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Agency Information 

Eastern Contra Costa Transit Aut hority (ECCTA) was formed in 1977 as a Joint Powers Agency (JPA) consisting of the 

cities of Antioch, Brentwood, Pittsburg and the county of Contra Costa. Oakley incorporated as a city and joined in 

1999. ECCTA is governed by an eleven-member board of directors composed of two appointed by each of the mayors 

of Antioch, Brentwood, Oakley, and Pittsburg, two appointed by the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors, and 

one member at large. ECCTA operates fixed-route and demand response service under the name "Tri Delta Transit" 

and contracts w ith a private company, First Transit, for the operation of the buses. 

ECCTA provides nearly 2 million trips each year to a population of approximate ly 315,000 residents in the 225 square 

miles of Eastern Contra Costa County. Tri Delta Transit operates 14 loca l bus routes weekdays, 5 local bus routes on 

weekends and holidays, on-demand weekday shuttle service, and door-to-door bus service for senior citizens and 

people with disabilities. 
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Background and Purpose 
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The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC} adopted Resolution No. 4320 in May 2018, establishing the 
framework for a 12- to 18-month pilot program to offer a 20 percent to 50 percent single-ride fare discount to 
eligible low-income adults for travel on: 

• BART (20 percent discount) 
• Caltrain (50 percent discount) 
• Golden Gate Transit (50 percent discount; except trips within zones 2, 3 and 4) 
• Golden Gate Ferry (50 percent discount) 
• Muni (50 percent discount) 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Known as Clipper START, the Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program allows adults who live in the 
Bay Area and whose annual earnings are up to 200 percent of the federal poverty level to qualify for fare 
discounts. MTC established the 200 percent of poverty threshold in 2001 to account for the Bay Area's high cost of 
living relative to nationally defined poverty thresholds. The Pilot Program requires riders to use Clipper for fare 
payment. Clipper is a reloadable contactless smart card used for electronic transit fare payment in the San Francisco 
Bay Area. Riders can apply for the free Clipper START card on line or submit a paper application. Applicants need to 
provide proof of identity and proof of income, and those approved will receive a personalized Clipper START card 
that can be used for single-ride discounts on the participating transit agencies' systems. The Clipper START card 
calculates fare discounts automatically for single-ride trips paid withe-cash. 

To qualify for the Pilot Program, an individual must be a resident of the San Francisco Bay Area, be 19-64 years old, 
not have an RTC Clipper Card for people with disabilities, and have a household income of 200 percent of the federal 
poverty level or less. 

Seniors, disabled, and youth currently receive transit fare discounts at most transit agencies in the San Francisco Bay 
Area, that in most cases are greater than 20 percent and therefore, are not eligible for the Pilot Program. 

The Pilot Program is centrally administered on behalf of all participating transit operators; and is subject to revision 
based on financial sustainability, efficiency and effectiveness. 

Establishment of the Pilot Program followed a three-year study launched by MTC in 2015 to determine if a transit 
fare program based on household income would be feasible and effective. This Regional Means-Based Transit Fare 
Pricing Study included three main objectives: 

• Make transit more affordable for low-income residents 
• Move toward a more consistent regional standard for fare discounts 
• Develop implementation options that are financially viable and administratively feasible 

Data from the Pilot Program will be used to evaluate and determine the feasibility of a permanent program. 

ECCTA would like to join the Pilot Program to offer a 20 percent single-ride general public fare discount to eligible 
low-income adults (age 19-64} for travel on ECCTA fixed route and Tri MyRide demand response buses. This report 
analyzes a proposed new fare type that offers a 20 percent discount per single-ride trip on general public ECCTA fares 
for adult riders (age 19-64} with incomes at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty level. 

This analysis is undertaken in connection with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination 

on the basis of race, color, or national origin. While low-income passengers are not a protected class underTitle 

VI, the FederalTransitAdministration (FTA} requires recipients to evaluate proposed service and fare changes to 

determine whether low-income passengers will bear a disproportionate burdenofthe changes. It is important for 

fare equity analyses to examine both scenarios where minority and low-income passengers may bear a greater share 

of negative impacts, or experience a lesser share of positive impacts than non-minority and non-low-income 

passengers. Accordingly, the FTAhasadopted regulations and reportingcompliance requirementsforagenciesthat 

receive federal financial assistance to ensure that the programs and activities of each respective agency comply 

with the requirements of Title VI. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 



Page 14 

FTA requires a fare equity analysis for all fare changes regardless of the amount of increase or decrease, on the entire 
system, on certain transit modes, or by fare payment type or fare media. As the proposed duration of the Pilot 
Program exceeds six months, to ensure compliance with federal and state civil rights regulations, including Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, ECCTA has performed this equity analysis using FTA-approved methodology. 

MTC Resolution No. 4320 and the Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study is in the appendix. 

ECCTA Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy 
The Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy was developed pursuant to the FTA Title VI Circular 

4702.lB, following a public participation process, and adopted by the ECCTA Board of Directors on Apri l 22, 2015. 

The Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy was re-affirmed by the ECCTA Board of Directors on 

February 26, 2020. The purpose of the Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy is to define when 

impacts of a major service change or a fare change result in disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens on 

protected populations or passengers, defined as minority or low-income populations or passengers. A finding of 

disproportionate impacts would determine whether ECCTA may need to take additional steps to avoid, minimize or 

mitigate impacts. 

The policy defines a disparate impact as a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately and adversely affects 

members of a group identified by race, co lor, or national origin. Further the policy defines a disproportionate 

burden as a neutral policy or practice that disproportionate ly and adversely affects low-income populations. 

The fare equity analysis will use the following policies and thresholds to assess the impacts of the Regional Means­

Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program . 

Threshold for Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden 

The policy provides a process and threshold for determining if a disparate impact or disproportionate burden has 

resulted from a service change or fare change. In assessing disparate impact and disproportionate burden, ECCTA 

determines adverse impact based on a threshold that compares benefits and adverse impacts. The following 

definitions apply to determine if a disparate impact or disproportionate burden may exist. 

1. For adverse effects or service decreases, a disparate impact or disproportionate burden will occur when the 

protected population impacted by service decreases is greater than 10 percentage points above the 

percentage of the protected population system wide. 

2. For benefits or service increases, a disparate impact or disproportionate burden will occur when the 

protected population impacted by service benefits is less than 10 percentage points below the percentage 

of the protected popu lation system wide. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Major Service Change Policy 

The ECCTA Board of Directors approved the updated Major Service Change Policy on February 26, 2020. The following 
defines a major service change or fare change, with exceptions also noted. 

1. A transit route is added or eliminated; or 

2. A reduction or increase of 25 percent or more in total vehicle revenue miles in service on any specific 

route over a one month period; or 

3. A change inthe routing of a bus route, when it is in service that alters 40 percent or more of the route's 

path. 

Exceptions to the "major service change" includethe following. 

• Standard seasonal variations in service. 

• Experimental or emergency fare changes may be instituted for six months or less without an equity analysis 

being completed; Experimental or emergency service changes may be instituted for twelve months or less 

without an equity analysis being completed. 

• Changes to a route with productivity that is fifty (50) percent or below 18 passengers per revenue liour (Tri 

Delta Transit productivity standard) in a typical service day are not considered "major," unless service on 

that route is eliminated completely on any such day. Productivity refers to the number of passengers 

carried per revenue hour or per trip. 

• Restoration of service previously eliminated due to budget constraints, provided the service runs on the 

same route as it had prior to its elimination, subject to minor deviations that do not exceed the 

requirements of (1), (2), or (3) above. 

Any change in fare requires a fare equity analysis. The proposed Pilot Program uses the Clipper START card, a new 

fare type that provides the 20 percent single-ride general public fare discount to eligible low-income adult riders 

(age 19-64). ECCTA will assess whether the new fare type in the Pilot Program creates a disparate impact on 

minority riders and/or a disproportionate burden on low-income riders using ECCTA's Disparate Impact and 

Disproportionate Burden Policy. 

Should ECCTA find that minority riders experience disparate impacts from the proposed fare change, ECCTA will 

take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disparate impacts. If the additional steps do not mitigate the potential 

disparate impacts on minority riders, pursuant to FTA Title VI Circular 4702.lB, ECCTA can only proceed with the 

proposed change if ECCTA can show that: 

• A substantial legitimate justification for the proposed fare change exists; and 

• There are no alternatives serving the same legitimate objectives that would have a less disparate impact on 

minority populations. 

Should ECCTA find that low-income riders experience a disproportionate burden from the proposed fare change, 

ECCTA will take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. ECCTA shall also describe 

alternatives available to low-income populations affected by the proposed fare change. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Existing Conditions 

Clipper Fare Type Available on Fixed Route Buses 
The fo llowing Clipper fare types are currently ava ilable for use on ECCTA's fixed route buses: 

• Clipper card 

o Ad ult Clipper card 

o Senior Clipper card 

o Youth Clipper card 

o Disabled Clipper card (Regiona l Transit Discount Card) 

When Clipper is insta lled on Tri MyRide demand response buses, all Clipper ca rds will also be available for use on Tri 

MyRide buses. 

Table 1: Adult Clipper Single-Ride General Public Fixed Route Fare Cost 
Table 1 summarizes existing Adult Clipper single-ride general public (age 19-64) fare cost on ECCTA fixed route buses. 

When Clipper is insta lled on Tri MyRide demand response buses, the Adult Clipper single-ride general public fare cost 

will be $2.00. 

Adult Clipper Single-Ride General Public (age 19-64) Fare Cost 
Type 

Adult Clipper loca l route single-ride fare $2.00 

Adult Clipper BART transfer local route single-ride fare $1.25 
Adu lt Clipper route 200, 201 single-ride fare $2.50 
Adult Clipper route 200, 201 BART transfer single-ride fare $1.75 

Adu lt Clipper Day Pass Accumulator $3.75 

Table 2: Single-Ride General Public Fare Payment Methods by Fare Type on ECCTA Fixed 
Route Buses 
Table 2 summarizes the existing adult single-ride general public (age 19-64) fare payment methods by fare type 

currently available on ECCTA fixed route buses. Currently cash and the mobile t icketing app are existing adult single­

ride genera l public fa re payment methods ava ilable on Tri MyRide demand response buses. 

Adult Single-Ride General Public (age 19-64) Fare Payment 
Methods by Fare Type 

Adult Clipper Card 

Cash 
Magnetic Swipe Tickets 

Mobile Ticketing App 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Proposed Change to Fare Type and Fare with Pilot Program 
With the proposed Pilot Program, ECCTA will offer a 20 percent single-ride general public fare discount to eligible 

low-income adults (age 19-64) for travel on ECCTA fixed route and Tri MyRide demand response buses with the 

Clipper START card. 

Proposed Clipper Fare Type for Fixed Route Buses 
The Clipper START card will be a new fare type available for use on ECCTA's fixed route buses. When Clipper is 

installed on Tri MyRide demand response buses, the Clipper START card will also be available for use on Tri MyRide 

buses. 

• Clipper card 

o Adult Clipper card 

o Senior Clipper card 

o Youth Clipper card 

o Disabled Clipper card (Regional Transit Discount Card) 

o Clipper START card 

Table 3: Proposed Clipper Fixed Route Single-Ride General Public (age 19-64) Fare Cost 
with Pilot Program 
Table 3 summarizes the proposed Pilot Program's 20 percent single-ride general public fare discount for eligible low­

income adults (age 19-64) on fixed route buses using the Clipper START card. When Clipper is installed on Tri MyRide 

demand response buses, the Adult Clipper single-ride fare cost will be $2.00 and the Clipper START single-ride fare 

cost will be $1.60. 

Clipper Single-Ride General Public (age 19-64) Fare Type Cost 
Adu lt Clipper local route single-ride fare $2.00 
Clipper START local route single-ride fare $1.60 
Adult Clipper BART transfer loca l route single-ride fare $1.25 
Clipper START BART transfer local route single-ride fare $1.00 

Adult Clipper route 200, 201 single-ride fare $2.50 
Clipper START route 200, 201 single-ride fare $2.00 

Adult Clipper route 200, 201 BART transfer single-ride fare $1.75 
Clipper START route 200, 201 BART transfer single-ride fare $1.40 

Adult Clipper Day Pass Accumulator $3.75 
Clipper START Day Pass Accumulator $3.75 

Table 4: Proposed Fixed Route Single-Ride Fare Payment Methods by Fare Type with 
Pilot Program 
Table 4 summarizes the adult single-ride general public (age 19-64} fare payment methods by fare type available on 

fixed route buses with the proposed Pilot Program. When Clipper is installed on Tri MyRide demand response buses, 

cash, mobile ticketing app, and Clipper single-ride fare payment methods will be available for use on Tri MyRide 

buses. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Adult Single-Ride General Public (age 19-64) Fare Payment 
Methods by Fare Type 
Clipper START card 

Adu lt Clipper card 

Cash 
Magnetic Swipe Tickets 

Mobile Ticketing App 

Fare Equity Analysis 
The following section evaluates ifthe proposed Pilot Program new fare type will have a disparate impact and/or 

disproportionate burden on minority and/or low-income riders. 

Data Sources 
To ensure compliance with Title VI regulations, the fare equity analysis used available information from the 2019 on­

board passenger survey to assess w hether the new fare type in the Pilot Program creates a disparate impact on 

minority riders and/or a disproportionate burden on low-income riders using ECCTA's Disparate Impact and 

Disproportionate Burden Policy. 

The on-board passenger survey data was used to develop a detailed understanding of passenger demographics and 

fare payment by the Adu lt Clipper card. The survey was distributed on all ECCTA fixed routes and was weighted to 

reflect daily ridership levels. Passengers were selected for participation using a random sampling function built into 

the survey programming and passenger responses were captured in real t ime. The passenger-intercept interviews 

were completed using hand-held tablet personal computers (PCs) upon which the on line survey was administered. 

Interviewers were required to adhere strictly to the random sampling protocol and were at no time permitted to 

exercise personal discretion with regard to the selection of survey subjects. The customer was able to select their 

language choice for the survey and Spanish speaking interviewers were also available to administer surveys. A paper 

version of the 2019 on-board passenger survey instrument is included in the appendix. 

Minority definition- For the purposes of this ana lysis, minority is defined as all races/ethnicit ies besides White, non­

Hispanic. 

Low-income definition- ECCTA defines the low-income populations as those who are at or below 200 percent of the 

poverty level established for households by the US Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty 

guidelines. ECCTA's definition is more inclusive of low-income populations than the HHS guidelines to account for 

the higher living costs in the Bay Area compared to most of the rest of the United States. This definition takes into 

account both the household size and household income of survey respondents. The combinations of household size 

and income that are defined as "low-income" are shown in Table 5. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Table 5: 2020 Federal* Poverty Guidelines 
2020 Federal* Poverty Guidelines 

Household Size Poverty Guideline (Federal) 200% 

1 $12,760 $25,520 
2 $17,240 $34,480 

3 $21,720 $43,440 
4 $26,200 $52,400 

5 $30,680 $61,360 
6 $35,160 $70,320 
7 $39,640 $79,280 

8 $44,120 $88,240 

*For the 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia 

Source: US Department of Hea lth & Human Services 

Method of Fare Payment by Fare Type 
Using data from the 2019 on-board passenger survey, the Adult Clipper card method of fare payment and the 

demographic characteristics of each passenger were analyzed. 

Table 6 summarizes the method of fare payment by Adult Clipper card using t he 2019 survey data. 

