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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) requires all transit agencies that receive federal funding to monitor the performance
of their systems, ensuring services are made available and/or distributed equitably. One
component of ensuring compliance is performing an equity analysis for all fare changes or
major service changes to determine its impact on minority (race, color, or national origin)
and low-income populations. The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), as a
recipient of federal funds, is required by the FTA to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and its amendments (ACT).

From 2019 to 2021, MTC and BART co-led the Regional Fare Coordination/Integration Study
in partnership with the region’s transit operators to identify fare policy changes that could
grow ridership and relieve financial burden on riders who use multiple agencies. At the
conclusion of the study, the Fare Integration Task Force (a special committee of the Clipper
Executive Board) endorsed the resulting Bay Area Transit Fare Policy Vision Statement in Fall
2021, which included the Clipper BayPass Pilot and Free & Discounted Transfer Pilot
Program®in its policy proposal. The Clipper BayPass is the Bay Area’s first regional, prepaid,
unlimited-ride transit pass available to institutions including employers, universities,
affordable housing sites, and more. Participating BayPass institutions purchase a prepaid
Clipper BayPass for 100% of their eligible members who can then enjoy unlimited access to
all bus, rail, and ferry services in the nine-county Bay Area region at no cost to the rider.
Separately, the Free & Discounted Transfers Pilot Program will launch with the rollout of the
next generation Clipper system (Clipper 2). When making a trip that requires transferring
between transit agencies, customers using Clipper will pay the full fare for just the first
agency. Any transfer to a different agency within two hours of their first tag will be discounted
up to the maximum local single ride fare, currently $2.50. A “Free Transfer” would occur
when the subsequent fare is $2.50 or less and a “Discounted Transfer” would be when fares
are more than $2.50. This program offers a more seamless experience for riders: treating
connections between multiple agencies as though they are connections within a single
agency.

These Title VI fare equity analyses will:

e Evaluate how the proposed fare changes may impact Title VI and Environmental
Justice protected populations, and

" The Clipper BayPass pilot has two (2) phases. Phase 1 involved schools/universities/affordable housing. Phase 2 was institutionally-

funded and involved employers/institutions.
I BART
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e Identify strategies to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any disproportionate burdens,
disparate impacts, or any potentially negative outcomes.

RELEVANT TITLE VI POLICIES

This fare equity analysis was completed in accordance with FTA regulations outlined in FTA
Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration
Recipients.” The Circular requires this analysis to minimize or ensure there are no disparate
impact on minority populations or disproportionate burden on low-income populations. The
analysis also follows BART’s Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy and is
consistent with recent BART fare change equity analyses. The Circular requires that a Title
VI equity analysis be performed for fare changes and major services changes. Each transit
agency is responsible for establishing appropriate policies that outline what constitutes a
“major” service change as well as setting policy to determine thresholds for disparate
impacts and disproportionate burdens.

Disparate Impact Definition

Refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects members of a
group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the recipient’s policy or practice
lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there exists one or more alternatives
that would serve the same legitimate objectives but with less disproportionate effect on the
basis of race, color, or national origin. (FTA C 4702.1B, Chap. I-2)

Disproportionate Burden Definition

Refersto a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects low-income populations
more than non-low-income populations. A finding of disproportionate burden requires the
recipient to evaluate alternatives and mitigate burdens where practicable. (FTA C 4702.1B,
Chap. 1-2)

BART’s Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden (DI/DB) Policy

In accordance with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI Circular 4702.1B, the
BART Board adopted a Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy for use in the
assessment of proposed Major Service Changes or fare changes.

For any fare type changes, BART will assess whether protected riders are disproportionately
more likely to use the affected fare type or media. Impacts will be considered
disproportionate or disparate when the difference between the affected fare type’s
protected ridership share and the overall system’s protected ridership share is greater
than 10%. When the survey sample size of the ridership for the affected fare type is too small
to permit a determination of statistical significance, BART will collect additional data.
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Should BART find that minority populations or riders experience disproportionate impacts
from the proposed change, BART should take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disparate
impacts. If the additional steps do not mitigate the potential disparate impacts on minority
populations, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART may proceed with the proposed major
service or fare change if BART can show that:

e A substantial legitimate justification for the proposed major service or fare change
exists and,

e There are no alternatives serving the same legitimate objectives that would have a
less disproportionate impact on minority populations.

Should BART find that low-income populations or riders experience disproportionate
impacts from proposed major service or fare changes, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B,
BART should take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. BART
shall also describe alternatives available to low-income populations affected by service or
fare changes.
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SECTION 2: BACKGROUND

The recommendations of the Transit Fare Coordination/Integration Study and Business
Case led by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) focus on creating a more
customer-friendly transit fare system in the Bay Area among the region’s 27 different transit
operators. Based on the study’s findings, the Fare Integration Task Force adopted the Bay
Area Transit Fare Policy Vision Statement in Fall 2021. The Fare Policy Vision Statement
outlined regional fare coordination initiatives, including the Clipper BayPass and the Free &
Discounted Transfer Pilot Program.

Initially launched in 2022, the two-year Clipper BayPass pilot program offered approximately
50,000 selected Bay Area residents free access to all bus, rail, and ferry services in the nine-
region county, except for Muni cable cars. In Phase 1, the new passes were randomly
distributed to approximately 25% of participating students at San Francisco State
University, San Jose State University, and University of California’s Berkeley. At the same
time, the pass was made available to all students at Santa Rosa Junior College and all
residents of 12 affordable housing sites managed by MidPen Housing. This limited
distribution was designed to measure the impact on travel of an all-system pass when
compared to those not using the Clipper BayPass. A preliminary travel impact study has
indicated a nearly 40% increase in transit ridership compared to each institution’s pre-
existing passes on 1-3 transit agencies. As part of the pilot’s Phase 2 in January 2024, the
Clipper BayPass expanded to include 20,000 residents from a diverse range of Bay Area
Employers varying from industries, geographies, and participant demographics. Some
currently participating institutions include the University of California San Francisco, the
City of Menlo Park, and Alameda TMA.

Planned to launch as part of the Next Generation Clipper (Clipper 2.0) rollout, the Free &
Discounted Transfer Pilot Program offers a more seamless experience for riders. When
making a trip that requires transferring between transit agencies, riders using Clipper will
pay the full fare for just the first agency. Transfer trips made between agencies in the two
hours following their first Clipper card tag will be free or discounted up to the maximum local
fare, currently $2.50. A “Free Transfer” would occur when the subsequent fare is $2.50 or
less and a “Discounted Transfer” would be when fares are more than $2.50. This program
offers a more seamless experience for riders: treating connections between multiple
agencies as though they are connections within a single agency.
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SECTION 3: EQUITY ANALYSIS
METHODOLOGY & DATA SOURCES

Data used to conduct the Title VI Fare Equity Analyses came from two sources:

1. Customer Satisfaction Survey: Conducted in Fall 2022, the Customer Satisfaction
Survey asked BART riders about all aspects of BART service, to better understand
where BART could best focus its efforts to improve customer satisfaction. As part of
that survey, riders were asked questions related to station access, parking, and
demographics that are relevant to this Title VI analysis. The Customer Satisfaction
Survey is conducted every other year and is statistically valid at a system-wide level,
as respondents are randomly selected to ensure the data are projectible to the
overall population of BART riders. The 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey had a
sample size of 3,022 surveys.

2. Clipper BayPass Survey: Conducted in June 2024, this BART survey was designed
specifically to collect feedback on its two new fare programs: Clipper BayPass and
the Free & Discounted Transfer Pilot Program. The survey was administered from
June 7th, 2024, to June 24th, 2024, at five BART stations, and resulted in 489
responses.

This analysis uses the Clipper BayPass Survey where possible, as itis targeted at workers or
students who transfer, especially at stations likely to have a relatively high percentage of
minority and/or low-income riders. The Clipper BayPass Survey also provides qualitative
insight into the impacts of the fare policy programs.

Protected Populations Definitions

For this analysis, BART’s five-county service area definitions and thresholds for minority and low-
income populations are used. The definitions and thresholds are described as follows:

e Minority Definition: Pursuant to the Circular and Federal guidelines, minority
populations are defined as individuals who have identified themselves to be
American Indian and Alaska Native; Asian; Black or African American; Hispanic or
Latino; or Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; or some combination of these
identities.

e Low-Income Definition: BART defines the low-income populations as those who are
at or below 200 percent of the poverty level established for households by the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines. This
assumption is more inclusive of low-income populations, accounting for higher
incomes in the Bay Area as compared to the rest of the United States. The 200%
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threshold is also consistent with the assumptions employed by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) in its Plan Bay Area 2050 Equity Analysis Report,
issued in 2021. This definition considers both the household size and household
income, the combinations of household size and income that are defined as “low-
income” (see Table 1). The 2021 income limits were used for the Customer
Satisfaction Survey and the 2024 limits were used for the Clipper BayPass Survey to
determine if respondents were low-income.

TABLE 1: POVERTY GUIDELINES — FEDERAL* AND THE BART SERVICE AREA

Persons in 2021 Poverty 200% 2024 Poverty 200%
Family / Guideline (BART Service Guideline (BART Service

Household (Federal) Area, 2021) (Federal) Area, 2024)

1 $12,880 $25,760 $15,060 $30,120

2 $17,420 $34,840 $20,440 $40,880

3 $21,960 $43,920 $25,820 $51,640

4 $26,500 $53,000 $31,200 $62,400

5 $31,040 $62,080 $36,580 $73,160

6 $35,580 $71,160 $41,960 $83,920

7 $40,120 $80,240 $47,340 $94,680

8 $44,660 $89,320 $52,720 $105,440

*For the 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia
Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services

Fare Equity Analyses

The fare equity analyses serve to demonstrate that BART has considered the consequences
of the Clipper BayPass Pilot as facially neutral but may result in a disparate impact on
minority riders or a disproportionate burden for low-income riders. The FTA’s recommended
methodology for performing a fare equity analysis begins with determining the number and
percent of users of each fare type and evaluating the differences between minority users
and non-minority users, as well as low-income and non-low-income users. Next, the
analyses will evaluate the impacts of the proposed changes to determine if there is a
disparate impact or disproportionate burden. For the fare reduction programs in this
analysis report, a positive value indicates a potential disparate impact or disproportionate
burdenthatis unfavorable to protected populations; the closer the numberis to BART’s 10%
threshold, the higher the impact. Likewise, a negative value indicates a benefit that is
favorable to protected populations. Finally, alternatives must be evaluated, and mitigation
strategies offered to prevent or mitigate any potential burdens. Each phase of the Clipper
BayPass was evaluated to determine if there is a disparate impact or disproportionate
burden.
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PHASE 1: Clipper BayPass - University Students/Affordable Housing

As part of Clipper BayPass Pilot Program phase 1, riders that are potentially eligible include
university students and affordable housing residents.

University Student Analysis

Utilizing the trip purpose question? from the BART 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey, Table
2, illustrates thatriders goingto schoolon BART are also more likely to be a minority, sothere
are no disparate impacts. Similarly, riders going to school on BART are also more likely to be
low-income, as compared to all riders. Thus, there is neither a disparate impact, nor a
disproportionate burden for school commuters.

TABLE 2: SCHOOL TRIP PURPOSE (BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY 2022)

What is the primary purpose of this trip?

School Total
Minority 83% 67%
White 17% 33%
Total 100% 100%
Low-Income 52% 29%
Non-Low-Income 48% 71%
Total 100% 100%

TABLE 33: DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SCHOOL COMMUTERS

% Difference Minority % Difference Low-Income

(Minority vs. Disparate (Low-Incomevs Disproportionate
Impact Non-Low-Income) Burden

School Commuters -16% No -23% No

2 The trip purpose question captures all student trips and therefore we are making the assumption that university students have the same
demographics as students in general (including K-12). Ideally survey data which breaks out level of school attending would be used, but
this level of detail is not currently available. BART may consider breaking the school trip type into multiple grade ranges or asking a follow-
up question on future customer satisfaction surveys.

