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What the Oakland Airport Connector (OAC) Means to Oakland

At the September 15 Public Works Committee meeting, a BART spokesperson declared that Oakland has no
stake in the OAC. Subsequent comments from BART and other regional agency staff reflected on the
environmental/traffic benefits of the project—but the benefits they cited are based on dubious ridership
assumptions and ignore the negative environmental effects of concrete construction.

Since the project’s costs began exploding, causing private partners to step away from a Public/Private
Partnership that would have cost $100 million less than the current proposal, no analysis has been done to see
if alternatives could provide the identified goals of supporting Oakland Airport growth, increasing BART
ridership, supporting local economic development and upgrading the successful AirBART system.

Oakland was specific in its support of the OAC
In 2001, Oakland’s Director of City Planning told BART:

“City Staff prefers the [OAC] along the Hegenberger Road median with two intermediate stations. …
this option would stimulate transit-oriented development and job creation within their immediate
vicinity.”

At the same time, the Council adopted a resolution that reflected their support because:

“An elevated system running on a guideway above traffic will reliably make the trip in less than half the
time it takes the AirBART shuttle. … intermediate stations will provide direct access to [OIA] and to
the regional BART system, thereby encouraging high quality transit oriented development near those
stops … [and] the [OAC] will increase ridership on the region’s existing transit systems.”

In 2009, none of this is true any longer.
 OAC travel times are within 1-2 minutes of BART’s 2020 AirBART projections, running at 16.3-19.3

minutes (or slower, depending on which technology is chosen).
 Intermediate stations have been removed, and BART has designed the system to make adding even one

additional station extremely unlikely.
 Projected ridership numbers have plummeted, based on revised airport use assumptions, making the

half-billion-dollar system not significantly better than a BRT solution that would cost 1/10 as much.
 The number of jobs projected to be created is small (689), especially for such an expensive project.

The money currently attached to the OAC project could fund a successful, self-supporting BRT solution while
freeing up hundreds of millions of transportation dollars for priority projects in Oakland and elsewhere in the
East Bay and the Bay Area.

A vote against the current OAC is a vote for:
 A Stronger Economy: A Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) connector would have intermediate stops, thus

supporting transit-oriented development, and it would be affordable to all Oakland residents.
 More Jobs: Reverting OAC funds to transit agencies would create more jobs than building the OAC.
 Better Transit: A BRT connector could be as fast as the OAC, and the money saved would stop

transit service cuts throughout the Bay Area.
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OAC Intermediate Stops – Not Happening
One of the main reasons cited by the Oakland City Council in the past for its support of the OAC was the
inclusion of two intermediate stops that would serve East Oakland residents and businesses along
Hegenberger. Under BART’s current plan, the businesses along the Hegenberger corridor will not receive
any new transit service—hence, no new customer traffic or employee access. Instead, the connector will
simply pass over them.

The feasibility of the intermediate stops is not a selection criteria
On August 28, just over three weeks before bids were due, BART released RFP Addendum #9 for the OAC
Request For Proposal (RFP). This is the first time that BART has asked for a cost estimate for an
intermediate station, but the addendum states that this cost will not be included in the evaluation process for
bids.1

That the intermediate station was excluded from the original RFP, despite being required in the 2006 City of
Oakland agreement with BART, indicates the level of seriousness with which BART has treated the
intermediate station. That its cost will not be included in the evaluation process for bids proves that
intermediate stops are not only an afterthought, but not even on the table. Whether it’s $15 million or $100
million, BART will not use the feasibility of an intermediate stop as a selection criterion. This is not a
problem for BART, as documentation from BART to the City Council has been clear that the City of
Oakland will be responsible for paying the cost of the intermediate stop.

The OAC fare gates are not set up to accommodate intermediate stop riders
The RFP clearly states that only the Coliseum station will have fare gates for BART/OAC.

In 2002, both the intermediate stop and the Airport station would have had fare gates, allowing OAC riders
to board at Coliseum BART without the use of a fare card, then exit at either stop and pay the appropriate
fare. ($6 for Airport, significantly less for non-airport users). The current design puts fare gates at Coliseum
BART, before riders board the OAC2 headed to the airport, and no fare gates at the intermediate station at
Doolittle.3 This suggests that BART intends for riders travelling between the Airport and Doolittle to pay no
fare ($0) and riders between Doolittle and Coliseum BART to pay the same $6 fare that airport riders will
be paying.