Table 6: Method of Fare Payment by Adult Clipper Card 
Method of Fare Payment by Demographic Group 

Fare Type Minority Percent Non- Difference Low- Percent Non-Low- Difference 
Minority Minority Income Low- Income 

Income 

Adult 
Clipper 228 76.25% 71 1.59% 184 70.23% 78 16.18% 
ca rd 

All Riders 
Syst em 554 74.66% 188 - 334 54.05% 284 -
Wide 

As the table above shows, data indicates that ECCTA's overall ridership is 54.05% low-income. Low-income riders 
paying fare w ith the Adult Clipper card tota l 70.23%. This is a difference of 16.18%. This difference exceeds the 
Disparate Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy threshold of 10% for service benefits, which indicates there is not a 
disproportionate burden because a greater number of low-income riders benefit from the discount. Since every 
eligible low-income rider is able to get the free Clipper START card to receive the new benefit of a 20 percent single­
ride general public fare discount, introduction of the new fare type would not place a disproportionate burden on 
ECCTA's low-income riders. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Data also indicates that ECCTA's overall ridership is 74.66% minority. Minority riders paying fare with the Adu lt 
Clipper card total 76.25%. This is a difference of 1.59%. This difference is within the Disparate 
Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy threshold of 10% for service benefits, which indicates introduction of the new 
fare type would not place a disparate impact on ECCTA's minority riders. 

Public Engagement 
The public engagement activities re lated to the fare equity analysis were conducted before implementation of the 
Pilot Program. The outreach provided an opportunit y to both educate and to co llect input from the community and 
riders on t he proposed Pilot Program for eligible low-income adult riders, including minority and low-income 
populations. 

Information was communicated in both English and in Spanish. Spanish is the identified Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) language in ECCTA's service area. 

ECCTA engaged the public through the following activities: 

• Website- www.TriDeltaTransit.com communicated information about the proposed Pilot Program, the virtual 
public hearing, and how to provide comments through a banner, web page, and a news notification. The 
news notification was also sent by text message and email to customers and Community Based 
Organizations. The English virtual public hearing was on line at 
www.t rideltatransit.com/publichearing/default.aspx and the Spanish virtual public hearing was online at 
www.trideltatransit.com/publichearing/default esp.aspx. The virtual public hearing webpages are in the 
appendix. 

• Social Media- ECCTA's Tw itter and Facebook account were used to communicate information about the 
proposed Pilot Program, t he virtua l public hearing, and how to provide comments. Add itionally, information 
about the virtua l publ ic hearing was included in an electronic newsletter and in a Tri MyRide passenger 
notification. 

• A public notice was placed in The East Bay Times, The Press, and The Antioch Herald local newspapers to 
inform the community of the virtual public hearing. A press release commun icated information to the 
community about the proposed Pilot Program, the virtual public hearing, and how to provide comments. The 
lega l notice is in the appendix. 

• On-board poster- Inform ation about the proposed Pilot Program, the virtual public hearing, and how to 
provide comments was placed on-board all ECCTA fixed route and Tri MyRide buses. 

• Notice of Public Hea ring- information about the proposed Pilot Program, the virtual public hearing, and how 
to provide comments was sent to the following Community Based Organizations in ECCTA's service area : 
libraries, chambers of commerce, l a Clinica, Ambrose Recreation Center, City of Antioch, City of Pittsburg, 
City of Oakley, City of Brentwood, Contra Costa Health Clinic, Kaiser, John Muir Medical Center, Sutt er Delta 
Medical Center, Medi-Cal offices, employment and human services, general assistance program offices and 
Contra Costa employment offices. The notice of public hearing and letter are in the appendix. 

• Dedicated phone number- A dedicated phone number provided information on how to request a copy of the 
pub lic hearing presentation and an option to leave a public comment . 

Due to COVID-19, the Health Officer of Contra Costa County ordered all ind ividuals living in the county to shelter at 
their place of residence, except to leave to provide or to receive certain essential services or engage in certain 
essential activities and work for essential businesses and governm ental services, effective 12:01am on March 17, 
2020 until 11:59pm on April 7, 2020. The shelter in place was then extended until 11:59pm on May 3, 2020 and 
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extended again until 11:59pm on May 31, 2020. With Contra Costa County still experiencing a significant increase in 
community transmission and illness from COVID-19 and the Health Officer of Contra Costa County imposing 
additional restrictions on certain businesses and activities that were previously cleared for operation on July 11, 
2020, ECCTA scheduled a virtual public hearing. 

The virtual public hearing was held from October 14, 2020 to November 15, 2020. Individuals were encouraged to 
comment or to submit questions online or by email, telephone, fax, mail or in-person. ECCTA's website 
(www.TriDeltaTransit.com) communicated information about the proposed Pilot Program, the virtual public hearing, 
and how to provide comments. 

Public Input 
The public engagement process allowed ECCTA to gather community and rider feedback regarding the proposed Pilot 
Program. Public comments were collected from the community and riders. Comments were collected online, by 
email, telephone, fax, mail or in-person. 

Comments collected, which totaled three, are summarized below: 

• A customer had a question about why the Pilot Program reduced fare was not for seniors as well. ECCTA 
staff followed up with the customer and let her know that seniors already receive a reduced fare for travel on 
ECCTA buses and the senior discount is greater than the 20 percent discount for eligible low-income adult 
riders in the Pilot Program. The customer appreciated the follow up and the good deal that seniors get on 
the bus. She also thanked Tri Delta Transit for the wonderful drivers and service. 

• A customer called twice, the first time requesting a copy of the virtual public hearing presentation and 
requesting a call back because she had some questions. She stated that she thought the program would be 
really beneficial because a lot of people are still on unemployment and the buses will no longer be free. She 
was hoping the program would go forward. The customer called a second time to comment on the Clipper 
START online application process, which she found not user friendly and difficult to upload documents. She 
stated that a paper application could only be picked up at Lake Merritt. ECCTA staff followed up with the 
customer and mailed a copy of the virtual public hearing presentation. Staff is looking into what paper 
application options MTC provides. 

Conclusion 
ECCTA conducted a fare equity analysis to determine if the proposed Pilot Program offering a 20 percent sing le-ride 

general public fare discount to eligible low-income adults (age 19-64) for travel on ECCTA fixed route and Tri MyRide 

demand response buses with the Clipper START card resulted in a disparate impact on the basis of race, ethnicity, or 

national origin, and/ or a disproportionate burden on low-income households. 

Based on this analysis, ECCTA determined that introduction of the Pilot Program would not place a disproportionate 
burden on low-income riders or a disparate impact on minority riders. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 



Appendix 
MTC Resolution No 4320 and Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study 

RE: Rei:rional Means-Based Pro2ram Framework 

lVlETROPOLITA1~ TR.lu'ISPORTATIO::-l' COtvfMl SSIO:-r 

RESOLUTION NO. 4320 

WHEREAS. the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (}viTC) is the regional 

transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Go\·ernment Code 

Section 66500 et seq. ; and 

WHEREAS, transit affordability has been highlighted as a regional i5sue in MTCs 

Coordinated Plan. Plan Bay Area and other plans: 

' '!/ HEREAS, MTC has conducted the Regional Means-Based Fare Pricing Study; 

WHEREAS, the :rvrrc recommends adopting a regional framework for the program. with 

participating operators, funding guidelines. and program conditions. as shown in Attachment A: 

RESOLVED, that l\UC approves Regional Meam Based Fare Program Framework. 

subject to the conditions noted therein; and. be it further 

RESOL V'ED, that MTC may annually allocate regional fund5 to support the Regional 

Means Based Fare Program per the respective funding program guidelines. 

METROPOLITA.'\ TR.ANSPORTATIOX CO]l.flvfISSIOK 

Jake Mackenzie. Chair 

The abow resolution was approYed by the 
:rvktropolitau Transportation Co0lllu5siou 
at a regular meeting of the Cormni.55ion held 
in San Franci5co. California. on May 23 , 2018. 
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Introduction 

The goal of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing 
Study is to answer three interrelated questions: 

• Is there a way to make transit more affordable for the Bay Area's low income residents? 

• How can the region best move towards a more consistent regional standard for fare discount 

policies? 

• Is there a transit affordability solution that is financially viable and administratively feasible, 

and does not adversely affect the transit system's service levels and performance? 

In pursuit of these goals, this study has developed a range of scenarios for implementing a regional 
means-based transit fare program in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. This study considered the 
feasibility of implementing and funding these scenarios. 

MTC has been involved in identifying affordability barriers to transit and promoting solutions through 
regional policy initiatives for more than ten years. These include the Coordinated Public Transit-Human 
Services Transportation Plan, the Lifeline Transportation Program, and the 2012 means-based fare 
discount funding requests, the Regional Transportation Plan, the Tra nsit Sustainability Project, and the 

Community Based Transportation Planning Program. Although MTC does not determine specific fare 
policies for individual transit operators, MTC does have statutory authority to promote regional transit 
and fare coordination. 

Study Methodology and Stakeholder Involvement 

MTC staff established the study goals as part of the RFP process initiated in the second half of 2014. In 
March 2015, MTC retained the CH2M team as lead technical consultant to conduct research, provide 
quantitative and qualitative analysis, support community outreach, and document findings in 
accordance with the defined scope and work plan. 

The questions posed in the study goals have been addressed in a series of four technical memorandums, 
each with a distinct focus: 

• Technical Memorandum #1: Existing Policies and Conditions 

• Technica l Memorandum #2: Alternative Fare Scenarios 

• Technical Memorandum #3: Evaluation of Alternative Fare Scenarios 

• Technical Memorandum #4: Preferred Alternative Fare Scenarios 

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established early in the study to provide initial input and 
subsequent feedback on each of the technical memorandums. The TAC consists of a broad-based group 
of stakeholders including representatives from the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), 
the Alameda County Social Services Agency Workforce and Benefits Administration, Bay Area Rapid 
Transit Distr ict (BART), the Contra Costa County Employment and Human Services Department, Marin 

Transit, Petaluma Transit, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Jose State 
University's Mineta Transportation Institute, Urban Habitat, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA). 

The TAC met four times over the course of the study, between May 2015 and December 2016, to review 

each of the four technical memorandums. TAC members also provided assistance with data collection. 
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Early in the study1 meetings and telephone interviews were also conducted with representatives of 
health and human service agencies serving Bay Area low income communities, as part of the process for 
understanding current needs and structuring low Income program alternatives. Later1 two community 
focus groups were assembled as part of the Evaluatfon of Alternative Fare Scenarios - one in San Jose 
and one in Vallejo. Low income riders were asked to articulate their needs for discount transit fare 
products, and their opinions regarding the products and policies being considered. In addition, MTC staff 
conducted interviews with low-income restdents of San Francisco and the East Bay to help Identify 
transit-affordability barriers for low-income resldents of these communities. 

Research on peer low income programs was conducted early in the study and the results are 
summarized in Technical Memorandum #11 Policies and Conditions. This report provided a summary of 
low-income discount programs in the Bay Area1 including the SFMTA Lifeline program and VTA's Uplift 
program. It looked further at 21 peer agencies and Identified six agencies with specific low-income 
programs1 located in Chlcago1 Oallas1 Los Angeles, Portland, Salt Lake City, and Seattle. 

For technical analysis1 the ridership and revenue impacts of each affordability and revenue-generating 
scenario were evaluated using FARES1 CH2M1s fare analysis model1 as described in Technlr:al 
Memorandum #31 Evaluation of Alternative Means-Based Transit Fare Scenarios. Key assumptions and 
data sources used In quantitatively evaluating ridership and revenue Impacts include: 

• Ridership and fare revenue Impacts were analyzed by market segment1 I.e., rider groups 
characterized by rider category (adult, senior/disabled1 youth1 etc.) and income (e.g., low 
Income adult1 non-low income senior) for AC Transit1 BART, Caltrafn1 Golden Gate, SFMTA, 
SamTrans1 and VTA and Marin Transit.1 For the remaining 16 agencies, ridership and fare 
revenue impacts were estimated only for "low income" and "non-low income" rider groups and 
not distinguished by rider category. 

On-board survey results provided by MTC were used to estimate the percentage of low income 
riders by transit operator. For the purposes of this study1 and consistent with previous MTC 
studies, a low-Income Bay Area resident is defined as having a household Income less than 
200% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), In the absence of consistent household size data in 
transit operator surveys needed to determine an individual 1s income in relation to the Federal 
Poverty Level 1 an annual household Income of $35,000 (which approximates 200% of the 
Federal Poverty level for an average Bay Area household sfze, which Is between two and three 
persons) was generally used as the low-Income-fare eligibility threshold. 

• The FARES model uses elasticities to estimate the impact of a fare change on ridership. For 
example, if a fare elasticity is assumed to be -0.33, a 10% increase in fare price will result in a 
3.3% decrease in ridership, and vice versa - a 10% decrease in price will result in a 3.3% 
increase in ridership. It is generally assumed that lower-income riders are more sensitive to 
price and therefore their price elasticities are higher, while higher Income riders tend to be Jess 
sensitive to price and exhibit lower price elasticities. 

• The CH2M FARES model was used to calculate maximum potential program adoption and 
resultfng program cost (revenue loss). Using local survey data and statistics on qualified riders, 
the study has established an upper limit on potential cost based on 100% adoption rates. 
However, in practical terms1 the SFMTA estimates that only 40.5% of eligible riders have 

1 in the past, Golden Gate Transit provided much of Marin Transit's seN!ce and performance data reported by MTC combined the two 
agencies. As a result, Marin Transit was Included with Golden Gate among the transit providers that were analyzed at the market segment 
level. 
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enrolled in its Lifeline program, while only 20.7% actively purchase Lifeline monthly passes. So it 
Is reasonable to assume that not every qualified rider will take advantage of a low income fare 
program (and thus that actual costs would be lower than the maximum), but there is no firm 
basis to estimate how much below the maximum costs might be at the regional scale. 

Existing Policies and Conditions 

Technical Memorandum #1: Existing Policies and Conditions provides the results of the first phase of 
the study, an existing conditfons analysis that included: 

• Discussions with Bay Area social service agencies 

• Review of existing means-based fare discounts offered by Bay Area transit providers 

• Research into other means-based pricing and transit affordabflity programs In the Bay Area and 

North America. 

Technical Memorandum #1 also includes a statement of the project goals and the results of discussions 
of project objectives with study stakeholders and potential performance measures for use in assessing 
how well proposed policy changes meet study goals and objectives. 

The key findings of this Policfes and Conditions background review served as the foundation for crafting 
prellmlnary means-based transit fare scenarios for the Bay Area in the next task of this study. High-level 
findings from the existing conditions research include: 

• The region's four largest transit agencies (SFMTA, AC Transit, BART, and VTA) account for 90% 

of the region's transit trips. 

• Transportation is the third-largest budget item for low income households in California's 

metropolitan areas. For !ow fncome households, only housing and food expenditures constitute 

larger budget shares than transportation expenditures1 on average. 

• A majority of transit riders are low income. Approximately half of Bay Area transit riders have a 

household income under $2510001 and three-quarters have a household income under $50,000. 
While three-quarters of disabled passengers have household incomes below $25,000, only 

about half of seniors do. 

• Among Bay Area transit riders, the lowest income riders make shorter trips than higher 

income riders, traveling less than one-third the distance of the highest income riders. Low 

income riders generally use local bus systems at higher rates while upper-income riders use the 

region1s long-distance transit modes at higher rates. 