3 For DI/DB analyses tables, a “- %” represents a favorable result for protected populations. A “+ %” represents an unfavorable result for
protected populations. All results are then evaluated against BART’s threshold to determine if there are impacts and if those impacts
require mitigation. (Applies to subsequent DI/DB analyses tables)
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Affordable Housing Analysis

There is currently no data available identifying the demographics of affordable housing
residents who use BART. However, in the Spring of 2024, MidPen, a non-profit, affordable-
housing provider, who participated in the Clipper BayPass pilot program, conducted a
survey of residents who participated in the Clipper BayPass pilot program. The results of this
survey were used to identify the race or ethnicity of MidPen residents who participated in the
Clipper BayPass pilot program. The survey could not be used to determine household
income because the income ranges in the survey did not aligh with Federal Poverty
Guidelines and BART’s low-income definition. To supplement the Spring 2024 MidPen
survey, the project team used household size and income data provide by MidPen to
calculate the average household size and average household income. The average MidPen
household size for their properties was two persons, and the average household income
was $40,975. As noted in Table 1, a household income of $40,880 for a two-person
household would be considered low-income by BART’s definition. Based on this, we can
assume that about 50% of the MidPen households would be low-income, as defined by
BART, based on their average household income.

Table 4 illustrates that MidPen residents are also more likely to be minority and more likely
to be low-income. Thus, there was neither a disparate impact, nor a disproportionate
burden for affordable housing residents during the pilot. If we assume that the balance
of affordable housing developments have similar demographics to the pilot properties, we
can assume that there would be neither a disparate impact, nor a disproportionate burden
for affordable housing residents outside of the pilot properties.

TABLE 4: MIDPEN RESIDENTS VS. BART RIDERS

'MidPen Residents ~ BARTRiders |
Minority 79% 67%
White 21% 33%
Total 100% 100%
Low-Income 50% 29%
Non-Low-Income 50% 71%
Total 100% 100%
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TABLE 5: DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
RESIDENTS

% Difference Minority % Difference Low-Income
(Minority vs. Disparate (Low-Incomevs Disproportionate

Impact Non-Low-Income) Burden

Affordable Housing
Residents

PHASE 2: Clipper BayPass - Employers/Other Institutions

As part of Clipper BayPass Phase 2 Pilot Program, riders that are potentially eligible include
all those that use BART to travel to or from work since this program will be available to all
employers. Utilizing the BART 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey data, Table 6 shows that
compared allriders, riders going to work on BART are more likely to be a minority. Thus, there
is no disparate impact. However, riders going to work on BART are less likely to be low-
income. Since the difference between low-income and non-low-income riders traveling to
work is 6%, it remains under the 10% threshold and is not considered a disproportionate
burden. However, there is still an impact, and mitigation measures should be considered.

TABLE 6: WORK TRIP PURPOSE (BART CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY 2022)

What is the primary purpose of this trip?

Commute to/from work Total
Minority 69% 67%
White 31% 33%
Total 100% 100%
Low-Income 23% 29%
Non-Low-Income 77% 71%
Total 100% 100%

TABLE 7: DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR WORK COMMUTERS

% Difference Minorit % Difference Low-Income
(Minority vs. y (Low-Income vs |Disproportionate

Disparate Impact
P P Non-Low-Income) Burden

Work Commuters -2% No 6% No
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Free & Discounted Transfers Pilot

The Free & Discounted Transfers Pilot program provides transit riders with no-cost or
discounted transfers between various transit agencies when using Clipper. Utilizing the
BART Customer Satisfaction Survey (2022) data from Question 7, Questions 82/83, and
Question 84 were pulled to identify the demographic breakdowns of respondents by transit
services they are likely to use. While the data was limited to the number of transit agencies
plus “Another Agency” category, major Clipper usage agencies were listed for the analysis.

e Question 7: Transit agencies expected to use for any purpose (post-pandemic)
(Multiple Response)

e Question 82/83: Ethnicity (Multiple Response) (Combined, Single)

e Question 84: Household income (Self -ID)

Next, BART Clipper Card transfer data was used to determine the percentage of BART trips
transferring to or from other transit operators. The demographics from the survey were then
weighted by the percentages from the transfer data to get the demographic averages for
riders that transfer to or from BART (Table 8). The demographic averages of riders who
transferred were then compared to BART’s overall demographic averages, calculated from
the 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey (Table 9). Unfortunately, there is insufficient data to
determine the demographics for BART riders who do not transfer.

The Free & Discounted Transfer analysis found that riders transferring to or from BART and
would receive a fare discount are more likely to be minority, so there is no disparate
impact. Similarly, compared to all BART riders, riders transferring to or from BART are more
likely to be low-income, so there is no disproportionate burden. There are no mitigation
measures required for the program.

The rider demographics of non-transferring BART riders is not available to be calculated and
the analysis assumes these riders have similar demographics to all BART riders.
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TABLE 8*: TRANSFERS TO BART

Annual Transfer Minority Low-Income
Transfers® |Percentage Percentage Percentage

AC Transit

2,964,000 31% 64% 36%
Caltrain 235,000 2% 56% 23%
SamTrans 592,000 6% 73% 25%
SFMTA 3,958,000 4% 53% 23%
VTA 317,000 3% 62% 28%
Another Agency 1,536,000 16% 51% 25%
BART N/A N/A 54% 24%
Weighted Transfer
Population Percentage N/A N/A 58% 28%

TABLE 9: DISPARATE IMPACT/DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR TRANSFERERS

% Difference Minority % Difference Low-Income

(Minority vs. ) (Low-Incomevs |Disproportionate
Disparate Impact
Non-Low-Income) Burden

Transferers -4% No -4% No

4 Due to rounding, values in tables 8 & 9 may differ slightly when performing computations.
5 Transfers rounded to the nearest thousandth.
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SECTION 4: MITIGATION MEASURES

As forementioned, the impacts of both the Clipper BayPass and No-Cost/Reduced Cost
Transfer programs are under the BART thresholds for the disparate impact and
disproportionate burden.

SECTION 5: RECOMMENDATIONS

While mitigation measures are not required, there is a 6% difference between low-income
work commuters and non-low-income work commuters. Arecommendation to alleviate the
difference between low-income work commuters and non-low-income work commuters
would be to promote the Clipper BayPass to employers with lower income jobs (i.e.
service/food industry, retail, lower-level vocational jobs). This could either be done by either
BART or MTC.

SECTION 6: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

PURPOSE

Pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B (October 2012), BART conducted outreach to provide the
public with information about the pilot Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfer
programs. A key component of the Title VI outreach was to seek input on fare type changes
from minority and low-income riders.

This section describes the outreach and community engagement conducted by BART staff,
followed by an analysis of survey responses by the protected groups. All comments in this
report have been transcribed as written by the respondent with the redacting of any profanity
and personal identifying information.

OUTREACH EVENTS

As part of the Clipper BayPass survey, BART conducted a series of in-station outreach events
to seek feedback on the two new fare programs under consideration. The online survey was
open from June 7%, 2024, to June 24", 2024, and the in-station outreach events were
conducted at the BART stations in Table 10.

16 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT



TABLE 10: OUTREACH LOCATIONS, DATES, AND TIMES

Station Date Time

Montgomery Street Tuesday, June 11, 2024 7:00am - 9:30am
Richmond Wednesday, June 12, 2024 3:00pm -6:00pm
Downtown Berkeley Thursday, June 13, 2024 7:00am -9:30am
12" St./Oakland City Center Tuesday, June 18, 2024 7:00am - 9:30am
Berryessa/North San Jose Thursday, June 20, 2024 3:00pm -6:00pm

Survey Responses

BART received 851 survey responses. In general, respondents supported both the Clipper
BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfer programs. As illustrated in Table 11, 85% of
respondents supported Phase 1 - University Students/Affordable Housing, 75% supported
the expansion of the program to Employers and Other Institutions, and 91% of respondents
supported the introduction of no-cost/reduced cost transfers between agencies.

TABLE 11°: CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS SENTIMENT, ALL RIDERS

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly

Oppose Oppose Support Support
Phase 1 - University 4% 3% 8% 14% 71% 100%
Students/Affordable Total 7% Total 85%
Housing Oppose Support
Phase 2 - 9% 3% 14% 4% 71% 100%
Employers/Other Total 12% Total 75%
Institutions Oppose Support
Free & Discounted 2% 2% 5% 9% 82% 100%
Transfers Between
Agencies
Total 4% Total 91%
Oppose Support

Clipper BayPass Phase 1: University Students/Affordable Housing

Table 12 and Table 13 compare the level of support for the Phase 1 Clipper BayPass
program. Minority riders indicated that they strongly support the program (74%) compared
to 72% of White riders. Low-income riders also indicated that they strongly support the
program (75%) along with non-low-income riders (72%).

8 Data derived from Clipper BayPass Survey (2024) (Applies to subsequent tables as well)
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TABLE 12: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS UNIVERSITY STUDENTS/AFFORDABLE HOUSING

(MINORITIES)
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand
Oppose Oppose Support Support Total
Minority 4% 4% 8% 11% 74% 100%
Total 8% Total 85%
Oppose Support
White 1% 2% 9% 16% 72% 100%
Total 3% Total 88%
Oppose Support
Unknown’ 38% 0% 8% 23% 31% 100%
Total 38% Total 54%
Oppose Support
Grand Total 4% 3% 8% 71% 14% 100%
Total 7% Total 85%
Oppose Support

7 “Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. (Applies to subsequent tables as well)
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TABLE 13: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS UNIVERSITY STUDENTS/AFFORDABLE HOUSING

(INCOME STATUS)
Strongly = Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand
Oppose Oppose Support Support Total
Low- 7% 0% 11% 7% 75% 100%
Income
Total 7% Total 82%
Oppose Support
Non-Low- 4% 3% 7% 14% 72% 100%
Income
Total 7% Total 86%
Oppose Support
Unknown?® 0% 6% 18% 24% 53% 100%
Total 6% Total 76%
Oppose Support
Grand Total 4% 3% 8% 14% 71% 100%
Total 7% Total 85%
Oppose Support

Clipper BayPass Phase 2: EMPLOYERS/OTHER INSTITUTIONS

Table 14 and Table 15 compare the level of support for Phase 2 of the Clipper BayPass
program. Minority riders (74%) indicated that they strongly support the program expansion
to include employers and other institutions, compared to 71% of White riders. Low-income
riders (80%) indicated that they strongly support the program along with 70% of non-low-

income riders.

8 «“Unknown” are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank. (Applies to subsequent tables as well)
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TABLE 14: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS FOR EMPLOYERS/OTHER INSTITUTIONS (MINORITIES)

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand

Oppose Oppose Support Support Total
Minority 4% 3% 4% 16% 74% 100%
Total 7% Total Support 90%
Oppose
White 2% 2% 12% 14% 71% 100%
Total 4% Total Support 85%
Oppose
Unknown 31% 0% 31% 0% 38% 100%
Total 31% Total Support 38%
Oppose
Grand Total 4% 3% 8% 14% 71% 100%
Total 7% Total Support 85%
Oppose
TABLE 15: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS FOR EMPLOYERS/OTHER INSTITUTIONS (INCOME
STATUS)
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand
Oppose Oppose Support Support Total
Low- 7% 2% 7% 5% 80% 100%
Income
Total 9% Total Support 85%
Oppose
Non-Low- 8% 2% 15% 4% 70% 100%
Income
Total 10% Total Support 74%
Oppose
Unknown 18% 6% 18% 0% 59% 100%
Total 24% Total Support 59%
Oppose
Grand Total 9% 3% 14% 4% 71% 100%
Total 12% Total Support 75%
Oppose

Free & Discounted Transfers® Between Agencies

Table 16 and Table 17 compare the level of support for the Free/Reduced Cost Transfers
pilot program. Minority riders (81%) and low-income riders (86%) indicated that they strongly
supported the introduction of free/reduced transfers between agencies, along with 87% of
non-minority riders and 83% of non-low-income riders.

® Referred to as “free/reduced cost transfers” in the survey and in this report.
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TABLE 16: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS BETWEEN AGENCIES (MINORITIES)

Strongly | Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand
Oppose Oppose Support Support Total

Minority 2% 2% 8% 8% 81% 100%
Total 4% Total 89%
Oppose Support
White 0% 2% 2% 10% 87% 100%
Total 2% Total 97%
Oppose Support
Unknown 23% 0% 0% 23% 54% 100%
Total 23% Total 77%
Oppose Support
Grand Total 2% 2% 5% 9% 82% 100%
Total 4% Total 91%
Oppose Support

TABLE 17: LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS BETWEEN AGENCIES (INCOME)

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Grand
Oppose Oppose Support Support Total
Low- 5% 2% 5% 2% 86% 100%
Income
Total 7% Total 88%
Oppose Support
Non-Low- 2% 2% 4% 9% 83% 100%
Income
Total 4% Total 92%
Oppose Support
Unknown 0% 0% 6% 24% 71% 100%
Total 2% Total 95%
Oppose Support
Grand 2% 2% 5% 9% 82% 100%
Total
Total 4% Total 91%
Oppose Support

Open response

Along with the questions asking for level of support, the BayPass survey also included an
open-response question that asked respondents if they had any comments regarding the
three programs. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and
grouped them into the following categories:
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Project Need Survey respondentindicated they felt the project was needed.
Desire for Expansion | Survey respondent indicated that the BayPass should be

and Inclusion expanded to/include more people and groups.