TransForm believes that this is an explicit indication that BART has no intention of an intermediate stop
being built at Doolittle—or, if BART is proposing a system where the users of Doolittle pay the same as
airport passengers, that the Doolittle stop is destined for failure. The rationale for a “service fee” for airport
riders is that they are discretionary riders who can afford airline tickets and therefore the small incremental
cost of an additional fee, which, in relation to airfare, will not be a deterrent to use.

The out-and-out revolt against BART’s SFO service fee increase, in which airport workers stopped riding the
SFO extension because of the $4 surcharge, shows that it is highly unlikely that employees on Hegenberger
would use an OAC with a $6 surcharge. This practice would be overtly unfair to the Oakland riders
(residents or employees) who use this stop. The inability of BART to differentiate the fares for the
intermediate stop is a major and fatal flaw to this project.

1 OAC RFP Addendum #9, item 4
2 OAC RFP Addendum #9, attachment 13A
3 OAC RFP Addendum #9, item 11
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OAC Jobs

The OAC will create 689 jobs at a cost of $552 million
BART has continued to hedge their answers on jobs creation for the OAC. Thankfully, BART’s OAC
loan application to the Federal Transit Administration finally clears up the answer as to how many jobs
the project will create: “689 direct and indirect jobs during the construction period.”1

BART told their supporters to inflate these numbers when speaking to the Council
On September 8, Kerry Hamill , BART Department Manager of Government and Community Relations,
sent out an email to supporters of the OAC with talking points about jobs. In it, she states, “BART’s
very conservative projections show that the OAC Project will create 2542 total direct jobs. These jobs
will start immediately in January 2010 and peak at 1800 jobs by mid-2011.” 2 This represents 4 times as
many jobs as BART reported to the FTA.

Even more worrying, Hamill’s email goes on to lay out three additional job calculation numbers for the
OAC. She encourages meeting participants to “use whatever number you prefer,” even though three of
the numbers are larger than the supposed “BART projection” she cites in the same email, and all are
larger than the number presented to the FTA the same month—in a grant application for which jobs
creation is important.3

At the September 15 Oakland City Council Public Works Committee meeting, BART’s spokesperson
stated that BART is focusing on 2,500 as their preferred number because it is “conservative.”4

BART is overstating their local hiring “requirements”
At the September 15 Public Works Committee meeting, BART Spokesperson Molly McArthur stated
that BART had a “25% local hire requirement” for the OAC. “Those are ironclad requirements,”5 she
continued. This is simply incorrect.

The Port of Oakland’s MAPLA agreement has “requirements.”6 BART’s OAC Project Stabilization
Agreement (PSA), written this summer, has “goals,”7 with no identified remedies if the goals are not
attained.

1 OAC Tiger Grant Application, page 16
2 Kerry Hamill, email to OAC Supporters, 9/8/09
3 Kerry Hamill, email to OAC Supporters, 9/8/09
4 City of Oakland Public Works Committee meeting webcast for 9/15/09, at 3:29 into the broadcast
5 City of Oakland Public Works Committee meeting webcast for 9/15/09, 3:45 into the broadcast
6 Port of Oakland Maritime and Aviation Project Labor Agreement (MAPLA)
7 OAC TiFIA Loan Application, page 23
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From: Kerry Hamill <KHamill@bart.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2009 4:28:49 PM
Subject: Jobs For Oakland Residents from the Oakland Airport Connector


Good Afternoon All OAC Coalition Members:


Reminder that I need a confirmation from all of you that you will join us on
Tuesday September 15 at 10:30 am at the Oakland City Council Public Works
Committee meeting to voice your support for the Oakland Airport Connector
Project. The meeting will take place at Oakland City Hall at #1 Frank O'Gawa
Plaza on the first floor.


Please send me an e-mail to let me know that you will be there and bring as many
fellow supporters as possible.


Here are some key benefits to mention in your remarks to the committee:


JOBS!