• low income transit discount programs have evolved overtime. The broad variety of the 

programs that have been developed reflect the diversity of needs that transit operators have 

chosen to address. Transit agencies generally offer two categories of low income transit 

discount programs: bulk ticket sales programs and other low income programs. The programs 

are targeted at different populations. Bulk sales are generally not intended to address on-going 

needs, but rather are designed to meet immediate needs of specific users. Other low income 

programs (e.g., Free Munl, ORCA LIFT in the Seattle region) are intended to meet longer-term1 

ongoing needs of more general groups. 

c'12tt1t 
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• Health and social service organizations can be key partners In low income transit discount 

programs. In the Bay Area, these organizations are key partners in both SFMTA's Lifeline and 

VT A's UPLIFT and TAP programs. School districts are also partners with transit operators in low 

income discount programs targeting Bay Area students (SFMTA1 Marin Transit, and SolTrans). In 

addition, using social service agencies provides potentfal opportunities to help enroll 

participants into other programs, such as Medi~Cal and Cal Fresh. Opportunities a!so exist to 

streamline means testing by linking eligfbllity to existing programs, such as Medi-Cal or PG&E's 

CARE program for home energy costs. 

MTC presented these findings to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on May 28, 2015. In 
response to the findings in the memorandum, the TAC wanted to ensure that the study would also: 

• Create a fare pricing and/or payment structure that is convenient and compliant with applicable 
regulations, including Title VI. 

• Establish clear and consistent definitions of ulow income11 and /{resident." 

• Support transit operator fa re box recovery and financlal objectives to ensure the program can be 
successful and sustainable - and if needed1 identify funding source(s) to offset revenue and cost 
impacts. 

• Bufld consensus for a shared regional approach across Bay Area transit operators1 social service 
agencies1 community organizations1 and external stakeholders. 

• Ensure program scenarios are appropriate for the region's four largest transit agencies (SFMTA1 

BART, AC Transit1 and VTA) that account for 90% of the region 1s transit trips. 

• Support low income individuals who make up the majority of Bay Area transit riders and whose 
households rank transportation as their third largest expense1 behind housing and food. 2 

• Establish a well administered means-based testing process to verify eligibility for low income 
programs, if required. 

• Review existing discount programs to see how they currently support low income riders, 
whether their policy objectives are being met, or if those programs could be adjusted to better 
serve low income riders. 

• Consider how to partner with Bay Area health and human services agencies. 

Developing Low-Income Fare Affordability Scenarios 

Technical Memorandum #11 Policies and Conditions, established the existing conditions and 

demographics of low income transit riders. Informed by that memo and feedback from the TAC1 the 

CH2M study team with MTC staff developed a wide-ranging set of preliminary low-income fare 

affordabillty scenarios for consideration by the TAC. Those draft scenar.ios were documented in 

Technical Memorandum #21 Alternative Fare Scenarios. 

Eight different fare affordability scenarios were proposed 1 based on the overall program objectives, 
national peer examples, local expertise in Bay Area transit fare policy1 and findings of the previous task. 

2 As discussed in Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing StudyTechnlcal Memorandum #1: Policies and Conditions, Section 1, 1.2 literature 
Review. 
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Developing and reviewing these draft scenarios exposed three key requirements for a successful low 
income program: 

• A clear and consistent definition of ''low income1
' and "resident. 11 

• A fair means-based testing program to verify el!gibility for low income programs. 

• Pricing and payment that Is convenient and compliant with applicable regulations (e.g., Title VJ). 

The second technical memo explores these challenges and considers the following 11building blocks11 for 
the alternative fare scenarios proposed: 

• Discount Structure: What discount and/or other policy tool will be implemented? 

• Geographic Scope: Which operators will participate? Will it be an opt-In program? Will there be 
a limited demonstration project? Will there be regfonal consistency in discounts offered? 

• Target Population & Income Threshold: Who is the target market? What income threshold will 
be used to determine eliglbllltyl 

• Means-Testing: Who wtll conduct the means-testing if eligibility assessments are required? 

• Distribution: How will the benefits or discounts be distributed? 

• Fare Media: What media will be used to distribute the discounts (e.g., Clipper1 paper)? 

Proposed Fa re Affordability Scenarios 
Seven scenarios were defined for making transit fares more affordable for low income riders in the Bay 
Area. An eighth scenario combined several of the affordability scenarios into a multi-pronged, high­
impact 11 Big Idea" scenario. Key features of each preliminary scenario are described below. 

1. The Big Idea 

Combining several different approaches (of those described below in scenarios 2-8) into one uBig ldea 11 

could result In a multi~pronged 1 high-impact scenario. One example of how several different approaches 
might be combined include: 

• Discounted )ow Income fares and/or pass program (see scenario #2) 

• Peak/off-peak pricing (see scenario #3) 
• Fare accumulators (see scenario #6) 

• Eliminate non-mandated cash discounts (see Revenue Generating opportunity 'A1
) 

2. Discounted Low Income Fares and/or Pass Program 

Offering low income riders a region-wide discount (potentially 50%) on all fares and passes, whether 
paid by cash or Clipper•. 

3. Discounted Off-Peak Fares 

Offering all riders1 regardless of income1 a fare discount during off-peak hours. Two-thirds of low income 
riders travel during the off-peak while only half of higher income riders travel during the off-peak. This 
option minimizes program administration by offering discounts to all riders and eliminating the need for 
means-testing. 
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4. Regional lnteragency Pass 

Slmilar to the BART/Muni Adult uA1
' Fast Pass1 this scenario would establish a regional pass that would 

allow unlimited rides on multiple operators within a defined geographic area. An interagency pass 
provides the flexibility for riders to use multiple operators, facilitating interagency transfers while 
mlnfmizing the cost to transfer. Based on rider survey data1 low income riders are more likely to transfer 
to reach their final destinations. However, introducing a pass to facilitate interagency travel will not 
necessarily address the high upfront cost that may not be affordable for low income riders. 

5. Make Transfer:s More Affordable 

Offering free1 discounted1 or time-extended interagency transfers would increase affordabillty of trips 
that require use of multiple operators rn the absence of an interagency or regional pass. While offering a 
small discount on lnteragency transfers (e.g., $0.50) does improve affordability, the fare for the entire 
trip may still create a financial burden to low income riders. Offering a day pass in lieu of intra-agency 
transfers would further increase affordabllity1 especially on transft systems designed to require 
transferring to complete a trip. 

6. Monthf{ Fare or Trip Accumulators 

Also referred to as fare capping1 best fares1 or ufa ir fares 1
11 this scenario establishes a mechanism that 

allows low income riders to pay individual fares for each boarding up to a 11cap/' at which time the rider 
automatically earns a monthly pass so that future rides during that month are free. 

7.Add Cash to Clipper Ca rd for Low Income Riders 

This scenario would provide a cash value1 transit-only subsidy to low income riders who qualify. Transit 
agencies would not be required to make changes to their established fares. 

8.1 ncrease Use of Existing Discounts/Reduce Barriers to Exlsting Discounts 

Several transit operators offer discounted fares and/or passes (e.g.1 youth passes, senior/disabled 
passes, monthly passes) that are sometimes underutilized due to a variety of barriers. This scenario 
would identify those barriers and implement strategies to mitigate them. 

Proposed Revenue Generating Scenarios 
The Affordability Scenarios outlined above are all intended to reduce fares paid by low income riders. 
Therefore1 they are expected to reduce overall fare revenue for the transit agencies. While scenarios 
selected for further evaluation are not required to be revenue neutral, each scenario should be 
consistent with the study goal to be "administratively viable and financially feasible, and not adversely 
affect the transit system's service levels and performance." Therefore, complementary revenue 
generation strategies were developed to consider how lost revenue might be replaced. 

In developing the revenue generating scenarios, the study team tried to identify new, non-traditional 
revenue opportunities that might make sense only once the region is committed to fully implementing a 
low income fare program. 

A. Eliminate Non-Mandated Cash Discounts/Eliminate Proxies for Low Income 

Consistent with federal law1 the Federal Transit Administration requires Its grantees to provide half-fare 
discounts for seniors1 persons with disabilitles, and Medicare cardholders on one-way fares during off. 
peak periods. Eliminating the discounts that transit agencies choose to offer that exceed these 
requirements could generate additional revenue. However1 a low income program that ensured all low 
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income riders, regardless of rider category1 had access to discounts might eliminate the need for these 
non-mandated discounts. 

B. Eliminate Discounted Fare Products (e.g., Monthly Passes) 

Additlonal revenue could be generated by eliminating fare products, such as monthly passes, that 
provide discounts to all riders, regardless of financial need. Transit operators have traditionally offered 
p;3sses to provide discounts to their most frequent and loyal riders1 and to simplify fare payment and 
fare collection. However1 with Clipper, passes are no longer needed to simplify fare collection and 
eliminating these discounts could generate addltional fare revenue. 

C Implement Fare Increases for Non-Low Income Riders 

Additional revenue could be generated by implementing fare increases. Revenue increases from non­
low Income riders can help offset revenue losses from offering a Jaw income program. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Evaluation 

The TAC met with MTC staff and the CH2M study team on August 3, 2015, to review and provide 
feedback on the alternative fare and revenue scenarios. That feedback was considered in staff's 
decision to narrow and refine the alternatives, which were reviewed by MTC's Programming and 
Allocations Committee in December 2015. From the preliminary affordability and revenue generating 
scenarios outlined in Technlcal Memorandum #2, three fare affordability scenarios and two revenue 
generating scenarios were selected for further definition and analysis, and re-numbered as follows: 

Affordability Scenarios 
• A1- Discounted Fares and Passes for Low Income Riders 
• AZ-Accumulator with Monthly Cap for Low Income Riders 
• A3-Cash on Clipper® for Low Income Riders 

Revenue Generating Scenarios 
• R1- Eliminate Non-Mandated Cash Discounts 

• R2- Implement Fare Increases 

Evaluation Results 
Each of the five scenarios is described here in greater detai11 including program-specific parameters as 
well as the results of qualitative and quantitative evaluations, which were provided in Technical 
Memorandum #31 Quantitative and Qualitative Evaluation. 

Agency-specific and region-wide ridership and fare revenue impacts were developed for each scenario. 
Region-wide impacts are summarized below, under each scenario description. Agency-specific ridership 
and fare revenue forecasts assume full implementation and utilization of each low income program in 
Year 1- in effect, defining the maximum potential impacts and exposure of each scenario. In actually 
implementing low income programs, other agencies have found that uptake is more gradual and their 
experiences as well the results of any pilot program could help scale a Bay Area program. This 
independent analysis conducted by CH2M was a sketch-level planning analysis based on publicly 
reported 2014 regional ridership and revenue data1 published agency survey information, and some 
broad assumptions across all agencies. These 1'rough order of magnitude" estimates were intended to 
support early policy-level conversations. Thus1 this fiscal impact analysis is not a program cost estimate, 
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which would require more detailed program definition and agency specific data Inputs. Specifically, 
SFMTA and BART staff working with the TAC have stated that the scenario analysis from Technical 
Memorandum #3 does not reconcile with their ridership and revenue numbers. For example: 

• SFMTA has conducted detailed analysis of its existing Lifeline program (which makes a 
discounted monthly pass available to low-income riders) and noted that their estimated annual 
fiscal Impact is roughly $8 million. In contrast, the three scenarios analyzed in this study (which 
differ significantly from the Lifeline pass) have fiscal Impacts ranging from $12-14 million 
annually. 

• BART staff has stated that they believe the fiscal impact estimated to BART may be understated 
by $3-7 million. They note that their revenue has Increased significantly since 2014 (the most 
recent year data was available when the technical analysis was performed) and the impact to 
BART would be magnified accordingly. 

Beyond specifics of individual operators1 the "maximum impact" of a regionwide program can be a 
useful starting point for an Initial policy discussion, but it is important to emphasize to policy makers 
that the likely future impact will be significantly less than this maximum (because a significant 
percentage of qualified riders will not take advantage of the program), or participation could be capped 
to any amount deemed feasible for any of the affordability scenarios. 

The qualitative and quantitative analysis findings of each of the scenarios are as follows. For each 
scenario, the qualitative analysis examines the scenario outcomes to the three key study goals described 
in the Introduction. 

Al-Discounted Fares and Passes for Low Income Riders 

Most transit operators currently offer discounted cash fares or pass products to seniors, persons with 
disabilities, and youth. This scenario would create an additional discount category for low Income 
persons, which would allow individuals below a certain income threshold to pay fares or purchase 
passes at a discount. 

Parameters 

• 50% discount on all agency-specific cash fares and Clipper" stored value fares. 

Advantages 

• Offering specialized low income fares and passes and requiring eligibility assessments, similar to 
the Seattle region1s ORCA LIFT program, provides a way to offer discounted fares to a specific 
target population without requiring discounted fares for those who do not qualify. 

• Clipper® cards would be issued as IDs to individuals who qualffy for means-based fare discounts. 
The cards could be used only as proof or eligibility or for both Identification and fare payment. 

• Can be implemented by all Bay Area operators, regardless of fare structure, including those that 
do not offer pass products and those that are not yet on the Clipper• system. 

• Extending the discount to cash and stored value fares as well as to monthly passes makes the 
discount affordable to as many riders as possible. Offering only a discounted pass land not a 
trip-based cash or stored value discount) would not address the high up-front cost that may 
make monthly passes unaffordable for low income riders. 
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Disadvantages 

• Riders who wish to use a Clipper® card to store value or discounted passes wou Id need to be 

able to load value or products onto their cards in advance of use. 

• It may be necessary to issue the Clipper® card with a photo if it is used to allow riders to obtain 

discounts on cash fares. While some programs, including Seattle's ORCA LIFT, have avoided 
using distinguishing IDs (such as photo IDs or differently colored cards), other agencies do 
require photos (e.g., Tucson's SunGo ID & Card). 

• Bay Area transit operators have different base fares, pass multiples1 and transfer policies. 
Implementation on a regional basis will require handling multiple price points, different service 
types/distances traveled (e.g., local bus vs. regional railL and other different fare policies, 
making it difficult to implement across operators. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Maximum region-wide impacts were estimated as follows: 

Al (Cash/Pass Discounts) Annual Ridership Impact Annual Fare Revenue Impact 
(millions) (millions) 

Low Income Riders 24.7 -$79.6 
Non-Low Income Riders a.a $a.a 
Total 24.7 -$79.6 

Note: Ridership and fare revenue forecasts assume unconstrained, full fmplementat1on and utilization fn 
Year 1. 

Qualitative Analysis 

• Transit would become more affordable for the Bay Area's low income residents under this 
scenario. Based on these eligibility thresholds, this alternative is estimated to increase transit 
trips among low income riders by 24.7 million (4.7%) to 544.4 million annually, if fully 
implemented and utilized. 

• This approach would achieve a more consistent regional standard of 50% discount on fares In 
the Bay Area, if it were adopted by all operators. 

• The financial vlability of this alternative will depend on the ability to cover fare revenue losses of 
up to $79.6 million plus implementation costs. 

A2-Accumulatorwith Monthly Cap for Low Income Riders 

Accumulators are alternatives to pass products that cap fares or provide bonus trips based on a 
threshold (number of boardings or value of fares paid) within a defined period of time. Accumulators 
with monthly caps would allow riders to purchase pass products (e.g., monthly passes) in small 
increments rather than paying the full price of the pass up-front. For example, if the fare is $2.50 and 

the monthly pass price Is $1aa, $2.5a would be deducted from the rider's Clipper• card on each 
boarding until the $1aa "cap" is reached (with the 40th boarding). After that, all trips would be free for 
the rest of the month. In this scenario, fares would be capped on a monthly basis, and the cap would be 
set lower for low income riders than for the general population. 