Support for Free & Survey respondent indicated that they support free &
Discounted discounted transfers

Transfers

Concerns on Survey respondent provided concerns for the program’s
Funding and continued funding and sustainability over short/long term.

Sustainability

Survey respondent provided general comments on the
General Comment BayPass or miscellaneous comments on BART/Other Bay
Area agencies.

Clipper BayPass Phase 1: University Students/Affordable Housing

Tables 18 and 19 illustrate that respondents who chose to provide written comment on the
BayPass for University Students/Affordable Housing, the largest proportions indicated that
they felt the project was needed (39%) or they desired for the expansion and inclusion for
more people/groups within the program (21%). An additional 15% cited concerns related to
funding and sustainability.

White and non-low-income respondents were more likely to be concerned about funding
and sustainability (17% and 15% respectively) compared to the minority and low-income
respondents (12% and 10% respectively).

TABLE 18: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS - UNIVERSITY STUDENTS/AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (MINORITIES)
Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
Funding and Expansion | General Project Free &
. g ore and Comment Need Discounted
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Minority 12% 23% 7% 45% 14% 100%
White 17% 20% 12% 34% 17% 100%
Unknown 30% 10% 40% 20% 0% | 100%
Grand Total 15% 21% 7% 39% 14% 100%
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TABLE 19: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS - UNIVERSITY STUDENTS/AFFORDABLE

HOUSING (INCOME)
Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
. Expansion General Project Free & Grand
Funding and .
. - and Comment Need Discounted Total
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Low-Income 10% 15% 8% 44% 23% 100%
Non-Low- 15% 23% 12% 39% 13% 100%
Income
Unknown 31% 13% 6% 31% 19% 100%
Grand Total 15% 21% 11% 39% 15% 100%

Clipper BayPass Phase 2: Employers/Other Institutions

Tables 20 and 21 shows that, of those respondents who chose to provide written comment
on the BayPass for Employers/Other Institutions, the largest proportions were largely
proportional along the top three categories, indicated that they felt the project was needed
(28%), they had concerns on funding and sustainability (28%), or they desired for the
expansion and inclusion for more people/groups within the program (26%). An additional
11% supported the Free & Discounted transfers.

White respondents were to respond with their desire for expansion and inclusion (34%)
while minority respondents were more likely to respond with project need (31%).

Non-low-income respondents were more likely to respond with their desire for expansion
and inclusion (28%) while low-income respondents were more likely to respond with their
support for Free & Discounted transfers (19%).
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TABLE 20: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS FOR EMPLOYERS/OTHER INSTITUTIONS

(MINORITIES)
Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
. Expansion General Project Free & Grand
Funding and .
. .. and Comment Need Discounted Total
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Minority 28% 22% 8% 31% 12% 100%
White 25% 34% 8% 22% 10% 100%
Unknown 38% 13% 25% 25% 0% 100%
Grand 28% 26% 9% 28% 11% 100%
Total

TABLE 21: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR CLIPPER BAYPASS FOR EMPLOYERS/OTHER INSTITUTIONS

(INCOME)
Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
Funding and Expansion General Project Free & Grand
. g ore and Comment Need Discounted Total
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Low- 24% 10% 10% 38% 19% 100%
Income
Non-Low- 27% 28% 8% 27% 9% 100%
Income
Unknown 44% 22% 11% 11% 11% 100%
Grand 28% 26% 9% 28% 11% 100%
Total

Free & Discounted Transfers' Between Agencies

Tables 22 and 23 shows that, of those respondents who chose to provide written comment
on Free & Discounted Transfers between Agencies, the largest proportions indicated that
they felt the project was needed (45%) or they supported free & discounted transfers (34%).

White respondents were more likely to be concerned about funding and sustainability (13%)
compared to the minority respondents (6%).

Non-low-income respondents were less likely to be concerned about funding and
sustainability (11%) compared to low-income respondents (0%). Low-Income respondents
responded more strongly with support for Free & Discounted transfers (55%) than non-low-
income respondents (29%).

10 The survey, simply titled “Clipper BayPass Survey” asked respondents about the two (2) phases of the Clipper BayPass pilot program

and the Free & Discounted Transfers pilot program (referred to as free/reduced cost transfers in the survey).
I BART
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TABLE 22 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS BETWEEN AGENCIES

(MINORITIES)
e eTo DPO 0
- : - o 0 e ed ) 0 0 O

Minority 6% 2% 8% 45% 39% 100%
White 13% 1% 8% 49% 29% 100%
Unknown 17% 0% 33% 17% 33% 100%
Grand 9% 2% 9% 45% 34% 100%
Total

TABLE 23: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS BETWEEN AGENCIES (INCOME

STATUS)
Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
. Expansion General Project Free & Grand
Funding and .
. o and Comment Need Discounted
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Low- 0% 5% 0% 41% 55% 100%
Income
Non-Low- 11% 2% 10% 48% 29% 100%
Income
Unknown 8% 0% 17% 25% 50% 100%
Grand 9% 2% 9% 45% 34% 100%
Total

Representative Comments

Clipper BayPass Phase 1: University Students/Affordable Housing

The next sections provide sample comments regarding Clipper BayPass for universities/
affordable housing. Comments were categorized by level of support.

Oppose
Minority Respondents

e |smellfare increase and | can barely afford BART as itis.

e | would oppose this program if the regular riders end up carrying the difference in the
cost. BART has been raising their fares on the regular riders and fares are getting too
expensive.

e This is a lot of money and should be allotted for other programs or infrastructure
improvements on BART. The local government and not transit agencies must offer
this kind of dole-out to deserving people in the community.
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e Whereas the idea is positive and can be helpful, there’s always a chance of misuse.
Notonly that, but the transit systems are always in need of funds for maintenance. If
we give free rides all the time nothing will get maintained. Everyone must pay
something regardless if it’s discounted for seniors and students.

o |preferto keep itthe way is now. simply just one card for regular, one for seniors, one
forlowincome people. People who work already have the commuter check discount.
But employers provide free card to their employees that is great.

Low-Income Respondents
e You do not need something else make that available for all of us that have cards and
being able to transfer for free should apply to the next nine hours not two for all of us
that want to shop travel to family movies this is a plus two hours is not enough time
to get multiple things down and accomplish so rethink-that and make it better do not
need another card and that is what school passes are for they do not need another
program

Support
Minority Respondents

e Would have loved this when | was in school. My budget limited my commuting costs,
and transit options.

e This is such a no brainer, students are already poor, why burden them by not being
able to get around in an unaffordable bay area?

e The Bay Area has a number of universities (SF State, USF, UC Berkeley, etc.) and
would benefit from this. BART should be accessible to every Bay Area resident.

e This sounds like an incredible way to connect students and people around the Bay
and make it easier for people to get to work! It would’ve made a huge difference to me
when | was younger and transit sucked up a huge portion of my budget.

e People deserve to be cared for and this feels like an extension of that exactly. Make
transportation cheaper for everyone! Especially those who are most vulnerable.

e [fthe City can afford it, | think access to public transportation at low cost or free is
great.

e | was part of the trial run for the Clipper BayPass at SFSU and it changed my life. |
didn't have to worry about my commute, as I lived in San Mateo and didn't have a car
or the ability to learn to drive, and it let me get my Bachelor's degree without worry or
stress for the past two years. If | didn't have it, I'm not sure what | would've done,
especially since | work two jobs in order to afford the basic necessities and for my
college needs.
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Low-Income Respondents

e We need more programs like this, especially for the low income. We can’t keep up
with all the inflation.

e This would make navigating the Bay so much easier, and | think it would encourage
people to use public transit more, not just for work, but also to explore.

e My university has given me the BayPass as part of a random trial. It's the best thing
ever. Please keep it. | can see it being crucial for folks who can't afford taxis.

e [ove this, make it easier for people to actually attended classes and not say they
don’t have transportation money. Maybe do a discount like you do for children.

e Atmyuniversity in Canada we had something similar and it was so great. As a student
I could ride all transit for free during the school year and it made it so easy to get
groceries on the bus, take the train to the airport for school holidays, and get to know
the city by travelling to community events and tourist destinations that | otherwise
would not have paid to travel to. | think it would help the economy to connect low
income community members to more destinations.

e [I’m in grad school and it will be a huge financial help since | have to commute to
internship and school

e Distance Fare is too stressful making a trip to work expensive

Clipper BayPass Phase 2: Employers/Other Institutions

The next sections provide sample comments regarding Clipper BayPass foremployers/other
institutions. Comments were categorized by level of support.

Oppose
Minority Respondents
o Where are the funds for the prepayments coming from? Is it left to the
employers/other institutions to come up with the funds for the prepayments.
e People will just abuse those discount fare passes.
e fForit, as long as these are not funded by taxpayers. These things somehow always
are funded by taxpayers and there is no accountability when it is misused.
e [tmeans I'll need to pay more. | am extremely hostile to that idea.
e |amdisabled and unemployed. What about me? What about retired seniors?

Low-Income Respondents
e Waste not needed does not help transportation or the region.
e Employers are very different entities than affordable housing sites. It doesn't make
sense to lump them together. For equity's sake, supporting affordable housing sites
makes sense, and institutional funding is less important. For profit-driven corporate
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entities that are employers, they do not need, and should not get, subsidy. Non-profit
and other non-corporate employers are in between the two.

Support
Minority Respondents
e Would love this for work. One job's commute has tripled in time due to service
reductions.
e [tseems like a good idea but with everything that is linked to money there should be
a probation period. Testthe idea for at least a month or so and if it’s successful then
put it into effect in certain areas and then extend it to other areas of the state. Don’t
enact it and realize we’re anti deficient somewhere.
e Assomeone who works and lives in two different counties, and uses BART, this would
be the best approach.
e This is a better option because there's funding on both sides.
e Many teachers do not reside in the cities in which they work. The Clipper BayPass
would enable more of them to utilize public transit to and from work, greatly reducing
traffic on the 4, 242, 680 and 880.
e Also in favor as it promotes mobility and an alternative to driving. | would hope that
those who need it most are given priority access to Clipper BayPass.

Low-Income Respondents

e Helps employees to commute from distant locations without thinking about the cost.

e Would like this to be available and affordable for small businesses (less than 10
employees) and self-employed individuals.

e | am honestly shocked that it doesn’t already exist. | would definitely expect an
employer for an in-person job, especially a downtown office type of job, to offer a
prepaid transit card! Although | did once have an employer that used to offer a similar
card and then switched to just increasing pay by $100/mo (the cost of the card) so
employees could choose to buy one. The idea was that not everyone takes transit, so
the benefit wasn’t applied to everyone equally. But the whole point is to incentivize
using transit. If you drive or work from home that’s a choice, but you shouldn’t get
paid $100 for making that choice.

e We need more accessible public transit and we need more people using it. The more
using it the more it will be available. Demand will push supply to happen.

e There would have to be a trade off in how institutions increase prices.

Free & Discounted Transfers Between Agencies

The next sections provide sample comments regarding free/reduced cost transfers between
agencies. Comments were categorized by level of support.
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Oppose
Minority Respondents
e [t'snotfairfor people who do not use transfers. Maybe a reduced cost would be more
like it. There is no equal opportunities for all transit riders.
e free for some means others (like me) will need to "pick up the slack" and | abhor that
idea, not because | don't want to help folks, but rather | struggle financially and the
thought of paying more for BART frightens me.

Low-Income Respondents
e Because only agencies as well as for those of us who work in agencies, we need it, as
I personally work in San Francisco from Monday to Friday, how much do we spend to
travel every day? That idea would help some of us and | hope that for those people
like me we would be chosen there.