BART's very conservative projections show that the OAC Project will create 2542 total
direct jobs. These jobs will start immediately in January 2010 and peak at 1800 jobs by
mid-2011.
According to the Obama White House Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) formula,
the OAC project will create a total of 3400 direct and a total of 5300 direct and indirect
jobs.
According to Governor Schwarzennegger's Formula = the OAC will create 9,000 direct
and indirect jobs
According to the APTA formula = the OAC project will create 15,000 direct and indirect
jobs


(Use whatever # you prefer - just quote the source)


OAC creates many many opportunities for Oakland and local residents through the
Project Stabilization Agreement signed by teh BART Board which was created to
encourage and support the use of local area residents (Alameda, Contra Costa, San
Francisco and San Mateo counties) as journeyman, apprentices and trainees on this job


Goals:
18% of the construction work on the project to be performed by Disadvantaged Business
Enterprises/Women-owned Business Enterprises
50% of hours worked, on a craft by craft basis, to be local area residents,
25% of hours worked to be by residents of the Project Local Impact Area (Oakland).
20% of total craft hours worked to be by apprentices
Only local area residents to be utilized as apprentices
50% of all apprentice hours worked will be by Project Local Impact Area residents
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OAC Alternatives Analysis

BART has not analyzed BRT since 1993
On May 14, BART staff told their Board that they had analyzed a BRT option for the OAC. What was
left out of that presentation was that the analysis was from 1993. In the 2002 Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR), BART stated that BRT “is considered infeasible and was not analyzed in the [2001]
[EIR].”1

The configuration of Hegenberger has changed significantly since 1993. Analysis undertaken in 1993 is
therefore completely outdated in 2009. However, presentations by BART staff to the BART Board,
MTC, the Port of Oakland and Oakland City Council have relied heavily on their analysis of their
exclusive lane analysis, which was not a part of the EIR process in 2002 [per the EIR itself].

Furthermore, BART staff has presented a very skewed analysis of RapidBART
On April 23, BART staff presented their Board of Directors with a proposal to apply for up to $150
million in loans to build the Oakland Airport Connector. During that discussion, it became clear to the
Board that key issues surrounding the project had not been made public, including updated ridership
projections for the project that were still unpublished.

At that meeting, a motion was passed to hold off approving the loan application. Boardmembers made
clear that the loan application should not be voted on until updated ridership numbers had been
released. A number of Boardmembers also requested information on BRT options and changes to the
project since its EIR was first approved in 2002.

Two weeks later, May 7, TransForm released the RapidBART proposal and requested that BART staff
include it in the requested analysis of surface transit alternatives.2 Immediately, the OAC Project
Manager wrote, “RapidBART is not the Quality Bus analyzed in the 2002 OAC FEIR/EIS.”3

The next morning, BART staff sent the RapidBART report to four separate paid, private consultants,
asking them for help “discredit[ing]” and “put[ting] holes” in the report to assuage their “worried
boardmembers.”4

On May 12, the OAC Project Manager emailed the four consultants, saying that General Manager
Dugger had “asked that I give the [May 14 Board] presentation and add one slide attacking the TransForm
proposal directly. . . . I need to punch holes in the credibility of this report.”5

1 OAC FEIR – Vol. II, Response to Comments, pages 2-137 and 2-140
2 Stuart Cohen, email to Dorothy Dugger, 5/7/2009
3 Tom Dunscombe, email to Staff, 5/7/2009
4 Tom Dunscombe, email to consultants, 5/8/2009
5 Tom Dunscombe, email to consultants, 5/12/2009




19-10 The DEIR/DEIS does not improperly defer mitigation measures. The DEIR/DEIS,


pages 3.16-10 to 13, recognizes that construction activities may have a significantly


adverse effect on traffic operations. Mitigation Measure C-TR-1(ii) calls for the


Connector contractor to develop and implement a Construction Traffic Management


Plan that will define how traffic operations would be managed and maintained


throughout construction. The mitigation measure contains specific elements that


constitute performance standards for the Construction Traffic Management Plan,


including requirements for using haul routes that provide the safest route and have


least traffic impacts, maintaining access to businesses, scheduling road closures at


night and driveway closures during non-business hours, and informing the public of


closures, detours and construction scheduling. Additional transit-related


performance standards are included in the Construction Traffic Management Plan in


response to Comment 19-8.


Mitigation Measure C-TR-1(ii) will be implemented by the Connector design build


contractor and will be included in the specifications in the bid documents for the


contractor. In response to Comment 19-7, AC Transit has been included as an agency


that BART’s contractor must consult in developing the construction traffic


management plan.