Parameters 
• 50% discount on fare caps for low income riders on agency-specific fare accumulators. 
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• Separate fare caps for low income riders and all other riders. 

• Accumulators are agency-specific; inter-agency transfer and monthly pass agreements are not 
included. 

Advantages 

• Clipper® business rules would provide low income riders the best fare possible. Frequent riders 
have the ability to obtain unlimited travel advantages of a monthly pass even if they are unable 
to afford the upfront cost of a monthly pass. 

• Even riders who do not qualify as low income may find an accumulator program beneficial 
because they are able to spread the cost of a monthly pass over the course of many boardings. 

• While infrequent riders may not travel enough to reach the monthly cap, they also would not 
need to purchase a monthly product In advance and risk underutilizing it. 

Disadvantages 

• Fare capping primarily benefits those riders who travel frequently enough to reach the cap. 
Alternatively, instead of capping low income fares at half the cap for general public users, the 
per-trip fare could also be discounted by 50%. 

• Fare capping would require a Clipper® card to pay fares using stored value, track fares paid 
toward the cap, and provide free trips once the cap is reached. Fare capping could not be 
provided to riders paying cash fares. Focus group participants observed that it would be a 
burden to access the discounts if they were limited to Clipper®. 

• With accumulators and fare cap.ping1 agencies may lose revenue associated with riders who 
previously purchased monthly passes but underused them. 

• Implementation of a monthly fare cap is not possible with the current generation of Clipper® 
due to memory limitations with the current Clipper® card. This scenario therefore is not viable 

until the roll-out of the next generation Clipper® system that is anticipated to start in 2019 at 
the earliest. 

• The Bay Area transit agencies have different base fares, pass multlples1 and transfer policies. 
Implementation of accumulators throughout the region will require handling multiple price 
points, different service types/distances traveled (e.g., local bus vs. regional rail), and other 

different fare policies, making it difficult to Implement a single regional accumulator across a!I 
operators. 

• Agencies that do not currently offer pass products may not wish to develop a low income pass 

product. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Maximum region-wide impacts were estimated as follows: 

A2 (Fare Capping) Annual Ridership Impact Annual Fare Revenue Impact 
(millions) (millions) 

Low Income Riders 23.3 -$64.2 
Non-Low Income Riders 0.0 $0.0 
Total 23.3 -$64.2 

Note: Ridership and fare revenue forecasts assume unconstrained, full tmplementatron and utlllzatron in 
Year 1. 

11 MARCH 13, 2017 

Pagel24 



Reglonal Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project Overview Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Qualitative Analysis 

• Transit would become more affordable for the Bay Area1s low income residents. Based on these 
eligibility thresholds, this alternative Is estimated ta increase transit trips among low Income 
riders by 23.3 million to 252.1 million annually, if fully implemented and utilized. 

• This approach would achieve the goal of a mare consistent regional standard for discounting 
fares in the Bay Area, if it was adopted by all operators. It would provide a consistent 50% 
discount on the price of a monthly pass to all eligible riders paying fares from Clipper• stored 
value, as well as the advantages of fare capping1 which would provide the benefit of a monthly 
pass to riders who currently may be unable to afford one. 

• The financial viability of this alternative will depend on the ability ta cover fare revenue losses of 
up to $64.2 million plus development and implementation costs. 

A3-Cash on Oipper" for Low Income Riders 

The Cash on Clipper® scenario would provide a transit-only 11cash 11 subsidy to eliglble low income riders 
by adding funds to the stored value on a Clipper• card, to match funds added by the rider, effectively 
providing a 50% fare discount on fares paid with stored value. The subsidy could take the form of a 
stored value credit to eligible riders' Clipper® cards, similar to a pre-tax transit benefit. Other methods 
of value distribution besides Clipper®, such as paper-based commuter checks or benefits cards1 could be 
developed but are not recommended. 

Parameters 

The scenario evaluated here assumes that stored value added by eligible riders would be matched 
dollar-for-dollar, with no cap on the bonus that could be added, effectively providing a 50% discount on 
pay-per-trip stored value usage. Under this scenario, subsidies would be provided by MTC from a 
regional pool of funds, not by individual transit agencies. 

Advantages 

• Riders are able to spend their Cash on Clipper® transit dollars on any/all transit agencies that 
accept Clipper®1 thereby providing access to the entire regional transit system. 

• This option accommodates established transit fares and fare structures. It requires no changes 
to transit agencies' established fares and therefore may be mare feasible to implement. 

• Transit agencies could gain fare revenue from additional trips induced by the program 
(discounted fares would be paid by riders and matched by the regional funding pool). 

• Implementation on Clipper® speeds the distribution of value, minimizes the transferability of 
value, and reduces the potential for fraud, but enables and requires tracking and monitoring to 
minimize fraudulent use. 

Disadvantages 

• There is a potential for fraud associated with the use of alternative methods of transit value 
distribution1 such as more readily transferrab!e paper-based commuter checks or benefits cards, 
if the program is made available outside of Clipper•. 
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Quantitative Analysis 

Maximum region-wide impacts were estimated as follows: 

A3 (Cash on Clipper*) Annual Ridership Impact Annual Fare Revenue Impact 
(millions) (millions) 

Low Income Riders 26.1 -$75.5 
Non-Low Income Riders 0.0 $0.0 
Total 26.1 -$75.5 .. 

Note: Rrdersh1p and fare revenue forecasts assume unconstrarned, full lmplementat1on and ut11izat1on In 

Year 1. 

For each operator, it is assumed that 70% of low income riders not currently using Clipper® would 
migrate to Clipper® to take advantage of the Cash on Clipper® program. 

Qualitative Analysis 

• Transit would become more affordable for the Bay Area's low income residents. Based on these 
eligibillty thresholds, this alternative is estimated to increase transit trips among low income 
riders by 26.1 million to 254.9 million annually, if fully implemented and utilized. 

• Although Cash on Clipper® is designed to provide a consistent 50% discount to all eligible riders 
paying fare using Clipper® stored value, this approach would neither provide regional fare policy 
coordination nor simplify riders' fare payment experiences. 

• The financial viability of the Cash on Clipper® alternative will depend on the ability to cover 
revenue fare losses of up to $75.5 million plus implementation costs 

Rl -Eliminate Non-Mandated Cash Discounts 

This scenario would generate revenue to help fund a low income transit fare program by eliminating all 
fare discounts beyond those that comply with Federal requirements. Federal regulations require transit 
systems that that use FTA formula funds, which includes virtually all Bay Area transit operators, to 
provide half-fare discounts to seniors (at a minimum, those riders who are age 65 and older), persons 
with dlsabilitfes, and Med[care recipients, but only during off-peak hours and on cash fares. There are 
currently no federal requirements for fare discounts for youth or low income persons. 

Under this scenario1 discounts beyond those that are federally mandated would be eliminated. 
However, many of those customers would become eligible for the low income program, thereby 
directing subsidies to those who need a discount- and collecting full fares from those that are not low­
income. 

Parameters 

• Federally-mandated half fare discounts available only on cash and Clipper® stored value fares 
and only during off-peak. 

• Retain free/reduced fixed route fares for ADA paratransit eligible riders. 

• No discounted passes for youth, seniors, persons with disabilities1 Medicare recipientsi other 
(full fare) passes and pass programs retained. 
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Advantages 

• Reducing the number and variety of discounts offered provides funding for a low Income 

program designed to address the needs of those who are financially most in need of transit fare 
discounts. 

• Eliminating the variety of reduced fare programs simplifies fare policies, makes fare pol ides 
more consistent across the region in keeping with the overall goal of this study, and reduces 
administrative costs of managing several different discount fare programs. 

• Retaining mandated discounts on fares paid using Clipper® stored value reinforces the use of 
Clipper® regionally as well as the use of a specially programmed low income Clipper® card to 
support a Bay Area low income program. 

• Retaining free/reduced fares on fixed route services for riders who are eligible for ADA 
paratransit services encourages the use of lower cost fixed route services. 

Disadvantages 

• Requires action by each transit agency1s policy board and may be extremely difficult to 

accomplish consistently on a regional basis. 

• Limiting discounts to off-peak periods would require time-sensitive (peak/off-peak) pricing, 
which is currently neither part of the Clipper® functionality nor of many operators' fare­

co!lection mechanisms, such as on-board fareboxes. 

• May have a negative impact on transit ridership throughout the Bay Area. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Region-wide impacts were estimated as follows· 
Rl (Eliminate Discounts) Annual Ridership Impact Annual Fare Revenue Impact 

(millions) (millions) 
Low Income Riders -13.0 $30.4 
Non-low Income Riders -7.5 $22.9 
Total -20.5 $53.2 

Note: Ridership and fare revenue forecasts assume unconstrained, full fmplementation and utilizatron fn 
Year 1. 

Qualltatlve Analysis 

• By providing revenue that would help to offset the fare revenue reductions that would occur 
with the implementation of a low income transit fare program, this approach would help to 
assure that transit would become more affordable and sustainable for low income Bay Area 

residents. 

• Byel!minating the many agency-specific discounts1 this approach would assist In coordinating 
and simplifying the fare options offered across Bay Area transit agencies. 

• Eliminating these discounts would increase fares for many transit users, thereby reducing transit 
use by nearly 21 million trips (approximately 4.1%). 
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R2-lmplement Fare Increases 

This scenario would consider the revenue generating effects of raising fares on all fare products 
throughout the region by 10%, It would always be paired with one of the Affordability Scenarios so the 
net rmpact would be to decrease fares for low income riders. 

Parameters 

• Increase all cash and non-cash fares by 10% 
• Retain existtng discounted fare options and products 

Advantages 

• Provides funding for a low income program designed to address the needs of those who are 
most ln need of transit fare discounts. 

• Maintains each agency's existing fare policies and structures. 

Disadvantages 

• Increases fares by 10% for all riders on all Bay Area transit systems1 modes and routes. 

• Increasing all fares by 10% wlll require action by each transit agency1s policy board and may be 
difficult to accomplish on a regional basis. 

• Increasing all fares by 10% may negatively impact Bay Area transit ridership. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Region-wide impacts were estimated as follows: 

R2 (10% Fare Increase) Annual Ridership Impact Annual Fare Revenue Impact 
(millions) (millions) 

Low Income Riders -6.7 $20.9 
Non-Low Income Riders -7.2 $45.5 
Total -13.9 $66.3 

Note: Ridership and fare revenue forecasts assume unconstrained, full 1mplementat1on and ut11Jzatfon 1n 
Year 1. 

Qualitative Analysis 

• Increasing fares would increase fares for all transit users and potentially reduce transit use by 
nearly 14 million trips (approximately 2.7%). 

• This approach would not change the fare options offered by Bay Area transit agencies and 
would neither improve fare coordination and simplification nor make fares more consistent 
across the agencies that provide transit services. 

• The financial viability of any low income program depends on the ability to cover the fare 
revenue losses that the transit operators will experience. This revenue scenarfo has the 
potential to recapture most of the revenues lost by implementing a low income program. 
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Means Testing 

Despite efforts earlier in the study to identify scenarios that do not rely on means-testing, all three 
Affordability Scenarios analyzed include formalized means testing. The study accepts that means testing 
is a critica l aspect of implementing and managing a low income program, even though it may limit the 

reach of the program and would not benefit those that do not meet the criteria. As noted in Next Steps, 
it may be preferable to reduce the complexities of means testing by on the qualifications of existing 
means-tested programs, such as Cal Fresh. However, relying on existing low-income program verification 
could limit the reach of a transit discount program. 

Regardless of how means testing is conducted, an ID provid ing evidence of eligibility must be issued to 
serve as proof of low income qualification. A specially programmed low income Clipper9 card could be 

created to serve this purpose, as well as a convenient way for riders to pay fares. 

Means testing involves two steps: 

• Income Verification: Establ ishing an income verification process will require agreement on forms of 
documentation that are acceptable for confirming income. 

• Eligibility Determination : Eligibil ity determination involves reviewing income verification 
documentation, providing eligibility determinations, and distributing low income transit fare 
program identification cards. 

The eligibility determination function could be managed in-house by one or more (or all) transit agencies 
and/or MTC, or outsourced to social service agencies or to a contractor similar to the Bay Area's RTC 
program contractor. Outsourcing would require MTC or a designated lead transit agency partner to 
manage the contract(s). 

The following table provides rough order of magnitude estimates for program startup costs and ongoing 
operations costs required to develop and manage a regiona l means testing function, based on the 
study's analysis: 

$1,020,000 $1,520,000 

$2,650,000 $1,570,000 $2,320,000 

Because the scenarios are only minimally defined, a range of implementation variables are likely to 
affect both the program cost and the cost of means testing. The future products offered, the number of 
r iders targeted, the promotional goals of the program, and the number of staff dedicated to the 
program will determine the full range of eventual costs. 

Alternatives Evaluation and Recommended Act ions 

Throughout t he study, MTC staff provided policy direction and guidance for a low income fare program. 
The TAC also served as a resource, providing feedback on the structures and assumptions behind the 
Affordability and Revenue Generating scenarios and the resulting ridership and fare revenue 
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projections. The TAC met on August 4, 20161 to review the ridership and fare revenue analysis and also 
provided the following broad-based input on policy direction for a Bay Area means-based fare pricing 
program: 

• Affordability was further defined as helping all qualifying riders similarly every month up to the 
budgetary limits of the program. It does not necessarily favor certain subgroups of low fncome 
riders over others. While improving affordability is considered to be the primary policy 
objective1 it can be relative: 

- A 50% discount is comparable to FT A's mandated discounts for seniors and persons with 
disabilities1 and Is an appropriate level of discount to provide a meaningful benefit to users. 

Any discount would be viewed as helpful, as Jong as program qualification, enrollment, and 
participation is simple1 straightforward, and streamlined for agencies and users alike. 

• Feasibility was further defined to include nearer-term implementation that does not rely on the 
next generation of Clipper technology, which may still be years away from full implementation. 

• Accessibility also refers to "easy to participate,'1 meaning users don't need to come up with a lot 

of money up-front to enroll or buy a high-priced product. 

• Centralized administration is essential for multi-county transit operators like BART and AC 

Transiti the RTC model was noted as a good example of centralized administration. 

• Accessibility to Clipper® is neither a key concern nor a major potential barrier with using 
Clipper® to distribute subsidies; having a cash-paying option is not essential to a low Income 
program. 

• limiting participation to a specific geographic area of the region was seen by some members of 
the TAC as potentially troublesome, unless the geographic llmftation is part of a phased 
implementation or a pilot program. 

With the analysis complete and TAC and MTC feedback received, CH2M conducted a weighting and 
prioritization analysis to determine the final set of preferred scenarios1 using the following criteria: 

1. Rider Affordability: This goal is weighted as a top priority for the program. This goal is defined 
by financial affordabillty and ease of access through objectives such as easy enrollment and 
participation, provision of the same discount to all eligible individuals1 and means testing based 
on eligibility for another social program such as Cal Fresh. 

2. Administrative Feasibility & Financial Viability: Along with Rider Affordability, this goal is 
weighted as a top priority. This goal is defined by objectives such as scalability to available 
funding1 central and electronic management, implementability under the current Clipper 
system, and Clipper-only payment to minimize agency overhead. 