Support
Minority Respondents

e Discount or reduced cost, yes! Free...probably not. What prevents people from
riding the train all day. If it’s like riding the bus and there’s a free transfer if you paid
foryour first leg then ok. Again...who will pick up the funds when the stations need to
be maintained and secured. The regular working citizen barely leave their house
anymore.

e Transitbetween two systems can be very expensive. Anything to reduce transfer cost
is important.

e Many cities around the globe allow such transfers. Doing so would bring the Bay Area
on par with these areas.

e My most frequent commute is AC transit to BART to Muni and that should cost way
less fora common commute.

e The BayArea has 27transitagencies. Many people will need to use multiple agency’s’
services to complete their trip and making it cost effective is needed to promote
transit usage.

e |transferred a lot while using my Clipper BayPass, and would find it extremely helpful
to have at least reduced cost transfers, if not free transfers.

e The balkanized state of Bay Area transit is a travesty, and we need a rider experience
that’s simple and easy to understand. No-cost transfers are a big step towards
making transit easier and less anxiety-inducing to use!
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Low-Income Respondents

e Comingfrom NYC, | was very surprised that transfers here, such as from BART to bus,
weren’t free. It’s already a very expensive transit system here since BART costs are
based on distance instead of flat rate. Please make transfers free.

e | think this would facilitate ridership between agencies by incentivizing trip planning
all on public transportation.

e [am a social work graduate student at UC Berkeley and live in west SF. Commuting
to/from school and my internship is my second most expensive expense after tuition,
between parking passes, gas, car insurance, and car repairs. This program would
save me thousands of dollars a year, not to mention decrease my anxiety around
coming up with the money to pay forthose expenses so thatlcan focus on my studies
and contributing less pollution.

e | think its a great idea! Would make the whole system feel more like one coherent
institution. Would make me take transit for the whole trip rather than transferring from
a bus to BayWheels bike for example, as | sometimes do. | also often walk or take my
own bike instead of taking a second bus.
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APPENDIX A-BART DI/DB Policy

DISPARATE IMPACT AND DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN POLICY

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI Circular 4702.1B requires BART to develop a
Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy for use in the assessment of proposed
Major Service Changes or fare changes.

Statement of Policy:

The purpose of the Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy is to establish a
threshold that defines when impacts of a Major Service Change (see BART's Major Service
Change Threshold) or a fare change result in disproportionate impacts on protected populations
or riders, defined as minority' or low-income? populations or riders. A finding of disproportionate
impacts would determine whether BART may need to take additional steps, as defined in this
Policy.

Definitions:

A Disparate Impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately and
adversely affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin. A
Disproportionate Burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately and
adversely affects low-income populations. The thresholds, established by this Policy, will be
used to assess adverse impacts on protected populations or riders.

Disproportionate Impact:
The following definitions of disproportionate will apply to determine Disparate Impact and
Disproportionate Burden on protected populations or riders.

1. For across-the-hoard fare changes, BART will compare the percent changes in the
average fare for protected riders and non-protected riders. A fare change will be

! Minority persens: For the purposes of this Policy, Minority persons include the following: American Indian and Alaska Native,
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.

? Low-income person: BART defines low income as 200% of the federal pn\raﬂy ievel This definition takes into account the high
cost of living inthe Bay Area and is consistent with the politan Transport: 1 C ‘s definition. For reference, this
threshold categorizes a four-person household with an annual income under $47,100 as low income. When compiling irformation
about the low-incom e populations within the BART service area using census data, this 200% threshold is used. When com piling
information specifically about BART riders using survey data, the low-income definition is expanded to include all riders with annual
household incomes under $50,000. This modified definition approximates the 200% threshold definition using existing survey
income categories.

1

Adopted: 7/11/13
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considered to have a disproportionate impact when the difference between the changes
for protected riders and non-protected riders is equal to or greater than 5%.

2. For fare type changes, BART will assess whether protected riders are disproportionately
more likely to use the affected fare type or media. Impacts will be considered
disproportionate when the difference between the affected fare type's protected ridership
share and the overall system's protected ridership share is greater than 10%. When the
survey sample size of the ridership for the affected fare type is too small to permit a
determination of statistical significance, BART will collect additional data.

3. Adverse effects of a Major Service Change to the existing system are borne
disproportionately by protected populations or riders when either (a) the difference
between the affected service's protected ridership share and the overall system’s
protected ridership share is equal to or greater than 5%, or (b) the difference between
the percent change in travel times for protected populations or riders is equal to or
greater than 5% when compared to the percent change in travel time for non-protected
populations or riders.

4. New service and new fares, including for new modes, media, or service, will be
considered to have a disproportionate impact when the applicable difference is equal to
or greater than 10%.

Cumulative Impacts:
1. The cumulative impacts of similar, major service changes or similar fare changes
occurring during a three-year Title VI triennial reporting period will be analyzed as part of
an equity analysis.

Finding a Disparate Impact:

Should BART find that minority populations or riders experience disproportionate impacts from

the proposed change, BART should take steps to awvoid, minimize, or mitigate disparate

impacts. If the additional steps do not mitigate the potential disparate impacts on minority

populations, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART may proceed with the proposed major

service or fare change only if BART can show that:

e A substantial legitimate justification for the proposed major service or fare change exists
and,

e There are no alternatives serving the same legitimate objectives that would have a less
disproportionate impact on minority populations.

Finding a Disproportionate Burden:

Should BART find that low-income populations or riders experience disproportionate impacts
from proposed major service or fare changes, pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART should
take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. BART shall also describe
alternatives available to low-income populations affected by service or fare changes.

2

Adopted: 7/11/13

32| TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT




APPENDIX B: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REPORT
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Title VI Fare Equity Analysis: Clipper BayPass and Free
& Discounted Transfers

Public Participation Report
August 2024
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SECTION 1: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PURPOSE

Purpose

Pursuant to FTA Circular 4702.1B (October 2012), BART conducted outreach to provide the
public with information about the Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfers pilot
programs, to solicit rider feedback. A key component of Title VI outreach is to seek input on
service, policy, and program changes from minority, low-income, and limited English
proficient (LEP) riders. BART used established information outlets to engage stakeholders
who could be directly affected by the Clipper BayPass and No-Cos & Reduced Cost
Transfers pilot programs. By doing so, BART ensures consistency with its Public
Participation Procedures (2015).

Clipper BayPass is the Bay Area’s first regional, prepaid, unlimited-ride transit pass
available to institutions including employers, universities, affordable housing sites, and
more. Participating BayPass institutions provide a prepaid BayPass to 100% of their eligible
members who can enjoy unlimited access to all bus, rail, and ferry services in the nine-
county Bay Area. This project is one of the regional fare coordination initiatives outlined in
the Bay Area Transit Fare Policy Vision Statement adopted in fall 2021.

Initially launched in 2022, the pilot sponsored by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) aimed to gather data about Clipper BayPass pass around the region.
After offering the Clipper BayPass product to a random sample of students' Clipper cards at
San Francisco State University, San Jose State University, UC Berkeley, as well as to all
students and residents at Santa Rosa Junior College and select MidPen Housing sites,’ a
travel impact study showed a nearly 40% increase in transit ridership compared to each
institution's pre-existing passes on 1-3 transit agencies. Following this research project, the
Clipper BayPass pilot is expanding to sell the pass to a selection of employers/other
institutions representing a diverse array of industries, geographies, and participant
demographics’. Currently participating institutions include UCSF, the City of Menlo Park,
and Alameda TMA with enrollment continuing throughout 2024. Clipper BayPass may also
be expanded to include distribution for up to 10 special events in the Bay Area.

The Free & Discounted Transfers Pilot Program, another initiative outlined in the Bay Area
Transit Fare Policy Vision Statement, will launch with the rollout of the next generation
Clipper® system (Clipper 2), currently scheduled for 2024/2025. When making a trip that
requires transferring between transit agencies, customers using Clipper® will pay the full

n Clipper BayPass for schools/universities/affordable housing is considered “phase 1.” Throughout the public participation report any
references to these groups should be viewed as “phase 1.”

12 Clipper BayPass for employers/other institutions, or institutionally-funded, is considered “phase 2.” Any mention of these components

throughout the public participation report should be viewed as such.
I BART
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fare for just the first agency. Any transfer to a different agency within two hours of their first
tag will be discounted up to $2.50. No-cost and reduced cost transfers offer a more
seamless experience for riders: treating connections between multiple agencies as though
they are connections within a single agency.

BART’s focus is on public transit and ensuring the District is providing all riders safe and
reliable transit service which is accessible. Such programs must be reviewed under Title VI
guidelines. Accordingly, staff considered FTA Circular 4702.1B, BART’s Disparate
Impact/Disproportionate Burden Policy (DI/DB Policy), and BART’s Public Participation Plan
as a guide when reviewing and analyzing these pilot programs.

BART conducted public participation to collect input on its Clipper BayPass and Free &
Discounted Transfers pilot programs. Staff administered a survey from Friday, June 7, 2024,
through Monday, June 24, 2024, and conducted targeted outreach to our priority
populations joint meeting of the Title VI/Environmental Justice and LEP Advisory
Committees on May 28, 2024. Staff plans to return to the Board to seek approval of the Title
VI equity analysis in Summer 2024.

The following sections describe the outreach and community engagement conducted by
BART staff, followed by an analysis of survey responses by protected groups. All comments
in this report have been transcribed as written by the respondent with the redacting of any
profanity and personal identifying information.
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SECTION 2: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

Outreach Events

BART staff traveled to the stations listed below during the Clipper BayPass and Free &
Discounted Transfers pilot programs outreach efforts. Riders were provided informational
postcards in English, Spanish, and Chinese with a QR code and the hyperlink for the online
BART survey: www.bart.gov/BayPassSurvey. Taglines in several languages were included on
the postcards so LEP riders could obtain additional information in their preferred
language(s).

The survey period began Friday, June 7, 2024, and ended Monday, June 24, 2022. Digital
surveys were made available to riders in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean,
Tagalog, and Russian.

BART sought public input on the pilot programs at BART in-station outreach events on the
following dates and times:

TABLE 2-1: DATES, OUTREACH LOCATIONS, AND TIMES

Low-
Station Minority Income
Station Station
Tuesday, June 11, 2024 Montgomery St. 7:00am - 9:30am X
Wednesday, June 12, 2024 Richmond 3:00pm -6:00pm X X
Thursday, June 13, 2024 Downtown Berkeley 7:00am - 9:30am X
Tuesday, June 18, 2024 12t St./Oakland City Center | 7:00am —9:30am X X
Thursday, June 20, 2024 Berryessa/North San Jose 3:00pm - 6:00pm X
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Publicity

12th St./Oakland City Center Clipper BayPass Outreach June 2024

The survey was publicized through print and digital methods. BART staff worked to ensure
information related to the pilot programs and the survey was available to riders in multiple
languages. The next sections describe how BART advertised outreach events and the survey

link.

Multilingual Newspaper Ads

Multilingual newspaper/media ad placements with readership covering BART’s five-county
service area were placed prior to and during outreach. The ads ran severaltimes (depending
on the newspaper’s publication schedule) and advertised the upcoming Clipper BayPass
outreach events and a QR code and hyperlink to the BART survey. The following newspaper

publications had ads placed. Copies of some ads can be found in Appendix PP-D.

La Opinidn de la Bahia (Spanish)
Visién Hispana (Spanish)

Viet Nam Daily News (Viethamese)
Korea Times & Daily News (Korean)
Sing Tao Daily (Chinese)

World Journal (Chinese)
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BART Advisory Committees

BART also distributed information on the outreach events and survey link to the Title
VI/Environmental Justice (EJ) and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Advisory Committees to
distribute to the communities they serve.

Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency Advisory
Committees

BART staff presented the Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfers pilot programs
to BART’s Title VI/EJ and LEP Advisory Committees. The joint meeting was held Tuesday, May
28, 2024, from 2:00 pm - 4:00 pm via Zoom. The meeting was open to the public and the
agenda was noticed at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting.

The Title VI/EJ Advisory Committee consists of members of community-based organizations
(CBOs) and ensures that the District is taking reasonable steps to incorporate Title VI and EJ
Policy principles in its transportation decisions. The LEP Advisory Committee, which also
consists of members of CBOs, assists in the development of the District’s language
assistance measures, and provides input on how the District can provide programs and
services to customers, regardless of language proficiency.