19-11 The comment asserts that the DEIR/DEIS does not include a reasonable range of


alternatives because the Quality Bus Alternative has been artificially constrained such


that it is rendered a “straw man” alternative. As explained above, the DEIR/DEIS


contains a range of alternatives and provides the decision-makers with a considerable


choice in terms of technology and right-of-way separation (see response to Comments


19-1 and 19-2). Both the Quality Bus and the AGT Alternatives encompass a variety


of vendors, specifications, vehicle types, and operating characteristics. In Section 1.1


of the DEIR/DEIS, it is noted that there is a broad range of possible variations within


these alternatives; they represent distinct scenarios that help define the options and


their ramifications. The broad definition of the AGT Alternative includes guided bus


technology on an exclusive guideway. What distinguishes the alternatives is


primarily not the vehicle type, but the extent of grade separation.


The comment specifically asserts that the DEIR/DEIS should consider a Bus Rapid


Transit (BRT) Alternative that would operate in an exclusive or dedicated at-grade


lane. The BRT alternative was evaluated previously in the 1993 report titled “Project


Update Report: BART-Oakland Airport Intermodal Connector Project” (see Appendix


A, page A-19). The following discussion revisits the prior analysis.


The QB Alternative as defined in the DEIR/DEIS offers many of the benefits and


features of a Bus Rapid Transit system. The design of the vehicles – with its low


floors, multiple doors for boarding and unloading, and telescoping ramps – is


consistent with many current Bus Rapid Transit proposals. However, the QB


Alternative does not operate in an exclusive or dedicated at-grade lane. Instead,


preferential treatment at signals is included to improve running time.


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Written and Verbal Comments
Oakland Airport Connector 2-137 Received on the DEIR/DEIS
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h. The time savings for buses in the median bus only lanes as compared with the
operation of the Quality Bus Alternative is likely to be about 3 minutes, based on


current travel times during periods of light traffic. Even with dedicated lanes the
buses must still negotiate the signalized intersections and would experience delay


at signals. The average three minute time savings would result in a 15 percent
increase in ridership as compared to the Quality Bus Alternative. Buses in the
curb lane would not yield as great a ridership increase as the median bus lanes,


but would have fewer impacts on general traffic. A time savings 1 to 2 minutes
per trip as compared with the Quality Bus Alternative would be expected


resulting in an increase of ridership of 5 to 10 percent as compared to the Quality
Bus Alternative.


In summary, a BRT Alternative that operated in a dedicated right-of-way at grade,


but permitted cross traffic at intersections, would yield modest increases in ridership


but result in much more significant impacts on traffic and parking than those


identified for the QB Alternative. Traffic conditions on Hegenberger Road would be


level of service E and F throughout much of the day. The costs of exclusive median


bus lanes would also be substantial. As a result, and also taking into consideration


the evaluation in the 1993 document, such an alternative is considered infeasible and


was not analyzed in the DEIR/DEIS.


19-12 Reasons for excluding intermediate stops from consideration are presented in Section


2.3.6 of the DEIR/DEIS and further discussed in response to Comment 19-1.


Moreover, a QB Alternative with intermediate stops would replicate the service


provided by AC Transit, which has stops on Hegenberger Road between the


Coliseum BART station and OIA. A QB with intermediate stops would likely divert


riders from AC Transit, causing the impacts that are of concern to the commenter; see


comments 19-5, 19-6, 19-7 and 19-9.


The commenter suggests that a QB alternative should be considered that meets the


Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) standards being prepared under Project A-23 of the Transit


Cooperative Research Program (TCRP). Information on Project A-23, posted on


TCRP's website, states: "While a precise definition of BRT is elusive, it is generally


understood to include bus services that are, at a minimum, faster than traditional


"local bus" service and, at maximum, include grade-separated bus operations. The


essential features of BRT systems are some form of bus priority, faster passenger


boarding, faster fare collection, and a system image that is uniquely identifiable," all


of which are features of the QB alternative. The QB satisfies the BRT standard,


lacking only grade separation which characterizes the "maximum" form of BRT


system. See Response 19-11 for discussion of the infeasibility of a grade-separated QB


alternative; for further information, see TCRP's website:


http://ww4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf/All+Projects/TCRP+A-23."


19-13 The motor bus system operating in an exclusive guideway was considered in the


1970, 1979, 1981, and 1993 reports described on pp. 1.3-6 through 1.3-8 and in


Appendix A of the DEIR/DEIS. As stated on p. 2.6-2 of the DEIR/DEIS, this


alternative was rejected due to the greater capital costs for the exclusive elevated


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Written and Verbal Comments
Oakland Airport Connector 2-140 Received on the DEIR/DEIS
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