3. Consistent Regional Standard: This goal is weighted as a secondary priority. This goal is defined 
by objectives that emphasize consistent eligibility requirements and the use of Clipper1 but do 
not depend upon implementation of new region-wide fare policy or products. This reflects a 
recognition that a implementing regional fare policy could become a barrier to timely 
implementation of a low-income program. 
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Affordability Scenarios: Recommendations 

Based on the weighting of these goals and objectives listed above, two preferred Affordability fare 
scenarios emerged as the preferred choices: A1, Discounted Fares and Passes for Low Income Riders 
and A3, Cash on Clipper. (Technical Memorandum #4: Alternatives Evaluation and Recommended 
Actions is dedicated to the detailed evaluation of scenarios against the study goals and objectives.) 

Revenue Generating Scenarios: Recommendations 

Revenue generating scenarios may be considered at the agency level if agencies are to help fund and 
implement a low fncome program. We recommend that MTC provide regional policy support to agencies 
for fare increases (R2) as a partial long-term program funding strategy, while also recognizing that the 
timing of, and revenue from, individual agency fare increases may be inconsistent from agency to 
agency. Consequently1 additional non-agency funding and implementation resources may need to be 
identified. Transit agencies participating in the TAC expressed concern that no sustained funding source 
has been identified, and that in any event fund sources beyond fare revenues should be considered as 
part of a comprehensive funding strategy. 

Next Steps 

If MTC chooses to advance the concept of a regional means-based transit pricing program for the Bay 
Area, there are many policy and technical decisions that need to be made. A next step will be to share 
the study1s findings and recommendations with all Bay Area transit agencies and set initial direction 
through a plan to pilot one or both of the top-ranked alternatives. Further program definition required 
for a pilot would also set the stage for development of a more precise cost estimate. This cost estimate 
should be a collaborative effort1 built up wfth each transit agency applying individualized cost 
approaches based on each agency1s unique ridership and available data. 

Technical Implementation Timeline 
Based on CH2M's experience with similar projects in the Bay Area, program definition activities could 
take two to four months. Contracting activities could take four to six months. Start-up of non-technical 
services (such as means-testing) could take four to eight months (depending on staffing). And technical 
systems implementation could take four to eight months (but could be conducted concurrently with 
start-up activities). Overall, technical implementation could take 10 to 18 months. However, this 
estimate could vary significantly depending on how Clipper system integration is managed and whether 
the current Clipper vendor is required to make changes to the current Clipper system. 

Pilot Program 
A limited pilot program could be a near-term alternative to full-scale implementation. A useful pilot 
program would test rider demand, uptake rate1 behavior change, and establish likely costs of a full-scale 
implementation (due to lost revenues and implementation and ongoing costs), and identify any 
problems with the proposed implementation. 

Two pilot program options have been put forward as a result of the study's analysis. 

• Pilot Option #1 is to temporarily issue RTC D[scount Clipper Cards to individuals who have 
already qualffied for one or more means-tested programs1 such as Cal Fresh. This program would 
be most similar to A1 1 Discounted Fares and Passes. The pilot program could be created quickly 
by issuing the policy directive to allow Cal Fresh cardholders to qualify for an RTC discount card. 
The pilot would track the uptake and usage of such cards for the duration of the pilot, after 
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which time the pilot cards would be deactivated. RTC card issuance centers would need to be 
prepared for a surge in applications, but no other technfcal preparation would be required. 
Program enrollment could be restricted or expanded depending on the number of means-based 
programs (in addition to Cal Fresh) accepted as verification of low income status under the pilot 
program. 

• Pilot Option #2 would test scenario A31 Cash on Clipper, using a well-defined sub-target 
population. For example, local clients of existing social service programs could be offered the 
benefits of the pilot program. Those willing to participate could be given pilot Clipper• accounts. 
Using current Clipper® functionality, monthly cash subsidies could be added electronically to 
those pilot accounts. 

Each of these pilot options (explored in more detail in Technical Memorandum #4) provide a contained 
and straightforward way to test and document demand, uptake rate, and behavior change. This is the 
key Information needed to define a means-testing process that reaches the target population, and to 
establish a solid multi-year budget that meets the needs of both low income riders and transit agencies. 
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AppendixA:Technical Notes 

The following two appendices of detailed analysis results are reprinted In their entirety from Technical 
Memorandum #3, Evaluation of Alternatives. They have retained their original titles of Appendix Band C 
to avoid confusion. 
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Appendix B: Quantitative Analysis Results 
Current Ridership and Fare Revenue 

Current Rldershfo Current Fare Revenue 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit 35,225,000 20,270,000 55,495,000 $36,126,800 $22,473,200 $58,600,000 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) 130,000 946,000 1,076,000 $831,700 $6,053,300 $6,885,000 

BART 36,226,900 95,507,200 131,734,000 $103,510,600 $311,480,400 $414,991,000 
Caltraln 1,873,200 15,155,800 17,029,000 $7,452,300 $67,388,700 $74,841,000 

County Connection (CCCTA) 1,645,900 1,713,100 3,359,000 $2,238,300 $2,329,700 $4,568,000 

Ci_ty of _Dixon 34,600 17,400 52,000 $61,900 $31,100 $93,000 
ECCT A (Tridelta) 1,275,800 1,559,300 2,835,000 $1,307,700 $1,598,300 $2,906,000 . 

FAST (Fafrfreld and Suisun Tran5ft) 778,700 298,300 1,077,000 $1,517,600 $581,400 $2,099,000 

Golden Gate (GGBHTD) 1,290,100 5,359,500 6,649,600 $4,299,500 $19,789,800 $24,089,300 

LAVTA (Wheels) 925,100 726,900 1,652,000 $1,089,800 $856,200 $1,946,000 

Marfn Transit 563,500 2,340,900 2,904,400 $1,877,900 $8,643,800 $10,521,700 

Vine (NCTPA) 419,200 371,800 791,000 $519,400 $460,600 $980,000 
Petaluma Transit 237,600 122,400 360,000 $143,900 $74,100 $218,000 

Rio Vista Delta Breeze 6,900 5,100 12,000 $11,500 $8,600 $20,000 

SamTrans 7,304,500 5,479,500 12,784,000 $9,684,200 $7,471,800 $17,156,000 

Santa RosaCJtyBus 1,817,400 512,600 2,330,000 $1,741,000 $491,000 $2,232,000 

VfA 28,228~900 15,200,200 43,429,000 $24,512,000 $13,148,000 $37,660POO 

San Francisco MTA 107, 708,500 12_~,458,5_00 229,167,000 $94,418,100 $116,668,900 $211,087,000 

SolTrans (Solano CountyTranslt) 999,500 434,500 1,434,000 $2,340,500 $1,017,500 $3,358,000 

Sonoma County 934,400 381,600 1,316,000 $1,415,700 $578,300 $1,994,000 

Union City 221 .. 100 180,900 402,000 $204,100 $167,000 $371,000 

Vacavflle City Coach 445,300 65,700 511,000 $317,200 $46,800 $364,000 

West CAT 415,800 940,300 1,356,000 $565,400 $1,278,600 $1,844,000 

San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) 79,200 1,901,800 1,981,000 $524,700 $12,593,300 $13,118,000 
Total 228,787,100 290,949,300 519,736,000 $296,711,800 $595,230,400 $891,942,200 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Stat!stlcal Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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f L Scenar10 Al· 50% Discount or ow ncome Cas h 11 , E·Purse, and Mont uv Pass: Change in Ridership 
Change In Ridership,# Cham~e in Ridership,% 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit 4,569,000 0 4,569,000 13.00,.(; 0.0% 8.2% 
ACE {Altamont Commuter Express) 18!700 0 18,700 14.4% 0.0% 1.7% 
BART 4,410,000, 0 4,410,000 12.2% 0.0% 3.3% 
Caltraln 197,100 0 197,100 10.5% 0.0% 1.2% 
County Connection (CCCTA) 325,000 0 325,000 19.7%. 0.0% 9.7% 
City of Dixon 6,800 0 6,800 19.7% 0.0% 13.1% 
ECCTA (Tri delta) 277,300' 0 277,300 21.7% 0.0% 9.8% 
FAST _(Fairfield an~ Suisun Translt) 186,800 0 186,800 24.0% 0.0% 17.3% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTD) 236,600 0 236,600 18.3% 0.0% 3.6% 
LAVTA {Wheels) 202,300 0 202,300 21.9% 0.0% 12.2% 
Marin Transit 103,300 0 103,300 18.3% 0.0% 3.6% 
Vine (NCTPA) 97,200 0 97,200 23.2% 0.0% 12.3% 
Petaluma Transit 47,700 0 47,700 20.1% 0.0% 13.3% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze 1,300 0 1,300 18.8% 0.0% 10.8% 
Sam Trans 1,289,300 0 1,289,300 17.7% 0.0% 10.1% 
Santa Rosa CityBus 371,900 0 371,900 20.5% 0.0% 16.0% 
VTA 5,170,700 0 5,170,700 18.3°,b 0.0% 11.9% 
San Francisco MTA 6,467,500 0 6,467,500 6.0% 0.0% 2.8% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) 215,200 0 215,200 21.5% 0.0% 15.0% 
Sonoma County 191,200 0 191,200 20.5% 0.0% 14.5% 
Union City 50,200 0 50,200 22.7% 0.0% 12.5% 
Vacaville City Coach 103,000 0 103,000 23.1% 0.0% 20.2% 
West CAT 101,800 0 101,800 24.5% 0.0% 7.5% 
San Francisco Bay Ferrv (WETA) 17,900 0 17,900 22.6% 0.0% 0.9% 
Total 24,657,800 0 24,657,800 10.8% 0.0% 4.7% 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statistical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Scenario Al· 50% Discount for Low Income Cash, E·Purse, and Monthly Pass: Change in Fare Revenue 

Chanri:e In Fare Revenue,$ Change in Fare Revenue,% 
Low Income Non-Low Income Total low Income Non-Low Income Total 

AC Transit -$9,229,300 $0 -$9,229,300 -25.5% 0.0% -15.7% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) -$309,600 $0 -$309,600 -37.2% 0.0% -4.5% 
BART -$38,023,800 $0 -$38,023,800 -36.7% 0.0% -9.2% 

Caltrain -$2,374,600 $0 -$2,374,600 -31.9% 0.0% -3.2% 
County Connection (CCCTA) -$705,200 $0 -$705,200 -31.5% 0.C?% -15.4% 
City of Dixon -$19,500 $0 -$19,500 -31.5% 0.0% -21.0% 
ECCTA (Tridelta) ·$444,900 $0 -$444,900 -34,0% 0.0".-b -15,3% 

FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) -$558,000 $0 -$558,000 -36.8% 0.0% -26.6% 
Golden Gate IGGBHTD) -$1,381,300 $0 -$1,381,300 -32.1% 0.0% -5.7% 
LAVTA (Wheels) ·$372,600 $0 -$372,600 -34.2% 0.0% -19.1% 
Marin Tran.sit ·$603,300 $0 -$503,300 -32.1% 0.0% -5.7% 
Vine (NCTPA) -$186,000 $0 -$186,000 -35.8% 0.0% -19.0% 
Petaluma Transit -$45,900 $0 -$45,900 -31.9% 0.0% -21.1% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze -$3,500 $0 -$3,500 -30.4% 0.0% -17.5% 

SamTrans -$2,979,500 $0 -$2,979,600 -30.8% 0.0% -17.4% 
Santa Rosa CltyBus -$564,500 $0 -$564,500 -32.4% 0.0% -25.3% 
VTA -$7,521,100 $0 -$7,521,100 -30.7% 0.0% -20.0% 
San Francisco MTA -$12,603,000 $0 -$12,603,000 -13.3% 0.0% -6.0% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) -$790,300 $0 -$790,300 -33.8% 0.0% -23.5% 
Sonoma County -$459,000 $0 -$459,000 -32.4% 0.0% -23.0% 

Union City -$71,900 $0 -$71,900 -35.2% 0.0% -19.4% 
Vacaville City Coach -$113,300 $0 -$113,300 -35.7% 0.0% -31.1% 
West CAT -$211,300 $0 -$211,300 -37.4% 0.0% -11.5% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) -$183,900 $0 -$183,900 -35.0% 0.0% -1.4% 
Total -$79,755,600 $0 -$79,755,600 -26.9% 0.0% -8.9% 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statlstical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
CustomerSatfsfactfon Survey. 
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Regtonal Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project overview Fina I Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario AZ· Low Income Month! 'Accumulator, Cao at 50% of Monthlv Pass: Cha nee in Ridershin 
Change in Ridership,# Change In Ridership,% 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit 4,822,500 0 4,822,500 13.7% 0.0% 8.7% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) 9,700 0 9,700 7.5% 0.0% 0.9% 
BART 3,432,300 0 3,432,300 9.5% 0.0% 2.6% 
Caltraln 183,000 0 183,000 9.8% 0.0% 1.1% 
County Connection {CCCTA) 196,800 0 196,800 12.0% 0.0% 5.9% 
City of Dixon 3,800 0 3,800 11.0% 0.0% 7.3% 
ECCTA (Tridelta) 155,000 0 155,000 12.1% 0.0% 5.5% 
FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) 103,700 0 103,700 13.3% 0.0% 9.6% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTD) 202,300 0 202,300 15.7% 0.0% 3.0% 
LAVTA(Wheels) 121,400 0 121,400 13.1% 0.0% 7.3% 
Marin Transit 88,400 0 88,400 15.7% 0.0% 3.0% 
Vine (NCTPA) 53,800 0 53,800 12.8% 0.0% 6.8% 

Petaluma Transit 25,900 0 25,900 10,9% 0.0% 7.2% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze 700' 0 700 10.1% 0.0% 5.8% 
SamTrans 991,100 0 991,100 13.6% 0.0% 7.8% 
Santa Rosa CltyBus 197,900 0 197,900 10.9% 0.0% 8.5% 
VfA 3,651,200 0 3,651,200 12.9% 0.0% 8.4% 
San Francisco MTA 8,685,300 0 8,685,300 8.1% 0.0% 3.8% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) 132,600 0 132,600 13.3% 0.0% 9.2% 
Sonoma County 101,800 0 101,800 10.9% 0.0% 7.7% 
Union City 24,100 0 24,100 10.9% 0.0% 5.0% 
Vacaville City Coach 60,400 0 50,400 13.6% 0.0% 11.8% 
West CAT 65,200 0 65,200 15.7% 0.0% 4.8% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) 11,600 0 11,600 14.6% 0.0% 0.6% 
Total 23,320,400 0 23,320,400 10.2% 0.0% 4.5% 
Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statlst!cal Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Reglonal Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project overview Flnal Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario AZ· Low Income Mont hi v Accumulator, Cap at 50% of Monthly Pass: Change in Fare Revenue 
Change in Fare Revenue,$ Change in Fare Revenue,% 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit -$8,409,700 $0 -$8,409,700 -23.3% 0,00,£ -14.4% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) -$179,800 $0 -$179,800 -21.6% 0.0% -2.6% 

BART -$27,436,700 $0 -$27,436,700 -26.5% 0,()0,b -6.6% 

Caltrain -$2,027,000 $0 -$2,027,000 -27.2% 0.0% -2.7% 
County Connection (CCCTA) ·$464,100 $0 -$464,100 -20.7% 0.0% -10.2% 