Committee members expressed concern about the Clipper BayPass availability for
organizations that have a high number of low-income employees. Committee members
inquired about the potential for the pilot programs’ expansion in the future. Fare programs
staff ensured committee members that the team is looking at a variety of possibilities down
the line. Atthe meeting, Committee members expressed a desire to participate in the survey
and provide detailed feedback regarding these pilot programs.

42 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT



SECTION 3: OUTREACH RESULTS

Title VI Outreach Surveys

These public outreach efforts resulted in 851 survey responses. This survey serves as the
dataset for this analysis and all uses of the generic term “survey” in this report refer to the
June 2024 Clipper BayPass Survey. The survey was designed as a qualitative input survey to
hear from community members, particularly protected riders. It was open to everyone to
complete and did not rely on arandom sampling methodology. As such, these survey results
cannot be projected to the overall population and statistical calculations such as margins
of error cannot be computed.

All the surveys received during the open survey period were completed online. Table 3-1
provides the breakdown of where and how many surveys were received.

TABLE 3-1 TOTAL NUMBER OF SURVEYS RECEIVED

Location No. of Surveys Collected

Online® 851
Total Surveys Received 851

Survey Demographic Data

Table 3-3 provides a demographic breakdown of all survey respondents.

Minority

A “White” classification refers to those respondents who self-identified as “White.” A
“minority” classification includes the combined responses from all other races or ethnic
identities including those identifying as other or multi-racial. For reference, according to
2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey responses, 67% of BART riders identified as “minority.”

Income

Consistent with BART’s Title VI Triennial Program standards, low-income is defined as 200%
of the federal poverty level. This broader definition is used to account for the region’s higher
cost of living when compared to other regions. This level is approximated by considering
both the household size and household income category of respondents to the 2022
Customer Satisfaction Survey. The household size and household income category
combinations that comprise “low-income” are as follows:

13 Staff received six (6) paper surveys in total during outreach. All six (6) were enter online by staff.
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TABLE 3-2 BART LOW INCOME THRESHOLD BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Household Household Income
Size (200% FPL)
1+ Under $30k
2+ Under $40k
3+ Under $50k
4+ Under $65k
5+ Under $75k
6+ Under $80k

For example, a household of two or more people with an income of $36,000 would be
considered low-income. For reference, according to 2022 Customer Satisfaction Survey
responses, 29% of BART riders identified as low income.

TABLE 3-3 SURVEY DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY: ALL RESPONDENTS (N=812/796)

95% of survey

respondents answered

Minority Status this question

Minority 60% 489
White 40% 323
Total responses 100% 812

95% of survey

respondents answered

Ethnicity this question

White 40% 323
Black/African American 7% 55
Asian or Pacific Islander 29% 236
American Indian 5% 4
Hispanic, any race 16% 132
Other or multi-racial, non-Hispanic 7% 62
Total responses 100% 812

80% of survey

respondents answered

Low-income Status this question

Low-income 16% 130
Non-low income 84% 666
Total responses 100% 796
Annual household income

Under $30,000 9% 74
$30,000 - $39,999 4% 30
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$40,000 - $49,999 4% 31
$50,000 - $59,999 6% 44
$60,000 - $74,999 7% 55
$75,000 - $84,999 7% 53
$85,000 - $99,999 8% 65
$100,000 - $149,999 18% 144
$150,000 - $199,999 13% 102
$200,000 and over 25% 198
Total responses 100% 796

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered

each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

**Low-income and non-low-income percentages factor in both household size and annual household income, so this sample size

includes only respondents that answered both survey questions.

***The sample size for annual household income exceeds the sample size for income status since both household size and annual
household income are required to determine income status and, therefore, there were fewer surveys that responded to both questions.
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SECTION 4: PUBLIC COMMENT OVERVIEW

Overview

By reaching out to the public via in-station outreach events, newspaper advertisements in
other languages, and via the Title VI/Environmental Justice and Limited English Proficiency
Advisory Committees meetings, BART received 851 survey responses. The survey asked
respondents about the Clipper BayPass and Free & Discounted Transfers pilot programs,
including their level of support (strongly support, somewhat support, neutral, somewhat
oppose, and strongly oppose) for the pilot programs and a free response section for
respondents to share remarks about the pilots. All free response comments have been
categorized, sorted, and color-coded by general theme in Appendices PP-B.

Public Comments Grouping Analysis: General Methodology

While comments can be generally categorized and reviewed for popular themes, any
numerical analysis or reporting should be done with caution as the Title VI outreach survey
does not employ a random sampling methodology and comment grouping is subjective.
Categorizingthe comments, however, provides a general understanding of the points survey
respondents wished to communicate. See Sections 5-7 for more detailed information on the
grouping methodology.
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SECTION 5: CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED TRANSFERS

Clipper BayPass Survey Questions

Questions 1 - 6 of the 2024 Clipper BayPass Survey asked respondents to choose a level of
support for the described pilot programs and provide comments and/or general remarks
about the pilot programs.

Question 1: Would you support or oppose the Clipper BayPass program for
schools/universities/affordable housing?

o Strongly support

o Somewhat support
o Neutral

o Somewhat oppose
o Strongly oppose

Of the 851 surveys received, 810 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which
is approximately 95% of all respondents.

Question 2: Comments regarding Clipper BayPass for
schools/universities/affordable housing.

256 respondents, or approximately 30%, provided a comment on how this proposed change
would impact them. The grouping methodology for this second question is described in
Section 5.4 below.

Question 3: Would you support or oppose the institutionally-funded Clipper
BayPass program for employers/other institutions (i.e. schools, affordable
housing sites, or any entity that can prepay for eligible members)?

o Strongly support

o Somewhat support
o Neutral

o Somewhat oppose
o Strongly oppose

Of the 851 surveys received, 809 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which
is approximately 95% of all respondents.
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Question 4: Comments regarding the institutionally-funded Clipper BayPass for
employers/other institutions.

160 respondents, or approximately 19%, provided a comment on how this proposed change
would impact them. The grouping methodology for this fourth question is described in
Section 5.5 below.

Question 5: Would you support or oppose free/reduced cost transfers between

agencies?
o Strongly support
o Somewhat support
o Neutral
o Somewhat oppose
o Strongly oppose

Of the 851 surveys received, 806 survey respondents chose to answer this question, which
is approximately 95% of all respondents.

Question 6: Comments regarding free/reduced cost transfers between
agencies.

165 respondents, or approximately 20%, provided a comment on how this proposed change
would impactthem. The grouping methodology for this sixth question is described in Section
5.6 below.

Question 1: Summary of Levels of Support

Summary of Responses by Minority Status

Table 5-1 shows that significantly fewer respondents (4%) opposed the Clipper BayPass for
students/universities/affordable housing pilot program compared to those who supported
it (88%). Of the remaining respondents, 8% were neutral. While this outreach survey did not
use a randomized sampling methodology needed to accurately report out population-level
findings, a higher proportion of minority respondents oppose the pilot program (5%) than
White respondents (2%), and a smaller proportion support it (85%) compared to White
respondents (91%).
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TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (N=810)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Oppose Neutral Support Support
Minority 14 11 46 55 362 488
(%) 3% 2% 9% 11% 74% 100%
TOTAL 25 TOTAL 417
OPPOSE 5% SUPPORT 85%
White 2 4 22 47 247 322
(%) 1% 1% 7% 15% 77% 100%
TOTAL 6 TOTAL 294
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 91%
TOTAL 16 15 68 102 609 810
(%) 2% 2% 8% 13% 75% 100%
TOTAL 31 TOTAL 711
OPPOSE 4% SUPPORT 88%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Summary of Responses By Income Status

Table 5-2 shows that fewer low-income respondents (3%) opposed the Clipper BayPass for
schools/universities/affordable housing pilot program than supported it (88%). Of the
remaining low-income respondents, 9% were neutral. A slightly lower (3%) of low-income
respondents opposed the pilot programed compared to (4%) of those identifying as non-

low-income.

matching the (88%) of non-low-income.
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TABLE 5-2 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (N=794)

Strongly Somewhat

Oppose

Neutral

Somewhat
Support

Strongly
Support

Low-Income 4 0 12 7 107 130
(%) 3% 0% 9% 5% 82% 100%
TOTAL 4 TOTAL 114
OPPOSE 3% SUPPORT 88%
Non-Low-Income 16 13 52 94 489 664
(%) 2% 2% 8% 14% 74% 100%
TOTAL 29 TOTAL 583
OPPOSE 4% SUPPORT 88%
TOTAL 20 13 64 101 596 794
(%) 3% 2% 8% 13% 75% 100%
TOTAL 33 TOTAL 697
OPPOSE 4% SUPPORT 88%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Question 3: Summary of Level of Support

Summary of Responses by Minority Status

Table 5-3 shows that significantly fewer respondents (3%) opposed the institutionally-
funded Clipper BayPass for employers/other institutions pilot program compared to those
who supported it (90%). Of the remaining respondents, 7% were neutral. While this outreach
survey did not use a randomized sampling methodology needed to accurately report out
population-level findings, a slightly higher proportion of minority respondents oppose the
pilot program (3%) than White respondents (2%), and a slightly smaller proportion support

it (90%) compared to White respondents (91%).
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TABLE 5-3 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (N=809)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Oppose Neutral Support Support
Minority 9 8 34 65 373 489
(%) 2% 2% 7% 13% 76% 100%
TOTAL 17 TOTAL 438
OPPOSE 3% SUPPORT 90%
White 4 3 22 46 245 320
(%) 1% 1% 7% 14% 77% 100%
TOTAL 7 TOTAL 291
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 91%
TOTAL 13 11 56 111 618 809
(%) 2% 1% 7% 14% 76% 100%
TOTAL 24 TOTAL 729
OPPOSE 3% SUPPORT 90%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered

each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Summary of Responses by Income Status

Table 5-4 shows that significantly fewer low-income respondents (2%) opposed the
institutionally-funded Clipper Bay Pass for employers/other institutions pilot program than
supported it (87%). Of the remaining low-income respondents, 11% were neutral. A lower
proportion of low-income survey respondents oppose the pilot program (2%) than those
who identified as non-low-income (4%), and a slightly lower proportion support it (87%)

compared to non-low-income (90%).
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TABLE 5-4 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (N=793)

Strongly Somewhat

Oppose

Oppose

Neutral

Somewhat
Support

Strongly
Support

Low-Income 2 1 14 7 106 130
(%) 2%. 1% 11% 5% 82% 100%
TOTAL 3 TOTAL 113
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 87%
Non-Low-Income 15 9 41 99 499 663
(%) 2% 1% 6% 15% 75% 100%
TOTAL 24 TOTAL 598
OPPOSE 4% SUPPORT 90%
TOTAL 17 10 55 106 605 793
(%) 2% 1% 7% 13% 76% 100%
TOTAL 27 TOTAL 711
OPPOSE 3% SUPPORT 90%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Question 5: Summary of Levels of Support

Summary of Responses by Minority Status

Table 5-5 shows that significantly fewer respondents (2%) opposed the free/reduced cost
transfers pilot program compared to those who supported it (94%). Of the remaining
respondents, 4% were neutral. While this outreach survey did not use a randomized
sampling methodology needed to accurately report out population-level findings, a higher
proportion of minority respondents oppose the proposed pilot program (3%) compared to
White respondents (1%).

52 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED

TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT



TABLE 5-5 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (N=806)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Oppose Neutral Support Support
Minority 6 8 20 44 408 486
(%) 1% 2% 4% 9% 84% 100%
TOTAL 14 TOTAL 452
OPPOSE 3% SUPPORT 93%
White 1 3 9 29 278 320
(%) 1% 1% 3% 9% 87% 100%
TOTAL 4 TOTAL 307
OPPOSE 1% SUPPORT 96%
TOTAL 7 11 29 73 686 806
(%) 1% 1% 4% 9% 85% 100%
TOTAL 18 TOTAL 759
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 94%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Summary of Responses by Income Status

Table 5-6 shows that a significantly higher proportion of low-income respondents (95%)
supported the free/reduced cost transfers pilot program than opposed it (2%). Of the
remaining low-income respondents, 3% were neutral. A similar proportion of low-income
survey respondents oppose the pilot program (2%) compared to those who identified as
non-low-income (2%), and slightly higher proportion support it (95%) compared to non-low

income (94%)).
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Strongly

Somewhat

TABLE 5-6 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (N=790)

Oppose

Somewhat
Oppose Neutral

Support

Strongly
Support

Total

Low-Income 2 1 4 10 111 128
(%) 2% 1% 3% 8% 87% 100%
TOTAL 3 TOTAL 121
OPPOSE 204 SUPPORT 95%
Non-Low-Income 8 8 24 63 559 662
(%) 1% 1% 4% 10% 84% 100%
TOTAL 14 TOTAL 622
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 94%
TOTAL 10 9 28 73 670 790
(%) 1% 1% 4% 9% 85%
100%
TOTAL 19 TOTAL 743
OPPOSE 2% SUPPORT 94%

*Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents that answered
each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Question 2: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments)

Methodology

As noted above, the second question designed to evaluate the Impacts of the proposed
Clipper BayPass for schools/universities/affordable housing was an open-ended question
that asked respondents if they had any comments regarding this portion of the pilot

program. Staff reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and grouped
them into the following categories:

TABLE 5-7 QUESTION 2 GROUPING METHODOLOGY

Project Need Survey respondent indicated they felt the project was
needed.

