May 2013





BART Metro Operational Analysis I BART

e Focus on improvements to existing system
« Efficiently link to projected land use growth

o Capture reverse commute and off peak travel

 |dentify service and operational improvements

« Optimize service to the greatest number of people





BART Metro Operational Analysis

Trip Type by Market Type

« Metro Core e Metro Commute
All Day trips Heavy peak period trips
— CBD Commute — CBD Commute
— Sub-Center Commute — Airport
— Airport — Special Event
— Special Event — Regional Shop
— Regional Shop — Regional Entertainment
— Regional Entertainment
— Local Shop

— Local Entertainment
— Schools and universities
— Other
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BART Metro Vision

Starting Point

BART Board Meeting

4

Idea Gathering

First-Level
Screening

Qualitative

Open House
Meetings

System Capacity
Financial Capacity
Operability
Cost-effectiveness
Constructability
SGR Synergies
Safety/security
Ridership

Land Use
Connectivity
Partnerships
Environment

Equity

Access ’

Second-Level
Screening

Quantitative

System Capacity
Financial Capacity
Operability
Cost-effectiveness
Constructability
SGR Synergies
Safety/security
Ridership

Land Use
Connectivity
Partnerships
Environment
Equity

Access ’
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BART Metro Operational Analysis

Metro Core
* Provide more “show up and go” service

Metro Commute
e Maintain frequent base service

e Improve peak service to major destinations

All
e Maintain 95% on-time performance

« Contain operating costs
 Improve efficiency and comfort

23





BART Metro Operational Analysis

Operational Scenarios

Tier 1 — low cost using existing infrastructure

o 24t Street crossover
 Pleasant Hill crossover
« Hayward Yard for turnbacks

Tier 2 — medium cost

» Train control upgrades
» Bay Fair connector
 New San Francisco crossover

Tier 3 — high cost

» Civic Center crossover & pocket track
e Downtown Oakland 4t track
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BART — The Next 40 Years

e Multiple communications channels
« Stakeholder input

 Open House meetings

e Coordinated BART presentation:

« Financial picture (SRTP)

» Fleet of the Future

« State of Good Repair

« Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

e Seek input from public on:

* Investments priorities
» High-capacity transit expansion ideas
* Role of BART and regional transit





BART - The Next 40 Years

« How does BART continue to be a high-
guality transit service that supports a
sustainable region?

« How do we balance competing needs?

\“!///







FY 13 Annual Budget
Public Hearing

BART Board of Directors

May 24, 2012





FY13 Preliminary Operating Budget

Sources $669 Million
Other Other
Financial Revenue

Assistance and 5%
Allocations

3%
Property Tax
5%

Sales Tax

30%

Uses* $670 Million
Other
Allocations
1%
Capital
Allocations

10%

Other Non-

Lab Labor &
: a ;r Benefits
° 57%
Traction &
Station Power
6% Purchased
(]
Transportation
2% *includes non-cash Unfunded OPEB Liability $0.9M





INCOME STATEMENT Budget Change
($millions) FY12 FY13 ¢ %
SOURCES Adopted Preliminary
Passenger Revenue | $ 3457 3 380.2 345 10%
Other Operating Revenue 33.4 349 15 4%
Sales Tax 180.6 204.2 23.6 13%
State Transit Assistance 21.7 17.3 (4.4) -20%
Other Assistance/Allocations 36.1 32.7 (3.4) -9%
SOURCES TOTAL 617.5 669.4 51.9 8%
SOURCES TOTAL 617.5 669.4 51.9 8%
USES
Net Labor & Benefits 364.3 380.6 16.3 4%
OPEB Unfunded Liability 1.6 0.9 (0.7) -45%
Purchased Transportation 15.7 16.0 0.3 2%
Traction & Station Power 35.2 38.1 2.9 8%
Other Non-Labor 90.1 94.5 4.4 5%
OPERATING EXPENSES TOTAL 506.9 530.0 23.2 5%
Debt Service /MTC Loan 62.3 65.5 3.2 5%
Other Allocations 2.8 5.3 25 91%
Capital Rehabilitation Allocations 47.1 23.7 (23.4) -50%
State of Good Repair Rail Car Allocation - 25.0 25.0 n/a
Additional FY13 Rail Car Allocation - 20.7 20.7 n/a
ALLOCATIONS TOTAL 112.2 140.2 28.0 25%
USES TOTAL 619.1 670.2 51.1 8%
OPEB Unfunded Liability (1.6) (0.9) 0.7 n/a
NET RESULT $ = $ - -
KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
Operating Ratio 74.8% 78.3% 3.5% 4.7%
Farebox Recovery Ratio 68.2% 71.7% 3.5% 5.2%
Average Weekday Trips 348,845 376,475 27,630 7.9%
Rail Cost / Passenger Mile 33.2¢ 32.8¢ (0.4¢) -1.2%






FY13 Operating Budget: Overview

» Revenues

FY12 ridership and sales tax exceeding budget expectations
Continued growth projected for FY13, slightly slower rate

FY13 Preliminary Budget total +$52M (8%) over FY12 Budget
Most of incr. based on estimated FY12 performance (passenger revenue & sales tax +$33M)
FY13 assumes 1.4% CPIl-based fare increase 7/1/12 (last of current Board adopted series)

» EXpenses
FY13 Preliminary Budget total +$23M (5%) higher than FY12 Budget

$10M proposed initiatives
Base budget +$13M (3%), increased benefit costs, other expenses