City of Dixon -$11,800 $0 -$11,800 -19.1% 0.0% -12.7% 
ECCTA (Tridelta) -$274,800 $0 -$274,800 -21.0% 0.0% -9.5% 
FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) -$345,100 $0 -$345,100 -22.7% 0.0% -16.4% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTD) -$1,121,800 $0 -$1,121,800 -26.1% 0.0% -4.7% 
LAVTA (Wheels) -$244,700 $0 -$244,700 -22.5% 0.0% -12.6% 
Marin Transit -$490,000 $0 -$490,000 -26.1% 0.0% -4.7% 
Vine (NCTPA) -$114,500 $0 -$114,500 -22.0% 0.0% -11.7% 
Petaluma Tninsit -$27,500 $0 -$27,500 -19.1% 0.0% -12.6% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze -$2,200 $0 -$2,200 -19,1% 0.0% -11.0% 
SamTrans -$2,237,000 $0 -$2,237,000 -23.1% 0.0% -13.0% 
Santa Rosa CityBus ·$332,800 $0 -$332,800 -19.1% 0.0% -14.9% 
VTA -$5,443,700 $0 -$5,443,700 -22.2% O.O"A -14.5% 
San Franclsco MTA -$13,834,700 $0 -$13,834,700 -14.7% 0.0% -6.6% 
So IT rans (Solano County Transit) -$530,400 $0 -$530,400 -22.7% 0.0% -15.8% 
Sonoma County -$270,700 $0 -$270,700 -19.1% 0.0% -13.6% 
Union City -$39,000 $0 -$39,000 -19.1% 0.0% -10.5% 
Vacaville City Coach -$73,200 $0 -$73,200 -23.1% 0.0% -20.1% 
West CAT -$147,500 $0 -$147,500 -26.1% 0.0% -8.0% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) -$128,800 $0 -$128,800 -24.5% 0.0% -1.D"Ai 
Total -$64,187,700 $0 -$64,187,700 -21.6% 0.0% -7.2% 

Source: CH2M analysfs based on 2015 MTC Statistical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTCTrans!t Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project Overvtew Frnal Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario A3 ·Low Income Clinner E-Purse with Bonus Value, at 1to1 Match: Chanl!e in Ridershh> 
Change In Rldershio, # Change in Rldershio, % 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit 5,849,500 0 5,849,500 16.6% 0.0% 10.5% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) 13,300 0 13,300 10.2%, 0.0% 1.2% 

BART 4,794,200 0 4,794,200 13.2% 0.0% 3.6% 

Caltrain 209,300 0 209,300 11.2% 0.0% 1.2% 
county Connection {CCCTA) 259,500 0 259,500 15,8% 0.0% 7.7% 

city of Dix.on 5,200 0 5,200 15.0% 0.0% 10.0% 

ECCTA (Tridelta) 205,800 0 205,800 16.1% 0.0% 7.3% 
FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) 125,900 0 125,900 16.2% 0.0% 11.7% 

Golden Gate {GGBHTD) 262,200 0 262,200 20.3% 0.0% 3.9% 
LAVTA(Wheels) 146,200 0 146,200 15.8% 0.0% 8.8% 

Marin Transit 114,500 0 114,500 20.3% 0.0% 3.9% 
Vine (NCTPA) 67,800 0 67,800 16.2% 0.0% 8.6% 
Petaluma Transit 35,800 0 35,800 15.1% 0.0% 9.9% 

Rio Vista Delta Breeze 1,000 0 1,000 14.5% 0.0% 8.3% 
Sam Trans 1,161,900 0 1,161,900 15.9% 0.0% 9.1% 

Santa Rosa CltyBus 273,500 0 273,500 15.0% 0.0% 11.7% 
VfA 4,507,600 0 4,507,600 16.0% 0.0% 10.4% 

San Francisco MTA 7,554,100 0 7,554,100 7.0% 0.0% 3.3% 

SolTrans {Solano CountyTransi_t) 161,700 0 161,700 16.2% 0.0% 11.3% 

Sonoma County 140,600 0 140,600 15.0% 0.0% 10.7% 

Union City 33,300 0 33,300 15.1% 0.0% 8.3% 

Vacaville City Coach 70,800 0 70,800 15.9% 0.0% 13.9% 

West CAT 84,500 0 84,500 20.3% 0.0% 6.2% 

San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) 14,400 0 14,400 18.2% 0.0% 0.7% 
Total 26,092,900 0 26,092,900 11.4% 0.0% 5.0% 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statistical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTCTransit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Reglornil Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project overview Final Report-DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario A3 - Low Income Clinner ll-Purse with Bonus Value, at 1 to 1 Match: Chan2e in Fare Revenue 
Change in Fare Revenue,$ Change in Fare Revenue,% 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit -$9,884,100 $0 -$9,884,100 -27.4% 0.0% -16.9% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) -$235,600 $0 -$235,600 -28.3% 0.0% -3.4% 
BART -$36,115,200 $0 -$36,115,200 -34.9% 0.0% -8.7% 
Caltraln -$2,266,000 $0 -$2,266,000 -30.4% 0.0% -3.0% 
County Connection (CC CT A) -$586,600 $0 -$586,600 -26.2% 0.0% -12.8% 
City of Dixon -$15,600 $0 -$15,600 -25.2% 0.0% -16.8% 

ECCTA(Tridelta) -$349,200 $0 -$349,200 -26.7% 0.0% -12.0% 
FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) -$406,000 $0 -$406,000 -26.8% 0.0% -19.3% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTD) -$1,386,800 $0 -$1,386,800 -32.3% 0.0% -5.8% 
LAVTA (Wheels) -$286,200 $0 -$286,200 -26.3% 0.0% -14.7% 
Marin Tn.insit -$605,700 $0 -$605,700 -32.3% 0.0% -5.8% 
Vine (NCTPA) -$139,100 $0 -$139,100 -26.8% 0.0% -14.2% 
Petaluma Transit -$36,300 $0 -$36,300 -25.2% 0.0% -16.7% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze -$2,900 $0 -$2,900 -25.2% 0.0% -14.5% 
SamTrans -$2,556,700 $0 -$2,556,700 -26.4% 0.0% -14.9% 
Santa Rosa CityBus -$438,900 $0 -$438,900 -25.2% 0.0% -19.7% 
VTA -$6,500,400 $0 -$6,500,400 -26.5% 0.0%' -17.3% 
San Francisco MTA -$12,194,400 $0 -$12,194,400 -12.9% 0.0% -5.8% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) -$626,600 $0 -$626,600 -26.8% 0.0% -18. 7% 
Sonoma County -$357!000 $0 -$357,000 -2S.2% 0.0% -17.9% 
Union City -$51,400 $0 -$51,400 -25.2% 0.0% -13.9% 

Vacaville City Coach -$83,700 $0 -$83,700 -26.4% 0.0% -23.0% 
West CAT -$182,400 $0 -$182,400 -32.3% 0.0% -9.9% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) -$155,000 $0 -$155,000 -29.5% 0.0% -1.2% 
Total -$75,462,000 $0 -$75,462,000 -25.4% 0.0% -8.5% 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statistical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTCTransit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Regtonal Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project overview Flnal Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario Rl - Eliminate Non-Mandated Discounts (Retain Only 50% Senior/Disabled Discount on Cash 
Fares Durln!! Off-Peak Periods]: Change in Ridershin 

Charn?e In Ridership, # Change in Ridershio, % 
Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 

AC Transit -2,502,200 -972,700 -3,474,900 -7.1% ·4.8% -6.3% 

ACE (Altamont Commuter .Express) -1,700 -11,000 -12,800 -1.3% -1.2% -1.2% 
BART -1,529,400 -1,037,400 -2,566,800 -4.2% -1.1% -1.9% 
Caltrain -62,600 -129,500 -192,200 -3.3% -0.9% -1.1% 
County Connection (CCCTA) -43,200 -40,900 -84,100 -2.6% -2.4% -2.5% 

City of Dixon -900 -400 -1,300 -2.6% -2.3% -2.5% 

ECCTA rrrideltaJ -34,600 -38,500 -73,100 -2.7% -2.5% -2.6% 

FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) -33,200 -11,600 -44,800 -4,3% -3.9% -4.2% 

Golden Gate (GGBHTD) -52,500 -57,900 -110,300 -4.1% -1.1% -1.7% 
LAVTA(Wlleels) -39,200 -28,100 -67,300 -4.2% -3.9% -4.1% 

Marin Transit -22,900 -25,300 -48,200 -4.1% -1.1% -1.7% 

Vine (NCTPA) -31,100 -25,100 -56,200 -7.4% -6.8% -7.1% 
Petaluma Transit -13,900 -6,500 -20,400 -5.9% -5.3% -5.7% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze -800 -500 -1,300 -11.6% -9.8% -10.8% 

SamTrans -261,200 -148,800 -410,000 -3.6% -2.7% -3.2% 

Santa Rosa CltyBus -84,500 -21,700 -106,300 -4.6% -4.2% -4.6% 

VfA -567,400 -261,400 -828,800 -2.0% -1.7% -1.9% 
San Fnmclsco MTA -7,563,800 -4,611,400 -12,175,200 -7.0% -3.8% -5.3% 

SolTrans (Solano County Transit) ~6~,300 -25,100 -88,400 -6,3% -5.8% -6.2% 

Sonoma County -52,100 -19,400 -71,500 -5.6% -5.1% -5.4% 

Union City -11,500 -8,500 -20,000 -5.2% -4.7% -5.0% 

Vacaville City Coacll -18,000 -2,400 -20,400 -4.0% -3.7% -4.0% 

West CAT -7,300 -15,000 -22,300 -1.8% -1.6% -1.6% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) -1,400 -29,500 -30,900 -1.8% -1.6% -1.6% 

Total -12,998,600 -7,528,900 -20,527,500 -5.7% -2.6% -3.9% 
Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Stat1stlcaJ Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Reglonal Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study; 
Project Overview Final Report- DRAFT FINAL 

Scenario Rl -Eliminate Non-Mandated Discounts (Retain Only 50% Senior/Disabled Discount on Cash 
Fares During Off-Peak Periods): Change in Fare Revenue 

Chami:e In Fare Revenue,$ Change In Fare Revenue,% 
Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-low Income Total 

AC Transit $4,662,200 $2,132,500 $6,794,700 12.9% 9.5% 11.6% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) $38,500 $291,000 $329,500 4.6% 4.8% 4.8% 
BART $10,615,400 $8,442,100 $19,057,500 10.3% 2.7% 4.6% 
Caltrain $638,300 $1,553,600 $2,191,900 8.6% 2.3% 2.9% 
County Connection (CCCTA) $124,300 $135,300 $259,600 5.6% 5.8% 5.7% 
City of Dixon $3,500 $1,800 $5,300 5.7% 5.8% 5.7% 
ECCTA {Tridelta) $75,100 $96,100 $171,200 5.7% 6.0% 5.9% 
FAST (F<iirfield and Suisun Transit) $140,600 $56,400 $196,900 9.3% 9.7% 9.4% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTD) $275,600 $343,700 $619,200 6.4% 1.7% 2.6% 
LAVTA (Wheels) $100,500 $82,600 $183,100 9.2% 9.6% 9.4% 
Marin Transit $120,400 $150,100 $270,500 6.4% 1.7% 2.6% 
Vine (NCTPA) $88,500 $82,300 $170,800 17.00..6 17.9% 17.4% 
Petaluma Transit $18,800 $10,100 $28,900 13.1% 13.6% 13.3% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze $3,200 $2,500 $5,700 27.8% 29.1% 28.5% . 

SamTrans $552,500 $377,300 $929,700 5.7% 5,0% 5.4% 
Santa Rosa CityBus $177,200 $52,300 $229,500 10.2% 10.7% 10.3% 
'lfA $747,200 $388,700 $1,135,900 3.0% 3.0% 3.0'..6 
San Francisco MTA $11,401,600 $7,888,600 $19,290,300 12.1% 6.8% 9.1% 
SolTra.ns (Solano CountyTranslt) $334,100 $152,200 $486,300 14.3% 15.0% 14,5% 

Sonoma County $175,600 $75,100 $250,700 12.4% 13.00..6 12.6% 
Union City $23,300 $20,000 $43,300 11.4% 12.0% 11.7% 
Vacaville City Coach $27,700 $4,300 $32,000 8.7% 9.2% 8.8% 
West CAT $20,700 $49,000 $69,700 3.7% 3.8% 3,8% 

San Francisco Bay Ferry (WET A) $18,700 $468,000 $486,600 3.6% 3.7% 3.7% 
Total $30,383,300 $22,855,500 $53,238,800 10.2% 3.8% 6.0% 

Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTCStatlst1cal Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTCTrans1t Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project Overview Flnal Report- DRAFT FINAL 

s ' RZ 10% A cenar10 . Q ti B cross-· ie- oar dF •are ncrease: Ch anl!e in Rid ers h' I 

Ch<lnRe in Ridership, # Chanire in RldershJo, % 
Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 

AC Transit -1,090,100 -571,100 -1,561,100 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0"Ai 

ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) -2,800 -17,900 -20,700 -2.2% -1.9% -1.9% 
BART -785,000 -1,802,100 -2,587,100 -2.2% -1.9% -2.0% 
Caltrain -40,600 -286,000 -326,500 -2.2% -1.9% -1.9% 

County Connection (CCCTA) -50,900 -48,200 -99,2~0 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
City of Dixon -1,100 -500 -1,600 -3.2% -2.9% -3.1% 
ECCTA (Trldelta) -39,500 -43,900 -83,400 -3.1% -2.8% -2.9% 
FAST (Fai~field and Suisun Transit) -24,100 -8,400 -32,500 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Golden _Gate_ (GGBHTD) -39,900 -151,000 -190,900 -3.1% -2.8% ·2.9% 
LAVTA (Wheels) -28,600 -20,500 -49,100 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Marin Transit -17,400 -65,900 -83,400 -3.1% -2.8% -2.9% 
Vine (NCTPA) -13,000 -10,500 -23,400 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Petaluma Transit -7,400 -3,400 -10,800 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze -200 -100 -400 -2.9% -2.0% -3.3% 
SamTrans -226,000 -154,400 -380,400 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0"Ai 
Santa Rosa CltyBus -56,200 -14,400 -70,700 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0"Ai 
VTA -872,100 -428,100 -1,300,200 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
San Francisco MTA -3,332,000 -3,420,600 -6,752,600 -3.1% -2.8% -2.9% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) -30,900 -12,200 -43,200 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0",{, 
Sonoma County -28,900 -10,700 -39,700 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Union City -6,800 -5,100 -11,900 -3.1% -2.8% -3.0% 
Vacaville City Coach -13,800 -1,900 -15,600 -3.1% -2.9% -3.1% 
West CAT -12,900 -26,500 -39,400 -3.1% -2.8% -2.9% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) -2,500 -53,600 -56,000 -3.2% -2.8% -2.8% 
Total -6,722,700 -7,156,900 -13,879,600 -2.9% -2.5% -2.7% 
Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Stat1st1cal Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTCTrans1t Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satrsfaction Survey. 
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Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
Project OVeivlew Flnal Report- DRAFT FINAL 

' RZ 10o/i A Scenario . 0 h B cross-t e- oar dF are ncrease: Ch anE!e in F are R evenue 
Chane-e In Fare Revenue,$ Change In Fare Revenue,% 

Low Income Non-Low Income Total Low Income Non-Low Income Total 
AC Transit $2,383,300 $1,551,200 $3,934,500 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) $63,400 $479,700 $543,100 7.6% 7.9% 7.9% 

BART $8,035,000 $25,156,200 $33,191,200 7.8% 8.1% 8.0"~ 

caltrain $567,600 $5,340,200 $5,907,800 7.6% 7.9% 7.9% 
County Connection (CCCTAJ $147,600 $160,800 $308,400 6,6% 6.9%' 6.8% 

City of Dixon $4,100 $2,100 $6,200 6.6% 6.8% 6.7% 

ECCTA (Trldelta) $86,200 $110,300 $196,500 6.6% 6.9% 6.8% 

FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) $100,100: $40,100 $140,200 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 
Golden Gate (GGBHTDJ. $282,800 $1,361,800 $1,644,600 6.6%, 6.9% 6.8% 

LAVTA (Wheels) $71,900 $59,100 $131,000 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Marin Transit $123,900 $596,500 $720,400 6.6% 6.9% 6.8% 

Vine {NCTPA) $34,300 $31,800 $66,000 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Petaluma Transit $9,500 $5,100 $14,600 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Rio Vista Delta Breeze $800 $600 $1,300 7.0% 7.0% 6.5% 

SamTrans $638,900 $515,700 $1,154,600 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Santa Rosa CityBus $114,800 $33,900 $148,700 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

VTA $1,616,600 $907,200 $2,523,800 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

San Francisco MTA $6,226,700 $s,osopoo $14,276,700 6.6% 6.9% 6.8% 

SolTrans (Solano County Transit) $154,400 $70,200 $224,600 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Sonoma County $93,400 $39,900 $133,300 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Union City $13,500 $~1,500 $25,000 6.6% 6.9% 6.7% 

Vacaville City Coach $20,900 $3,200 $24,200 6.6% 6.8% 6.6% 

west CAT $37,300 $88,300 $125,600 6.6% 6.9% 6.8% 

San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) $34,600 $869,100 $903,700 6.6% 6.9% 6.9% 

Total $20,861,600 $45,484,400 $66,346,000 7.0% 7.6% 7.4% 
Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Stat1stfcal Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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Regional Means-Based Transit Fare Pricing Study: 
ProjectOVervlew Final Report- DRAFT FINAL 

AnnendixC: Impacts on Farebox Recovery 
Farebox Recoverv 

Current Al A2 A3 Rl "' AC Transit 18.8% 15.9% 16.1% 
! 