Survey respondent indicated that the BayPass should be
expanded to/include more people and groups

Survey respondent indicated that they support the BayPass’
free & discounted transfers.

Survey respondent provided concerns for the program’s
continued funding and sustainability over short/long term.
Survey respondent provided general comments on the
BayPass or miscellaneous comments on BART/Other Bay
Area agencies.

256 out of 851 survey respondents answered Question 2. Tables 5-8 and 5-9 shows the

breakdown of those who chose to comment and demographic breakdown.
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Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status
TABLE 5-8 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENTS, N=256)

Desire for

Concerns on . . Support for Free
. Expansion General Project .
Funding and & Discounted
. . and Comment Need
Sustainability . Transfers
Inclusion
Minority 12% 23% 7% 45% 14% | 100%
(%)
White (%) 17% 20% 12% 34% 17% | 100%
Unknown 30% 10% 40% 20% 0% | 100%
(%)
Total (%) 15% 21% 7% 39% 14% | 100%

*Unknown are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on some surveys.

Table 5-8 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the
Clipper BayPass for schools/universities/affordable housing, the largest proportions
indicated that this program is needed (39%), or they expressed a desire for the program to
be expanded and more inclusive (21%). An additional 15% cited concerns about funding and
sustainability, while only 14% provided comments pertaining to Free & Discounted
transfers. White respondents were more likely to provide general comments on BART (12%)
than minority respondents (7%).
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Summary of Impact by Income Status
TABLE 5-9 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENTS, N=256)

Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
. Expansion General Project Free &
Funding and .
. - and Comment Discounted
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Low - 10% 15% 8% 44% 23% | 100%
Income
(%)
Non-Low- 15% 23% 12% 39% 13% | 100%
Income
(%)
Unknown 31% 13% 6% 31% 19% | 100%
(%)
Total (%) 15% 21% 11% 39% 15% | 100%

*Unknown are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on some surveys.

Table 5-9 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the
impacts of the Clipper BayPass for schools/universities/affordable housing, the majority
indicated that this program is needed (44%). An additional 6% opted to provide general
comments on BART. Of the respondents who identified as non-low-income the majority
cited the need for this program (39%) or expressed a desire for expansion and inclusion
(23%). A small proportion of those who identified as low-income provided general
comments (8%).

Question 4: Summary of Impact (Public Comments)

Methodology

As noted above, the fourth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the Clipper BayPass
for employers and other institutions was an open-ended question that asked respondents if
they had any comments on how the proposed pilot program would impact them. Staff
reviewed these responses for their indicated level of impact and grouped them into the
following categories:
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TABLE 5-10 QUESTION 4 GROUPING METHODOLOGY

Project Need Survey respondent indicated they felt the project was
needed.

Desire for expansion and Survey respondent indicated that the BayPass should be

inclusion expanded to/include more people and groups

Support for Free & Survey respondent indicated that they support the BayPass’

Discounted Transfers free & discounted transfers.

Concerns about Funding Survey respondent provided concerns for the program’s

and Sustainability continued funding and sustainability over short/long term.

General Comment Survey respondent provided general comments on the
BayPass or miscellaneous comments on BART/Other Bay
Area agencies.

160 out of 851 survey respondents answered Question 4. Tables 5-11 and 5-12 shows the
breakdown of those who chose to comment.

Summary of Impact Responses by Minority Status
TABLE 5-11 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENTS, N=160)

Desire for Support for
Concerns on ) .
. Expansion General Project Free &
Funding and . Total
. - and Comment Need Discounted
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Minority 28% 22% 8% 31% 12% | 100%
(%)
White (%) 25% 34% 8% 22% 10% | 100%
Unknown 38% 13% 25% 25% 0% | 100%
(%)
Total (%) 28% 26% 9% 28% 11% | 100%

*Unknown are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on some surveys.

Table 5-11 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the
Clipper BayPass for employers and other institutions, equal proportions indicated that the
need for this the proposed pilot program (28%), or they expressed concerns about funding
and sustainability (28%). An additional 26% cited a desire for expansion and inclusion, while
only 11% indicated support for Free & Discounted transfers. Minority respondents were
equally likely to provide general comments on BART (8%) as White respondents (8%).
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Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status
TABLE 5-12 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENT, N=160)

Concerns on Desire for . Support for
. . General Project Free &
Funding and | Expansion and .
. ore . Comment Need Discounted
Sustainability Inclusion
Transfers
Low- 24% 10% 10% 38% 19% | 100%
Income
(%)
Non-low- 27% 28% 8% 27% 9% | 100%
income
(%)
Unknown 44% 22% 11% 11% 11% | 100%
(%)
Total (%) 28% 26% 9% 28% 11% | 100%

*“Unknown” are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on some surveys.

Table 5-12 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the
impacts of the pilot program, the majority indicated the need for the project (38%). An
additional 10% opted to provide general comments on BART. Equal proportions of
respondents who identified as non-low-income cited project need or concerns about
funding and sustainability (27%). A small proportion of those who identified as low-income
cited a desire for expansion and inclusion (10%).

Question 6: Summary of Impacts (Public Comments)

Methodology

As noted above, the sixth question designed to evaluate the impacts of the proposed Free &
Discounted transfers pilot program was an open-ended question that asked respondents,
to provide comments/remarks about the proposed program’s impacts. Staff reviewed these
responses for theirindicated level ofimpact and grouped them into the following categories:
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TABLE 5-13 QUESTION 6 GROUPING METHODOLOGY

Project Need

Survey respondent indicated they felt the project was
needed.

Desire for expansion and

inclusion

Survey respondent indicated that the BayPass should be
expanded to/include more people and groups

Support for Free &
Discounted Transfers

Survey respondent indicated that they support the BayPass’
free & discounted transfers.

Concerns about Funding

and Sustainability

Survey respondent provided concerns for the program’s
continued funding and sustainability over short/long term.

General Comment

Survey respondent provided general comments on the
BayPass or miscellaneous comments on BART/Other Bay
Area agencies.

165 out of 851 survey respondents answered Question 6. Tables 5-14 and 5-15 shows the
breakdown of those who chose to comment.

TABLE 5-14 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MINORITY STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENTS, N=165)

Desire for Support for
Concerns on . .
. Expansion General Project Free &
Funding and . Total
. - and Comment Need Discounted
Sustainability .
Inclusion Transfers
Minority 6% 2% 8% 45% 39% 100%
(%)
White (%) 13% 1% 8% 49% 29% 100%
Unknown 17% 0% 33% 17% 33% 100%
(%)
Total (%) 9% 2% 9% 45% 34% 100%

*Unknown are those respondents who left the race/ethnicity question blank.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Table 5-14 shows that, of those respondents who chose to comment on the impacts of the
Free & Discounted transfers pilot program, the smallest proportions indicated a desire for
expansion and inclusion (2%). The largest proportion indicated the project is needed (45%).
An additional 9% cited potential funding and sustainability concerns, while 34% indicated
support for the pilot program. White respondents were slightly more likely to cite the need
for the project (49%) compared to minority respondents (45%).
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Summary of Impact Responses by Income Status
TABLE 5-15 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INCOME STATUS (PUBLIC COMMENTS, N=165)

Concerns on Desire for Support for
. Expansion General Project Free &
Funding and . Total
Sustainability and Comment Need Discounted
Inclusion Transfers

Low- 0% 5% 0% 41% 55% 100%
Income
(%)
Non-low- 11% 2% 10% 48% 29% 100%
income
(%)
Unknown 8% 0% 17% 25% 50% 100%
(%)
Total (%) 9% 2% 9% 45% 34% 100%

*Unknown are those respondents who provided comment but did not provide complete income information.
**Note: due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100%, sample size dependent upon the number of respondents
that answered each survey question. Not all questions were answered on many surveys.

Table 5-15 shows that of those low-income respondents who chose to comment on the
impacts of the Free & Discounted transfers pilot program, the smallest proportion indicated
concerns about funding and sustainability (0%). An additional 53% indicated support for the
pilot program. A large proportion of respondents who identified as non-low-income cited
project need (48%) or indicated support for the pilot program (29%). A small proportion of
those who identified as low-income shared general comments about BART (5%)).

Question 2: Public Comments

The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed Clipper
BayPass pilot programs by level of support from protected respondents. Appendix PP-B
contains all comments received.

Oppose

Minority Respondents
. I smell fare increase and | can barely afford BART as itis.

J I would oppose this program if the regular riders end up carrying the difference in the
cost. BART has been raising their fares on the regular riders and fares are getting too
expensive.
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. This is a lot of money and should be allotted for other programs or infrastructure
improvements on BART. The local government and not transit agencies must offer
this kind of dole-out to deserving people in the community.

. Whereas the idea is positive and can be helpful, there’s always a chance of misuse.
Notonly that, but the transit systems are always in need of funds for maintenance. If
we give free rides all the time nothing will get maintained. Everyone must pay
something regardless if it’s discounted for seniors and students.

o | prefer to keep it the way is now. simply just one card for regular, one for seniors, one
forlowincome people. People who work already have the commuter check discount.
Butemployers provide free card to their employees that is great.

Low-Income Respondents

e You do not need something else make that available for all of us that have cards and
being able to transfer for free should apply to the next nine hours not two for all of us
that want to shop travel to family movies this is a plus two hours is not enough time to
get multiple things down and accomplish so rethink-that and make it better do not
need another card and that is what school passes are for they do not need another
program

Support

Minority Respondents

e Would have loved this when | was in school. My budget limited my commuting costs,
and transit options.

e This is such a no brainer, students are already poor, why burden them by not being
able to get around in an unaffordable bay area?

e The Bay Area has a number of universities (SF State, USF, UC Berkeley, etc.) and
would benefit from this. BART should be accessible to every Bay Area resident.

e This sounds like an incredible way to connect students and people around the Bay
and make it easier for people to get to work! It would’ve made a huge difference to me
when | was younger and transit sucked up a huge portion of my budget.

e People deserve to be cared for and this feels like an extension of that exactly. Make
transportation cheaper for everyone! Especially those who are most vulnerable.

e [f the City can afford it, | think access to public transportation at low cost or free is
great.

e | was part of the trial run for the Clipper BayPass at SFSU and it changed my life. |
didn't have to worry about my commute, as I lived in San Mateo and didn't have a car
or the ability to learn to drive, and it let me get my Bachelor's degree without worry or
stress for the past two years. If | didn't have it, I'm not sure what | would've done,
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especially since | work two jobs in order to afford the basic necessities and for my
college needs.

Low-Income Respondents

e We need more programs like this, especially for the low income. We can’t keep up
with all the inflation.

e This would make navigating the Bay so much easier, and | think it would encourage
people to use public transit more, not just for work, but also to explore.

e My university has given me the BayPass as part of a random trial. It's the best thing
ever. Please keep it. | can see it being crucial for folks who can't afford taxis.

e [ove this, make it easier for people to actually attended classes and not say they
don’t have transportation money. Maybe do a discount like you do for children.

e Atmyuniversity in Canada we had something similar and it was so great. As a student
I could ride all transit for free during the school year and it made it so easy to get
groceries on the bus, take the train to the airport for school holidays, and get to know
the city by travelling to community events and tourist destinations that | otherwise
would not have paid to travel to. I think it would help the economy to connect low
income community members to more destinations.

e [I’'m in grad school and it will be a huge financial help since | have to commute to
internship and school

e Distance Fare is too stressful making a trip to work expensive.