» Debt Service and Allocations
FY13 Preliminary Budget total +$28M (25%) over FY12 Budget
Rail Car Replacement Program Sinking Fund: allocation of $45.7M
State of Good Repair allocations: continue seat & floor replacement project
Use projected FY12 favorable results to fund other SGR needs





FY13 Operating Budget: Ridership & Revenue

» Passenger Revenue
FY12 $15M favorable to budgetYTD
FY 13 avg. weekday ridership 376,475

+3% over FY |12 estimate

» Sales Tax
FY12 $9M over budget YTD (3 qtrs.)
Projecting $14M favorable by year-end*

FY I3 sales tax growth
+5.0% over FY|2 estimate of ~$195M (+8%)

» State Transit Assistance

$17.1M net revenue
No changes from Governor’s revised budget
plan

*FY12 year-end result will also be affected by expense performance and
other factors
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FY13 Preliminary Operating Budget: Uses

» Operating Expense Increase 5%

Net Labor: +$16M, includes proposed addition of 57 positions ($6.4M)
Wages & Benefits
0% wage increase, one-time lump sum payment $1,500 per employee
Pension up $1M
Small Miscellaneous Plan rate decline for FY'|3 (after 27% increase FY12)

Medical insurance up $5M
Rate increase of 7% estimated for second half of FY |3

Retiree medical up $3M

FY 13 final year of “ramp up” trust contribution, will fund full Annual Required Contribution
(ARC) in FY 14

Workers compensation up $3M
Based on May 201 | actuarial report

Non-Labor: +$7M
Proposed initiatives $3.3M ($1.6M one-time)
Electric Power up $2.9M





FY13 Initiatives Summary — Operating

FTE

» Transportation Department Structural Issue 41.9
» Information Technology Department Post Production Support*
» DBE / Small Business Development 2.0
» Human Capital Management System Update*
» Service Increase - Richmond/Daly City (Red Line) 2.9
» Small Business Bonding Program
» Title VI & Environmental Justice Compliance 1.5
» Real Estate & Property Development Departments Reorganization 25
» Human Resources Department Recruitment Positions 2.0
» Police Department Special Enforcement Team (SET)
» Information Systems Security Program
» Project Performance Assessment — Capacity, Infill, Expansion*
» Finance Department Accounts Payable Positions 2.0
» Communications Officer Position 1.0
» Geographical Information System (GIS) Enterprise License
» Office of District Secretary Temporary Help
» Human Resources Dept Performance & Learning Position (funded by non-labor) 0.5
» Shuttle & Accessible Services Coordinator (addition) 1.0

TOTAL 57.3

*one time

COST
$4.1M
0.8M
0.7M
0.6M
0.6M
0.5M
0.4M
0.4M
0.3M
0.3M
0.2M
0.2M
0.2M
0.2M
0.2M
0.IM
0.0M
0.IM

$9.7M





FY13 Proposed Capital Budget With FY12 Comparisons

Program Summary by Category

Program Category

Headcount with
Part-Time Equivalent*

Planned Expenditures

FY12 FY13 FY12 FY13
System Renovation
Rolling Stock 45.0 32.0 29,559,854 94,906,039
Mainline 91.0 119.0 49,083,218 72,188,417
Stations 28.0 19.0 41,438,990 27,306,641
Controls & Communications 72.0 57.0 55,076,759 43,138,113
Facilities 3.0 12.0 16,901,502 25,471,375
Work Equipment - - 4,203,123 2,525,200
SMP 2.0 - 2,715,419 -
Total System Renovation 241.0 239.0 198,978,865 265,535,785
Safety & Security 21.0 9.0 43,484,614 22,381,726
Earthquake Safety 42.0 46.0 146,860,912 154,087,587
Service & Capacity Enhancement 17.0 30.0 26,158,913 26,556,130
System Expansion 55.0 58.0 319,251,872 395,651,342
Capitol Corridor 23.7 24.0 3,244,407 3,345,285
Reimbursable 135 15.0 2,000,000 1,678,587
. CAP costs are included in each of the
Cost Allocation Plan 48.0 48.0 line items above
TOTALS 461.2 469.0 739,979,583 869,236,442

* Total authorized permanent positions (“FTE").
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FY13 Initiatives - Capital

» Rail Car Sinking Fund
» Rail Car Interiors (replace seats 100 cars, floors 30 cars)

» Information Security Program - Equipment

» TOTAL

$20.7M
2.4M
0.7M

$23.8M





Potential FY12 Year-End Funding

Powell Concourse Ceiling and Waterproofing $7.5M
C Car — HVAC Renovation 2.3M
C Car — Auxiliary Power Supply Equipment (APSE) Replacement |.3M
C Car — Propulsion Motor Control Box (MCB) Renovation l.IM
Pigeon Abatement |.OM
Repair Damaged Vehicle 0.5M
Enterprise Storage 0.5M
Fare Evasion Mitigation 0.5M
Replacement of Eight Treasury Servers 0.3M
Late Night Bus Service (conditional) 0.2M
eBART Project Development Funding (conditional) 0.5M
Powell Station Platform — Ceiling 3.0M
Balboa Park Station Improvements 5.0M
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FY13 Budget Schedule

» May 24 Public Hearing

Capital Budget

» June 14 Resolution to Adopt FY |3 Budget
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