15.7% 21.0% 20.1% 
ACE (Altamont Commuter Express) 45.2% 43.2% 44.0% 43.7% 47.4% 48,8% 

BART 73.1% 66.4% 68.3% 66.7% 76.5% 79.0% 
Caltraln 62.7% 60.7% 61.0% 60,8% 64.5% 67,6% 
County Connection (CCCTA) 16.5% 14,0% 14.8% 14.4% 17.4% 17.6% 
City of Dixon 15.6% 12.4% 13,6% 13.0% 16.5% 15.7% 
ECCTA (Trldelta) 18.4% 15.6% 16.7% 15.2% 19.5% 19,7% 

FAST (Fairfield and Suisun Transit) 24.8% 18.2% 20.7% 20.0% 27.2% 26.5% 
Golden Gate {GGBHTD) /Marin Transit 23.1% 21.8% 22.1% 21.8% 23.7% 24.7% 
LAVfA (Wheels) 13,8% 11.2% 12.1% 11.8% 15.1% 14.7% 
Vine {NCTPA) 14,6% 11.8% 12.9% 12.5% 17.1% 15.6% 
Petaluma Transit 16.4% 12.9% 14.3% 13.7% 18.6% 17.5% 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze 5.6% 4.6% 4.9% 4.8% 7.1% 5.9% 
SamTrans 16.8% 13.9% 14.6% 14.3% 17.7% 17.9% 
Santa Rosa C!tyBus 21.5% 16.0% 18.3% 17,3% 23.7% 22.9% 
VIA 11.8% 9.4% 10.1% 9.8% 12.2% 12.6% 
San Francisco MTA 30.4% 28.5% 28.4% 28.6% 33.1% 32.4% 
SolTrans (Solano County Transit) 34.6% 26.5% 29.2% 28.2% 39.6% 36.9% 
Sonoma County 17.2% 13.3% 14.9% 14.2% 19.4% 18.4% 
Union City 11.3% 9.1% 10.1% 9.8% 12.7% 12.1% 
Vacavllle City Coach 20.3% 14.0% 16.2% 15.6% 22.1% 21.7% 
West CAT 23.8% 21.1% 21.9% 21.5% 24.7% 25.5% 
San Francisco Bay Ferry (WETA) 50.7% 50,0% 50.2% . 50.1% 52.6% 54.2% 

Total 37.5% 34.1% 
• 

34.8% 34.3% 39.7% 40.3% 
NOTE: Operating costs for Golden Gate and Marin Transit are currently avallable only as a combined total for both agencies, so It has not been possible to calculate 
separate farebox recovery ratios for those two agencies, 
Source: CH2M analysis based on 2015 MTC Statistical Summary of Bay Area Operators, MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Surveys, and BART 2014 
Customer Satisfaction Survey. 
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2019 On-Board Passenger Survey {English version) 

• (lbror.lceusoon.l)')Rcx.,.;C-.: I Ir.me: I ~·~I 1n""'"""' I I ar...:on: ~--~ 
Please take a few moments to help plan for your transit needs by filling out this survey. 

What is your HOME ADDRESS: (please bt! speafic, H '. 123 W. Man St): 
(If J10U are visiting th• Bq Mu, pleaSt! lisl rhe addre~ wher• you •I'@ ~laying} 

StreetAd<ftss 

COMING FROM? 
1. What type of place are you 

COMING FROM NOW? 
(the startng olace for your one-way trip ) 
0 Your usual WORl<PLACE 
0 Wakrc-lJtid 
0 YourHOME 7 Go:OQu.mon!f.l 
0 Hotel Res~..,.. {Visit« Cnlyj 
0 !:ociJI er re<rexx:na! 

g ~~-t2)(s<OOr,r~ooy) 
O CoCege cr l.lnve<s 1'/ (srucent ooly) 
O Airpoo (arline passengor on.'y) 
0 Mi>:Dcall dE<'d 
o Dniig I ccf.ee 
0 Es<:a'tir g 00..rs ;icl; up'dropail 
0 Pa;onal t<Jsmess 
0 Cttler. ______ _ 

2. What is the NAME of the place you are 
coming from now? 

;J. What IS the EXACT ADDRESS or this 

place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: ) 

City: _____ State: __ Zip: __ _ 

4. How did you GET FROM the place in 

Question #1 TO THE VERY FIRST bus or 
train you used for U1 is one-way trip? 

8 ~~~·11~e1'k¥=1111~P~a1 ci•• -,;x.rs 
O l'l'.35 dropped oil us ng Ll::Er, Ly•, er simlar service 
(3nswa4o) 
0 T 3Xi ians11er 43) 
0 \'\las drcppe<lcif by someooe -not H E<V.<e (;in,;ws<4a) 
0 011>.-eJlone 3nd paB<ed (an>1B 4a) 
0 011>.-. Oil r«ie \\Ith wers and pa:ke<d {an""" 4a) 

4a. Where did you get ON the first bus or 
train you used for this one.way trip (Wr1e 
the nea.reSct int'e-5~ticn I park-anc-ride lot I rail station 
b~low~ 

5. Where did you get OtJ this bus? 
Plo?Jse prcvid~ ih~ n~arest 111t;.~~cton I !itcp er suton 
n~rr.;; J p~rk.::.J\d-ri.::!Gi lo t: 

City 

GOING TO? 
6 . What type of place are you 

GOING TO NOW? 
(the end:ng olac.e for your omHvay trip ) 
0 YoorllSllJI WOF.K?lACE 
0 \'lcrk mlated 
0 Your HOME 7 <X> lo Gu.s5on #9 
0 He<<! R~(VISilcr OO:y) 
0 Social ex r<Ce3tiOnJI 
0 Stqipilg 
O Schoo {K· t2J{srudsot ooty) 
0 C.cilE;T- e<~itf (studell< orJy) 
O Ai1J>Jlt (airline pas.."<?ng=r <olyl 
o M?dical / eentll 
0 Oning J coffee 
0 Escatng c>lie<,; pick upldropaif 
0 Pe<sona! busin.ss 
0 Oth.:r: ______ _ 

7. What is U1e NAME of the place you are 
going to now? 

ts. What IS U1e EXACT ADDRESS ot tlllS 
place? (OR Intersection if you do not know the 
exact address: ) 

City: _ ____ State: __ Zip: __ _ 

9. How will you GET TO your destination 
(listed in Question 1:6) after you get off the 
LAST bus or train you will use for t his 
one-way trip ? 
0 Walk all the way: hJiY~d.d)OO~? __ D!OCU 
0 BIKE 7 0 Brr<E SHARE 0 Pe<sMJl 8ike 
0 Do:ppid cii using Ube. L~i', e< siml;,{ ..,,.,.-.,. (anm1:< 
9a\ 
0 Taxi {"15\\'€t'Sa) 
0 Cl-cppEd cff byscmeooe- nOI a ..,,.ice{anower9a) 
0 Di'R 2lon; (011$W€f @a ) 
0 Di•.,.c:< rid0\>ilho:5-.er.; (amv.erlfa ) 

9a. Where will you get off the last bus or 
train you are us ing for this o ne-way trip 
(Write th: near~1 intl?rsecbon I pa.rk....Jnd~r.de lot I rail 
s tation belew}: 

10. Where will you get OFF this bus? 
Ple3!.e provide the ne3l'est imoersection I stop or station 
n.~mj:; I J';~rif.,'llnrl-riti~ ll'lt" 

11. INCLUDING THIS BUS how many TOTAL B USES/TRAINS will you use to make THIS ONE-WAY 
TRIP? 

0 One, only this bus 0 Two 0 Three 0 Four or more 

11•. Please list the routes and/or rail stiltions ir the exact order you use them for th is one-way trip. 

START 7 1 7 I 7 I 7 7 I 7 ~ 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THIS TRIP(s) 
1.2. \'Vhat time did you BOARD !hJabus? ___ : ___ am/pm(circleone) 

13. \'/ill you ~or did y-ou) make: this same· trip on. exactly the same routes. in fhe opposite direGtion today? 
0 No 0 Yes - At w.hat tlmo di'di'Nill you f&av& for Elli& !rip ill lflt opp-oa.ite direc.U(ln? --'-- am.rp..11 (!ircl:! .one) 

1'4. What fare c.ategory did you pay? 
OP.dull O se..nbr 0 Disabll!lf O 011'.er. ____ _ 

15. How did you pay forth is one-w.ay trip? 
BY CLIPPER BY CA.SH OR PAPER 

0 Day Pass 0 CilSh (cohs ani:I: la~ls) 0 :20 Ride Pass 
0 Transfe1from dil'ferert1 Age11cy O T1ill'lsfe1 l'rom different Ager,cy 031 Oily P;;-ss 
0 51cqed Vafue 0 Other O Day :Pilss 

0 31 01Jy P<iss O East BJ)' Reg!cna.l 3.1 OiJ.}' Pass 

BY M-0bile Tic:Jo:et App 

0 Mobile TLcl:et App 

16. How do you .currently get information and update-s about y-our bus {sahe<:lult!'s, arrival times, e-tc)? .eatectall 1 at~ I 
0 .Prin1ed schedule 0 Mob-le Ti.:::li:eting· app 0 Social Media {ie Facebaok. 1nstagr.am, T'l'jA'tter. E-1c) 
0 Tri Defla web-site 0 Trf. Delta mobile· app 0 51 i.org 0-Other:------------

17. How woul'd you prefer to ge-t news. update-s, sehedule- information ab11ut your bus? e,e£$Ct1oo!hret cflorcea 
0 PrID.!Bcl schedule- 0 Mobile Ticke1ing app 0 Social Media. {ie Facebook, lnstagram, Twit1er, ete) 
0 Tri D-efta website· 0 TriDeftamobl<e: apJl' 0 &11.org 0 Other: 

tit How many W<irking: vehicles t:auto or motorcyeles) ar& available- to-your-"n-o-u-.-.-n.-1-a-?-----,-.-.-"-1e-s 

19. lncludin.g VOU, how many p!!-ople liv-e<in your household? ___ ~op!e 

2D. Including YOU, how many adults ~.a{le 16 and ofder) that are empfo.yed fUll or part time 
live ln yGur hGus~hold? ___ people 

21. Are you a student? {check the one response that BEST describe-s. you} 
O Not a s1uden' 0 Yes- Fu!i Time co[fegeluniversit~ 0 Yes -K- 12fi grade 
0 Yes- Part Time c.o!lege/uniif=.rsily :) Yes- vooatlon.a~1e<:hnicali'lrade s.chool OY'>E:s- other 

21.a. [Ui21 is Yes) Plea-se specify your colleg.elunivers:ifylschool narne .and .address.:_--------
2.2:. V/hat year were you horn? __ _ 

23. Are you? (check all lhat apply) 
0 LitinolHispani'c Ci BlackiAfrican Alnerican 0 Asfan 
0 American t11;diun I Alaska NatNe- 0 Native Ha.waP.an J Pacific lslanCer 0 White· 0 Other:------

24. \'/hat is your gender? 0 Ma!-= 0 Female 0 Other Gender: _______ _ 

25. V/hieh of the foll.owing BEST describes your TOTAL .ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME in 2(1'18 bl!'fore taxes? 
0 Beki'"' $HJ/JOO 0 $50,0DD - $.:74,999 
0 $10,000-$24,999 0 $75,000-1 .. ,999 
0 $25,C-OO-l~,999 O $100,000-$149,9!19 
O $35,000--$49,1~99 O $150,DOO a~ moi!e O Notprovicll?d: 

26 .. Do you spea.k Ji language other than Eni:ilish .at home?' 0 No OYes- Which language? 
IF YES: How well do you speak English'? 0 Very W'ell 0 We! 0 Le·ss lhan well 0 Not a1 all 

''"1."\ A PRIZE~:! f! 

Poopl8 WhO submit an. 30eurate1y <:OfllllGfod sumy Wiil be 
entwarJ lft a rancbll t:Jra,i,tog ror a cl"'1ncs !o W'ln a $385' V'l9a 
~Iii.card. 

N.ame: ________________ -1 

Phone Number:(_) _________ _ 

E-mailaddr~s; -------------• 

THANKS FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 
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Virtual Public Hearing Webpage (English) 

~ PARK - ' ::.-1 ' - . 
• Rl~E • :t I ·-~__j .F .~ 

C\JH'B~N>I lMUJTDTAUIT\ ,...M::t .. .,\Ttlf1(](1tA»r\ "'*6111t•w:~ U:XAl..llJU\ Cow.a.tTllt HA&.1M161T 

ESS/'GENERAI. INFO • SOiOOl TOOlS • ABOUT USJCONTACT • MOBILE SITE 

Virtual Public Hearing: Income-based fare discount 

7ri D!'t: -nn:::i: · 1 ~:: .::in~ c:;mrrunit 'J rc.n ngsrd ng J po~oH:d 1rcj m:·b31.;j ';r: c~;:.:,t.in: tnit ,vc,J c orov cil i 

2~ d-!COJnt 'er ic .,·-irc,,.,.1e r:C: n :J1"'t Tn CTIU Tr1n!.t 1 fiY!a· ro1-te 3rd Tn \1y~o: i ; rv i: .; Tn :: ~ i'ct orog rJ~ s 

exi:.:-a:d to t.;~ir1 . 3ruar1 1.C2 l ir~ 't\·I n.m 'or 1 l mor-:.ns. )1.. ring : nb: : irr: Tr :::In Trsrir1 \<;ill : v3Ju1te t""O: 

progr::m ;ire j : t : rmine if ~: o~err i mtining'" .d bi'" i z-t :o -n De u Tr: n!: p;i:::r:rg: r::. ~ft;r ti"= tr i i penod ~ !: n- Jj 

b-=c:m: 3 ~Hrr :ir-:rt pogr1m. z Jbj::: :-: loor : vi / oy tnf: -n D! u 7r:n;:i: :.o;rj o' : ir.:-ctcrz. 