Question 4: Public Comments
The next sections provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed Clipper

BayPass programs by level of support from protected respondents. Appendix PP-B contains
all comments received.

Oppose
Minority Respondents
e Where are the funds for the prepayments coming from? Is it left to the
employers/other institutions to come up with the funds for the prepayments.
e People will just abuse those discount fare passes.
e fForit, as long as these are not funded by taxpayers. These things somehow always
are funded by taxpayers and there is no accountability when it is misused.
e [tmeans I'll need to pay more. | am extremely hostile to that idea.
e |amdisabled and unemployed. What about me? What about retired seniors?

Low-Income Respondents
e Waste not needed does not help transportation or the region.
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e Employers are very different entities than affordable housing sites. It doesn't make
sense to lump them together. Forequity's sake, supporting affordable housing sites
makes sense, and institutional funding is less important. For profit-driven corporate
entities that are employers, they do not need, and should not get, subsidy. Non-profit
and other non-corporate employers are in between the two.

Support

Minority Respondents

e Would love this for work. One job's commute has tripled in time due to service
reductions.

e [tseems like a good idea but with everything that is linked to money there should be
a probation period. Testthe idea for at least a month or so and if it’s successful then
put it into effect in certain areas and then extend it to other areas of the state. Don’t
enact it and realize we’re anti deficient somewhere.

e Assomeone who works and lives in two different counties, and uses BART, this would
be the best approach.

e Thisis a better option because there's funding on both sides.

e Many teachers do not reside in the cities in which they work. The Clipper BayPass
would enable more of them to utilize public transit to and from work, greatly reducing
traffic on the 4, 242, 680 and 880.

e Also in favor as it promotes mobility and an alternative to driving. | would hope that
those who need it most are given priority access to Clipper BayPass.

Low-Income Respondents

e Helps employees to commute from distant locations without thinking about the cost.

e Would like this to be available and affordable for small businesses (less than 10
employees) and self-employed individuals.

e | am honestly shocked that it doesn’t already exist. | would definitely expect an
employer for an in-person job, especially a downtown office type of job, to offer a
prepaid transit card! Although | did once have an employer that used to offer a similar
card and then switched to just increasing pay by $100/mo (the cost of the card) so
employees could choose to buy one. The idea was that not everyone takes transit, so
the benefit wasn’t applied to everyone equally. But the whole point is to incentivize
using transit. If you drive or work from home that’s a choice, but you shouldn’t get
paid $100 for making that choice.

e We need more accessible public transit and we need more people using it. The more
using it the more it will be available. Demand will push supply to happen.

e There would have to be a trade off in how institutions increase prices.
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Question 6: Public Comments

The next section provide sample comments on the impacts of the proposed Free &
Discounted transfers program by respondents who identify as members of protected
populations. Appendix PP-B contains all comments received.

Oppose
Minority Respondents

e [t'snotfairfor people who do not use transfers. Maybe a reduced cost would be more
like it. There is no equal opportunities for all transit riders.

e Free forsome means others (like me) will need to "pick up the slack" and l abhor that
idea, not because | don't want to help folks, but rather | struggle financially and the
thought of paying more for BART frightens me.

Low-Income Respondents

e Because only agencies as well as for those of us who work in agencies, we need it, as
I personally work in San Francisco from Monday to Friday, how much do we spend to
travel every day? That idea would help some of us and | hope that for those people
like me we would be chosen there.

Support
Minority Respondents

e Discount or reduced cost, yes! Free...probably not. What prevents people from
riding the train all day. Ifit’s like riding the bus and there’s a free transfer if you paid
foryourfirst leg then ok. Again...who will pick up the funds when the stations need to
be maintained and secured. The regular working citizen barely leave their house
anymore.

e Transitbetween two systems can be very expensive. Anything to reduce transfer cost
is important.

e Many cities around the globe allow such transfers. Doing so would bring the Bay Area
on par with these areas.

e My most frequent commute is AC transit to BART to Muni and that should cost way
less fora common commute.

e The BayArea has 27transitagencies. Many people will need to use multiple agency’s’
services to complete their trip and making it cost effective is needed to promote
transit usage.

e |transferred a lot while using my Clipper BayPass, and would find it extremely helpful
to have at least reduced cost transfers, if not free transfers.
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e The balkanized state of Bay Area transit is a travesty, and we need a rider experience
that’s simple and easy to understand. No-cost transfers are a big step towards
making transit easier and less anxiety-inducing to use!

Low-Income Respondents

e Comingfrom NYC, | was very surprised thattransfers here, such as from BART to bus,
weren’t free. It’s already a very expensive transit system here since BART costs are
based on distance instead of flat rate. Please make transfers free.

e [ think this would facilitate ridership between agencies by incentivizing trip planning
all on public transportation.

e [am a social work graduate student at UC Berkeley and live in west SF. Commuting
to/from schooland my internship is my second most expensive expense after tuition,
between parking passes, gas, car insurance, and car repairs. This program would
save me thousands of dollars a year, not to mention decrease my anxiety around
coming up with the money to pay forthose expenses so that/ canfocus on my studies
and contributing less pollution.

e [ think its a great idea! Would make the whole system feel more like one coherent
institution. Would make me take transit for the whole trip rather than transferring
from a bus to BayWheels bike for example, as | sometimes do. | also often walk or
take my own bike instead of taking a second bus.

Comments Summary

The majority of respondents support the Clipper BayPass pilot programs and cited a high
level of need for the program. Respondents cite concerns about funding and sustainability
for the program, which highlights the need for clearer information about Clipper BayPass
funding. Additionally, the many respondents expressed a desire for the programs to be
expanded and more inclusive. Lastly, most respondents indicated support for the Free &
Discounted transfers pilot program.
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Appendix PP-A: Clipper BayPass Survey
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BART wants to hear from you!

Clipper BayPass* Survey
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Appendix PP-B: Public Comments
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LEGEND

Strongly Support
Somewhat Support
Neutral

Somewhat Oppose
Strongly Oppose

*Note on Public Comments: The following public comments are segmented by the questions they responded to. All comments on record
have been included.

Question 2: Comments on Clipper BayPass for schools/universities/affordable housing

Question 4: Comments on Institutionally funded Clipper BayPass for employers/other
institutions

Question 6: Comments on Free & Discounted Transfers between agencies
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Question 2: Schools/Universities/Affordable Housing

Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments

80 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT




Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments

Somewhat Support

R_5Bcmp5kuDn3GOEXx | Minority Not low income Will this raise fares for others?
| already feel the cost is too
high.

R_5DgTxojURE6D0AhR Non- Not low income Why can't everyone have
Minority BayPass?
R_3dyGjfddnzYN8dU Minority Not low income What is the opportunity cost of
starting the Clipper BayPass
program
R_5g1kYayonY3vCU7 Non- Not low income What about small businesses
Minority or the self-employed?
R_5NNvUwCopqgsks8h Unknown Unknown We need to know how this new
program would impact
existing fare. Would it
increase the fare for most of
clipper card users?
R_18M1xzVQvaLdKvY Minority Not low income This depends on the controls
in place to ensure that abuse
of this program is held at a
minimum. There is the
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
potential for revenue loss if
not held in check.

R_2CxoVrolLi9ddyE Non- Not low income These programs seem to have
Minority been successful in other
jurisdictions that have applied

them.
R_72EVUzuWOueXWo6 | Non- Not low income There should be a pass that
Minority grants unlimited access to

BART for all subscribers, and
just charges a monthly fee.
R_6FCZTrFS2rNHptP Non- Not low income There always should be a
Minority modest cost associated with
the pass...free transit tends to
erode appreciation for this
valuable public service
R_3Qt6juSXJFRf7Nf Non- Not low income The footnote saying the
Minority program is funded by
participating institutions is not
clear. What do institutions
pay? What do riders pay?
R_7CqgsaaHvbgmRidm Minority Low income Somehow, | also think
people's whom works hard
and use the Bart Services
(includes Bus, etc), also
deserve discounts

R_3r6ob4yoN4VohOK Non- Not low income Seniors should be added
Minority
R_7PC5WDHdB4AaN06 | Minority Not low income Schools and universities

already received lots of $$
from taxpayers via parcel and
other means. They have not
distributed funding equitably
nor have policies and
programs changed t to
mitigate systemic racism
throughout school systems
however unintentional. ['ll
support wholeheartedly when
this is required. | support
affordable housing on the
basis that income limits
reflect the cost of living at the
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments

regional level AND that there
be advocacy at the federal
level to provide assistance
equitably based upon cost of
living within a state.

R_7YrFg|PTLkifkqU Minority Low income Pues Enmi opinién es claro
pero también
Alos estudiantes que

realmente lo nesecitan vy
estén al cien pero si asigna
ayuda al los que talbes no lo
neseciata como todo tiene
sus desventajas y sus
desventajas pero ay que ver
que tan cierto es ami si me
gustaria esas ayuda ?

R_3mWwYoyaSs0Ae6z Unknown Unknown Need to know more details
and what the impact is to
overall budget of BART. Where
will funds for this project
come from. If you’re asking me
to increase my fare or taxes,
that’s a very different question
vs do | support a program for
these classes of riders

R_34i65FUUovjX0OSZ Minority Not low income Need based
R_6ISGYpev1Pjj7vh Non- Not low income My question for schools and
Minority universities is would pricing

for the passes be based on
financial need and prorated?

R_7ihuTtvBMVOkxUD Non- Not low income More supportive for affordable
Minority housing particularly if can

prove sober.
R_6wzsquXv8qlj0Zi Minority Not low income It’s a good idea, but it would

be even better if it was also
offered to the general public

R_5gxuEh49NfgQmlJF Non- Unknown It makes sense for students to
Minority have broader access to transit
R_5kOxLWuYatMjHal Non- Not low income Income cutoff for students -
Minority plenty of well-off students

who have no need for reduced
fares when many low income
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people could use it in the Bay
Area.

R_1FCXtLvfKNrr994 Minority Unknown I'm in favor of this system as it
promotes transit usage
among those that are most
likely to use it. | would hope
there would be systems in
place to make sure those that
need it the most are able to
utilize it the easiest.
R_601iMOyyQcMSz1S Minority Not low income If the cost for allowing this will
fall to the individual bart user,
then no, | do not support. Cost
is high enough at $9.20
roundtrip daily PLUS parking
fees.

R_7Cg4j1dfgKsbppl Minority Not low income I’ve asked my employer to sign
up for BayPass but they use
wage works and commuter
benefits program. Can you
offer this to companies in the
Bay Area? | often have to
commute from Oakland to
San Francisco, San Jose, and
Mountain View.

R_3eEqgREaE50K5kR Minority Not low income | wonder how this is different
from existing discount
programs for these

populations (low income and
students). Does this simplify
paperwork? That this would
make it available to all
students, not just those
whose schools have existing
agreements in place?

Ideally, | think a BayPass
should be expanded for all Bay
Area residents to encourage
public transportation. The
middle class typically is not
supported in America. They
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struggle too but don't make
little enough to receive also
much needed assistance.
R_3SmO0Ouk0OvCY4JieB Non- Not low income | support a program like this
Minority with the only reservation being
that it doesn’t threaten the
long term financial viability of
transit systems

R_7RbczT8iwJZXwW77 Non- Not low income I might have answered strong
Minority support but | want to know
how the costs might impact

me
R_3B3TmkKjgegVvWh Non- Not low income | likely wouldn’t use the
Minority service, but it would likely be

used by many others,
reducing service congestion.

R_1NIWUTxK5c4UUGtg Non- Not low income | feel that students are more
Minority important.
R_72K28YKCVgKe6Wd Non- Not low income | feel like a lot of people don't
Minority pay to ride BART anyway.
R_1G80oPIbGLeku2gc Non- Not low income | assume this would lead to
Minority more riders, which is good,
but | hope service can

accommodate the increase
(such as by adding longer
trains if necessary).

R_1Ckufu4rHeQu7Wz Non- Not low income I am not within that
Minority demographic, but support the
idea.
R_1urYjlHkrXea2AN Non- Not low income How do you distinguish the
Minority deserving poor
R_30PV5z1Yi5hxilU Non- Not low income Hopefully reduce fare evasion
Minority
R_7QSg7UenPjWO0AY7 Minority Not low income Financial Burden on Transit
Agencies:

Offering reduced or free
transit passes could strain the
budgets of public transit
agencies, potentially leading
to service cuts or fare
increases for other riders to
compensate for the lost
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revenue.
Equity Concerns:
The program might

inadvertently benefit certain
groups  while neglecting
others. For instance, non-
student low-income workers
who do not live in affordable
housing might not receive
similar benefits, raising
questions about fairness and
equity.