How to participate: 

1. VJ.a:oi t l'-.1:: vi::f: :>. Please turn on sound to hear the video. (i:> ri::ivi ~co~)' c• : rm: creHnt:.::icn a ll 9:~-38.i-

2: 22 or i "T'l3il comm: nU.@!cC..J..org) 

:.m3ll 

TOPIC: Proposal to establish an 
income-based fare discount on 

TrioettD it 

Vlrtu.ll P"blic Hc.anng dates 

OC;rOC'M"r 1-', 7070 Ha~rr.ot'f' Ii, 1010 

Comm -E 'l'": or QuH: en 

: .J::i c cc mrr i '""::: 'T't..!t t .; r::~ \o ~:I =i· 'Jo• • .:.,... Ci r 1.: ~C~C' - ,..: r-: .i re FT" .3r-J "-' 3f 5 : o :;Jc•n: :; ~Lc r : c:rrrre 'l-: .::r 

cu;.:;: :.n: 

· . Call· g:.:-32~-: ::..: 

1- Fax - ig.2.5 : -~- -453: P.:r..r ' '-t '(Qmrr e'l: 

: . E-mail - c=r-r,....eru~JE C .::l or9 

..l. Ma.ii ~r r-c.;r:;cr: 

-r. :-: ti -,;n;: 

A::r: '..:bli ~ Con-rr : n: 

Frequently Asked Questions 
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Virtual Public Hearing Webpage {Spanish) 

T 111tc - -~ ~=<~1 -~ ·.~ 
lnfll U'°' ~4111'f\ ,.,. .. _.. lll\ilOf'UXAl'Dli\ .... ., .. , _ _.. lDCAt.IU\I\ CDMtiaJTt• ~ 

L INFO • SCHOOL TOOLS • ABOUT US/CONTACT • MOBIL£ SITE 

Audiencia Publica Virtual: 
Propuesta para establecer un descuento de tarifa 

basado en ingresos en Tri Delta Transit 

For inlann.Jbon on English ddc twe 

-,i J1'U - rin1i: tc i&~ .; o::lf"-6n d~ I: com.Jrtd.id c::I" ructt:o 1 \.n du:~trto :a a rr'a prop1.. : :r:::: b i.sij:J i '"\ lo;; 

ingrnos. ::1 det.:t.Hto Cj.JE= ;: : ~ :;,n:;; de 2c:~ n:anl cfis~:inic 1 c:lr. la ta rifJ p1r1 t i puo ice en ger:r.:J. c;r. ·<li a_~­

Hnc llo 1n c1 let i.r:o!:J!ii a : Tri J : :1: Trin! t ir n rr..JJ fi~u )I Tri \t1 ; i:tt 1 1 n rv : o c1~1 ::zdu to:. e : gio. e o: 

bJj~-V'-gtf:!:!: iJ!:IH di" ?-CJ. 

Como partic1par: 

1 \11r.i uu Vld Eo. Encienda el s onid o para escucha r el video. 01 r1 r•c::i r uni c;c11 :h- ens pr: ier u ci6n !l3me 

915-3E.J-2S22' o en·11e 1,,.-f"corr:o ~lc:ron c:::> a c;rn..,.er ts;ec::J erg} 

tanfo bJsado en m<>rl"ios en 
rnoelta D 

F-lld'"~~N~·;n Fl.tJ ·c .11t 

C1,.t.1:r~ 1•. lON fml: ·~•'"!"-it~,. IS. 2020 

Ac.; cc 

.. ::1 : :irr~nuro1 r: u~ c: s j ;:: t::r: .. ~rtn-;J~x;: 01,.111 1~ :l t 'lcv t...-Crt z:i;::i . ._i/ m1.i:'"n :On""' il do: s · .. •1.; · .J"' i 

pre~.J 'it3 o .Jt"I coTc-r~no ::.1 ::il c::: 

1. Uam~ - ;.~ :.:;.:-!-.: :.:_ 

L. Fax - (c;i~) - ; : -LS.5J A.:tr. ;;;,.bl c Comm:- "'I: 

~ Correo eledrcinico · .:om..- .;'"u~;:c:J.or; 

.!.. Correo '= E:'\ ~:!l:;ni: 

- n )~U - 13.f"l! r: 

~:1 1."/ 101..r ~ ·;e... 

A"'I: °''\.Ci! S.!: .:9 
A:t."1: ; ..ib c CorrM: fl: 

Preguntas Frecue ntes 
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Notice of Public Hearing 

Notice of Virtual Public Hearing 
Tri Delta Transit is requesting public comment on a proposal to establish an income­

based fare discount for regular service on Tri Delta Transit. 

Aviso de Audiencia Publica Virtual 
Tri Delta Transit esta solicitando comentarios del publico relacionados con la 

propuesta para establecer tarifas de descuento basadas en ingresos para el servicio 
regular de Tri Delta Transit. 

Puede unirse a esta audiencia publica virtual en cualquier memento visitando este 
sitio www.TriDeltaTransit.com/PublicHearing o solicitor informaci6n llamando al 

925-384-2522. Comentarios publicos deberan entregarse para el 
15 de Noviembre, 2020. 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 



Community Based Organization Letter 

TRI DELTA TRANSIT 
EASTERN CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

801 Wilbur Avenue 
Antioch• California 94509 
925. 754-6622 
925 • 757 -2530 FAX 

October 19, 2020 

Dear Community Member, 

Tl'i Delta Transit is seeking public comment on an income-based fare discount for low­
income adults age 19-64. The 20% discount will apply to single-ride general pl1blic fare 
on Fixed Route and Tri MyRide service. 

A presentation packet, press release, and public notice are enclosed. Public comments 
must be received by November 15, 2020 and can be submitted through the following 
methods: 

• Online 
o www.trideltatransit.com/publichearing/ 

• Call 
0 925-384-2522 

• Fax 
o 925-757-2530, Attn: Public Comment 

• E-mail 
o comments@eccta.org 

• Mail or in-person: 
o Tri Delta Transit 

801 Wilbur Ave. 
Antioch, CA 94509 
Attn: Public Comment 

If possible, please post and share the notification between now and November 15, 2020. 

Sincerely, 
Tri Delta Transit 
Customer Service Department 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 
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Public Notice 

East CountY Times 
3260 Lone Tree Way, Suite 100 
Antioch, CA 94509 
925-779-7115 

2018343 

TRI DELTA TRANSIT 
ATTN: ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 
801 WILBUR AVE. 
ANTIOCH, CA 94509-7500 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

FILE NO. Public Hearing Notice 

In the matter of 
East County Times 

I am a citizen of the United States. I am over the age of eighteen 
years and I am not a party to or Interested in the above entitled 
matter, I am the Legal Advertising Clerk of the printer and 
publfsher of the East County llmes, a newspaper publfshed in 
the English language Jn the City of AnHoch, County of Contra 
Costa, S~ate t?f Callfomla. 

I declare that the East County nmes Is a newspaper of general 
clrculallon as defined by the laws of the Slate of CallfOrnla as 
determined by court decree dated January 6, 1919, Casa Number 
8268 and modified January 19, 2006, Case Number N05·1494. 
Said decree states that the East County 11mes Is ad/udged to be 
a newspaper of general circulation for the City of Antioch, County 
of Contra Costa and State of CallfOrnla. Said order has not been 
revoked. 

I declare that Iha notice, ofwhh'.ih the annexed Is a printed copy, 
has been publlshed In each regular and entire Issue of ssld 
newspaper and not In any supplement thereof on the followlng 
dates, to wit: 

1011412020 

I certify (or declare) under the penally of perjury that the foregoing 
Is true and correct. 

Executed at Walnut Greek, Gallfornla. 
On this 14th day of October, 2020. 

Signature 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 

Legal No, 
Hotloo ofYJrtual Publl<.l Hearing 

0006524385 

'DU om;rA TRANSlT 

OCT 1 9 2020 

RECBfVEJ) 
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

NOTICE OF VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA 

,Jovfl Pnrlog ofs~ld Couttly, does hereby eortify: 

That she Is nnd wns during all the times h.creln mentioned, a cltlzcu of tho 
United States, over the age of 21 yenr.'i and ncltlwr a patty to nor in niiy way 
JnterostBd in the 1lllllt6~ ot aotltm hcreln set forth, and la nnd Wl!.'I COlll[)etent to 
boa witnes9 in said matter uraetion: 

That ~he fa now nnd at nil tlmos horoin inentioued was. the ptfoeipal olcrk Qf 
tho BRENTWOOD PRESS, pt1bl!shers oftlle :OllliN'IWOOD PRESS (No. 
02·1273), whlolt Iii and was nt all times herein 111entioncd a newspaper of 
ge11eral elronlat!on prh1ted and published weekly i11 the City of Brentwood, 
Comity of Contra C<Jstn, St11te of California, and as such prlltcipal clerk ha9 
now a11d at all ofsnld times had charge of all legal 11Qtlc~ and advectisemonls 
In said 11ewspapor, that said DRENTWOOD PRESS ls now and was at all 
thne13 b.ercln mentioned 11. newspaper of general circnh11ion ns that tem1 Is 
def111ed by Seel\m1 6000 of the Oovermnent Code, ~nd ~s provided by said 
Section, ls ai1d lit al~ ofsn!d times ·wil! pub!ISbOO fur tbc dissemiimUon of local 
nnd telegra[>blc 11ows a11d i~11elllge11ce of a general chamcter, having n bona 
tlde aubscrlptlon list of paying s11Meribers, end Is not arn:I at none of said 
time.~ wa3 devoted to the h1t~rests or publlshed for the entet1alnment or 
lnstruotio11 of a pnrtieular eh1ss, profu$sion, trade, calling, mCll or 
denomhmt!on, or for any number of such ebsses, pmft:~~ions, tradea, cnlHngs, 
rnel!S or donomlnntlon~ that at nil limes said newspaper has boom estnbllshW, 
printed and published at regular intervals lo 3aid County and State, fot more 
than enc year preceding th<1 dat<1 of the first publieat\on of the notice herein 
mentioned; th~t said notice wns set bl type not smllllcir than nonpareil, nud 
WI!.$ preceded with wotds prlnt&d in bliick face type 1\ot s1n11Her tha11 
nonp~reil, describhig nnd e.\presslng 111 general tenns the purport and 
chnracter of the notice intimded to be given. 

Tt1A.TTHE 

NOTICE OF VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING 

cfwhich the n11n11;11ed Is n printed copy, wns !:mb[i.<lhcd !n sn!d ncwspaper11nd 
not in any suppl~tncnt the1·eofo11 tile following dntes, to-wit: 

October 16, 2020 

I tert!ry (M dec111re) t111der µennlty ofpe~j\\ry lhnt the foregoing Is true nnd 
oon'ect, Dated this 16 dny of October, 2020. 

ADlt: 84220 

SIGNATURE u 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 

TJU DELTA TRANSIT 

OCT l V 2020 

RECEIVED 

No1kellfVlrtual Ji1J!lUdlearlng 
fa~em Cont~ t\J;\J Trmsn ~utl1Cfff'/ 1fn 
.D<l1a li•nsll) Is Jw;!ing ; ¥1ftual publk 
hea1lng f!C!l1.!ktober 1~, 2020·Nl)\\llll­
ber15, 20201" tllt•ln <0mmun1ty 1nput 
regardln~~ J:tilf'Yild fn(tlll~bo«>d fare dll­
«llmttl!Jtwrurdprodl/o.>1Cil! dfSOJut.tfur 
IOl'lilU,m• rtd'1!1un1tl Delto Traw.ltn:<£<1-
rollte afl!Tn ~fide se~fCI'. 100 can )olnlhe 
~rtri.il pubil( heanlli) web1it• anytime by 
~1ltlng www.TrilleltaTrnnsitcotn/Pub­
lkHeartnq ITT Qi! iis-384-2522 for moro 
Jnformatlon. BrWVlood Pross JI~ 01"1113 
smo Publl•h ~ates: October 16, 2020, 
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THE ANT I 0 c ERALD 
THE NEWS OF . BY AND FOR T H E PEOPLE. 

HO~!E 2019 PEOPLE'S CHOICE \\'DINERS 2020 PEOPLE'S CHOICE BALLOT ADVERTISE ELECTIOK 2020 LEGAL XOTICES NO ON MEASURE T OPDI BUSINESSES 

ABOUT US UXKS COXfACT AR.CHIVES 

SEARCH 

ADVERTISEJvIENTS 

i:rect Antwon 

Webster 
Ant ioch City Council 

People, not p olitics / 

Legal N otices 

NOTICE OF VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING 

Am1 DEL'4 TRANSIT 
Eastern CoDtra Costa Trarurt Authonty (In Delta Tra!Wt) u hos:mg a \-utuil pubbc heanng from October I~. 2020-

XO\'tlllber 15, 2020 to obtain community inp111 regarding a propo"'d income-based fare di.<coUlll that would pro\ide a 
10'• di.count for low-mcome nders on Tn Delta Trumt fixed-route and Tn ~lyRlde smice_ You can ; 010 tht \ 1nual 

publtc h•anng website anyttme by mmng """:TriDeltaTrarualcomPubhcHWU>g or call 925-38-l-25ll for more 
information_ 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 

Contra Costa re5p0nds qu1cl'.ly to ,;,. w 

COVID-19 cam 

Both incumbents trailing 1n Antioch School 

Board rac:es: Lewis bas commanding lead rn 

Area 3, Hernandez leadurg in Area I 

Tboipe leads for Antioch mayor, Barbanica, 

mcum~ts leading m council races 

Broth<n from .l.n!Joch, Stocl..ion illfested for 

brutal sc.'t\Lll assault of woman m Anooch 

Oct_ 16 

FoLI.owUs! 
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ECCTA Board Approval of Major Service Change Policy and Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy 

TRI DELlll TRAN'SJT 
~4~tem.<:P,ntra Cos.11rn·anstt Authorl!Y · 
8m !,WJlburJAvenue,,··Antioc:h, C8Jlfornla;~4509. 
Phone,!!-2$:154.~~ Fax925;1S:t:25;io 

RESOLUTION #200226A 
Title VI Major Service Change Policy/Disparat.e.Jmpact Bod Disproport~onate Burd~n ~olicy 

Resolution #200226A adopts ECCTA's Title VI Major Service Change Policy and 
Disparate Impact and DisproportiOna~e Burden POiicy, in compliance wit~ FT.f,.. Circular · 

4702.lB. 

W~REAS, the Federal Transit Admipjstration requires Easteri:i Contra Costa Transit Authority 
(ECCTA) to confonn to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, its amendments, and related 
sW.tutes and Executive Orders, including Environmental Justice and Limited Bngl.ish Proficiency; 
and 
WHEREAS, ECCTA is required to comply with FTA Circular 4702. IB; 

WHEREAS, ECC.TA has established a Major Service Change Policy aod Disparate Impact aad 
Disproportionate Burden Policy complying with FTA Circular 4702. IB; . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the Eastern Contra 
Costa Traasit Authority to adopt Resolution #200226A approvillg ECCTA's Title VI Major 
Service Change Policy and Disparate Impact aad Disproportionate Burd~n Policy. . 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 26th day of February 2020, by the following votes: 

EASTERN CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

~&~ Rbert TuYIO!:Chair ~ 
. AYES: 

NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTENTIONS: 

_l_I _ 

" ~ 
e 

Income-Based Transit Fare Discount Pilot Program 