Operational Challenges:
Integrating  the BayPass
across multiple transit
agencies can be logistically
complex and costly.
Coordination issues might
lead to inefficiencies and
inconsistencies in how the
program is applied and
managed. Overcrowding:
Anincrease in ridership due to
the BayPass could exacerbate
overcrowding on already
strained transit systems,
reducing the quality of service
for all users and potentially
leading to a negative overall

experience.
R_3d6NxwWxWxgynEd | Minority Low income Everyone struggles not only
people in affordable housing.
R_1d7pUCbFBpAOIzn Non- Not low income any reduction in fares would
Minority need to compensate for lost

revenue at a time when bart is
running out of money

R_7IMGYTYeT9OMXdT6 Non- Not low income A lot of Bay Area affordable
Minority housing doesn’t serve low
income people. Also easy to
scam the system by
registering and dropping at a
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community college like the
financial aid fraud.

Neutral
R_73daoawpkriINKXw Non- Not low income Who pays for this giveaway?
Minority
R_1c75luueglqGO1z Non- Not low income Who is paying for this? Would
Minority be great if it were included in
tuition and affordable rent but
IMHO there isn't public money
for this
R_12wXukVh9buu5ln Non- Unknown This adds a lot of
Minority administrative overhead vs

making a pass available for
anyone, and for those eligible
their employer / organization
purchases the pass on their
behalf. As proposed, lots of
overhead for who is eligible
and ensuring the eligible know
they are eligible
R_5Yhb6WawSvbyOdL | Minority Not low income There are many individuals
that are not in affordable
housing but receive low
income or are barely able to
provide and cover their daily
expenses that should also be
considered for eligibility.

R_3NMOmMQyQpf1fDFf | Non- Not low income the funding ?
Minority
R_7DFOWUFNzOLmxLH | Minority Low income Subsidy (e.g. loss of fare

revenue) should have equity in
mind. Not all students are
low-income.

R_6PhlHpXcfh5fvPP Minority Not low income Should expand it to all to try
and not just limit it to these 3
areas.

R_5DgGrgUL09%x75MX Minority Low income make it free

R_1v2MPNLly5SRZtK1 Minority Low income It should be available for
anyone that wants one.

R_5Rrc2C60Qawz3iQ Minority Not low income | withhold any opinion until we
have results from the pilot
program
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R_10lelsBejjSW4AN Minority Unknown | have no idea what it is. You
need some explanation before
asking this question.
R_1Vys71ZedlehAAN Non- Low income | don't quite understand how
Minority this is an advantage when
transferring from BART to
MUNI as | believe if you retag
MUNI within a hour the return
trip is free, not $2.50
R_3s6aVFIhV8KVLIx Minority Low income How much does it cost? Who
pays for it? What if you only
ride AC Transit and/or BART,
will it still work if you aren't
going across the Bay?

R_5wAo0SRsy8PCBOMt | Non- Not low income How do all the agencies get
Minority fair reimbursement for

providing the discount?
R_194VLHERQe5FadW | Non- Not low income Historically these programs
Minority don't perform for affordable

housing for the record. They're
a favorite trick in TDMs but the
use rate is close to zero in
most complexes, even transit
oriented one.

R_1FXuucrF1pcANPw Non- Not low income Have not heard anything about
Minority it
R_6trrfWtdtFrj2)q Non- Not low income Don't really care. Students
Minority should have free transit paid
for with a bond or parcel tax
R_6bqt1ZQigENaFhf Minority Not low income Do you have any statistics to

prove that all students are in
need of finiancial support for
transpotation? What about
daily conmmuters who work
hard to pay tax and provide
financial needs to their
families? Do you strongly
agree that these commuters
don't need help?

R_6hydob9pXfviFkx Non- Not low income Depends on how much it
Minority costs the university. If they are
charged full fare or close to it
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for all the rides/ passes then
NO. If they are charged a 50%
rate for the rides, then that
would be good.

R_6FOPcpkwugOcRA2 | Non- Not low income all riders should be able to
Minority participate in this, and not

some folks be cherry-picked.

R_5E7zgSsug5sR8ml Minority Not low income Affordable housing is very

impacted. | know people that
wait over a decade to get off
the wait lists. | would prefer to
support expansion of the
clipper start program for low
income peoples. But | would
also  support both an
expansion of clipper start as
well as implementation of bay
pass

Somewhat Oppose
R_7E0A9gqgz6yE64y Minority Not low income Whereas the idea is positive
and can be helpful, there’s
always a chance of misuse.
Not only that, but the transit
systems are always in need of
funds for maintenance. If we
give free rides all the time
nothing will get maintained.
Everyone must pay something
regardless if it’s discounted
for seniors and students.

R_6DzKyNrwOHnsmgK Minority Unknown The BayPass program should
be expanded to everyone, not
just limited to
schools/universities/affordab
le housing. It's expensive to
ride Bart on a daily basis.

R_6CksHhmQas8rUeC Non- Not low income Many institutions like schools
minority and city governments are
currently facing large deficits.
Why is BART proposing a plan
to have these public
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institutions go further into
debt?

R_1TMFW8UyCGuder) Minority Not low income | would oppose this program if
the regular riders end up
carrying the difference in the
cost. Bart has been raising
their fares on the regularriders
and fares are getting too
expensive.
R_3Pnwe9UupNg5Cze Minority Not low income | will support this program if
these conditions are met
1) BART is financially stable
and making profit
2) There are strict checks so
that this program is not
abused

3) Secure gates are installed in
all the locations
R_336RPVAjufQlGpz Minority Not low income | prefer to Keep it the way is
now. simply just one card for
regular, one for seniors, one
for low income people. People
who work already have the
commuter check discount.
But employers provide free
card to their employees that is

great.
R_6tyzhjlikTkZ5])c Non- Not low income Bart already has an issue with
minority fare evasion and | don’t think

this will make it any better. |
don’t want my costs to go up
any further. There are issues
that we deal with riding the
system and pay to deal with
them

Strongly Oppose
R_61YigD4RhuxIxGS Unknown Low income you do not need something
else make that available for all
of us that have cards and
being able to transfer for free
should apply to the next nine
hours not two for all of us that
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want to shop travel to family
movies this is a plus two hours
is not enough time to get
multiple things down and
accomplish so rethink-that
and make it better do not need
another card and that is what
school passes are for they do
not need another program
R_6nVkF4qbdVTGHRr Minority Not low income This is a lot of money and
should be allotted for other
programs or infrastructure
improvements on Bart. The
local government and not
transit agencies must offer
this kind of dole-out to
deserving people in the

community.
R_69jNHw7lvCwdssN Minority Low income The riders deserve whatever
bart can help with.
R_6GcPUwJ8sz9XAMU Minority Low income should be open to students
(college) and
seniors/disabled.
R_6r0z21eYpRVZDi4 Unknown Not low income No for any socialism or work
programs
R_1rwMKZuG2mFB6QFA | Minority Not low income It's NOT FAIR. Only a narrow

slit of the population would be
getting the discount. Some
people need it more. | have my
own setbacks but | don't get
any discounts

R_6hbi6NVSUSWCmCs | Minority Not low income It's a money grab from schools
and employers rofl

Gonna be campaigning to
defund y'all soon

R_6Eh8K3087GdU30ON | Minority Not low income | smell fare increase and | can
barely afford Bart as it is.

R_3R4yBrvZhSqF6EZ Unknown Not low income | cannot afford to subsidize
other people's transportation

R_7yjyJF1ad1fCOx5 Unknown Not low income How is this program going to

be properly monitored?
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R_1HNOOG5fXGJJ6¢F Unknown Not low income Everyday on Bart, underage
people are smoking inside the
trains. Subsiding students and
getting more on  work
commute trains is a bad idea
R_3rUhlUxtV8bwOej Non- Not low income BART is already facing a
minority critical funding shortage, now
is not the time to offer free
rides and reduce fare revenue.
R_636utGFf7YmaOsN Minority Not low income It might be for school or
college students, not for
affordable housing people,
because they already have a
lot of benefits which not
available for people still
suffering and can not get in
affordable housing,
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their margins are so thin right

now.
R_3mWwYoyaSs0Ae6z Unknown Unknown If 100% institutionally funded,
yes.
R_6wzsquXv8qlj0Zi Minority Not low Would still love to make it
income available to the general public,

otherwise it just feels unfair that
there’s this amazing pass but
it’s only available to a very lucky
few

R_T1FCXtLvfKNrro994 Minority Unknown Also in favor as it promotes
mobility and an alternative to
driving. | would hope that those
who need it most are given
priority access to Clipper

BayPass.
R_7Cg4j1dfgKsbppl Minority Not low This is good
income
R_3eEqgREaE50K5kR Minority Not low | think too many people get left
income out. The proposed passes

(student, affordable housing,
and supporting institutions) help
people who already have a
connection to support services.
Granted, | think expanding
services to some if not all is
better than expanding services
to none.

Ideally, a BayPass should
include all Bay Area residents to
encourage public
transportation. The "middle
class" or even "upper middle
class" typically is not supported
in America. They struggle too but
don't make little enough to
receive also much needed
assistance. The cost of living in
the Bay Area is crushing.
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R_7RbczT8iwlJZXw77 Non- Not low | might have answered strong
minority income support but | want to know how
the costs might impact me
R_72K28YKCVgKe6Wd Non- Not low So, maybe having them pay a
minority income little bit is better than having
them not pay at all.
R_1G80oPIbGLeku2gc Non- Not low Sounds like a great program and
minority income incentive!
R_30PV5z1Yi5hxilU Non- Not low Would it be available for
minority income government employees?
R_7QSg7UenPjWO0AY7 Minority Not low the Clipper BayPass is well-
income intentioned, its potential
financial, operational, and

equity challenges warrant
careful  consideration and
highlight the need for a more
balanced approach to improving
public transit accessibility
R_132VzjC1YTZW1if2 Minority Not low | would support as Bart is a main
income source of reliable transportation
for people who commute to
work, especially to busy and
dense working areas of the city
(ie-Financial District, or
Downtown Oakland) so lowering
the cost of transporation for
frequent work commuters
would likely get more people to
sign up for the program.

R_1U302JgFZIbNNcY Unknown Not low These kinds of programs
income typically only include very large

corporate/government
employers. What about

everyone else? The company |
work at has about 6 employees
and there's zero transit
programs available.

R_3S8D2Bhfl2h6ij0 Minority Not low pay-as-you-go can often be a
income more cost effective option for
companies, compared to
current state of having to buy
Caltrain GO pass (cost
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prohibitive based on company
size) and other passes. so, the
offering will need to be
competitive with current
employer-subsidy programs

Neutral
R_73daoawpkriNKXw Non- Not low No information given regarding
minority income what I'm voting on for
R_1c75luueglqGO1z Non- Not low Absolutely, this would give
minority income incentives to people to take
transit, vs driving.
R_12wXukVh9buu5ln Non- Unknown I'm confused what
minority institutionally funded means,
but this sounds simpler
R_7DFOWUFNzOLmxLH Minority Low income employers are very different
entities than affordable housing
sites. It doesn't make sense to
lump them together. For
equity's sake, supporting
affordable housing sites makes
sense, and institutional funding
is less important. For profit-
driven corporate entities that
are employers, they do not
need, and should not get,
subsidy. Non-profit and other
non-corporate employers are in
between the two.
R_6PhlHpXcfh5fvPP Minority Not low Yes employers should pre-pay
income or fund half of the costs as it is
part of the expenses need to get
to work. The hassle of delays
and added costs make people
less happy at work which
translates to poor productivity.
R_5DgGrgUL09x75MX Minority Low income make it free
R_5Rrc2C60Qawz3iQ Minority Not low Need more details on how
income institutional
funding/prepayment will
ultimately be allocated to each
transit agency
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R_10lelsBejjSW4AN Minority Unknown This is a complete waste of time.
You will never get accurate
answers these questions.
R_3s6aVFIhV8KVLIx Minority Low income | am disabled and unemployed.
What about me? What about
retired seniors?

R_5wA0SRsy8PCBOMt Non- Not low Reimbursement for all transit
minority income agencies seems unclear.

R_194VLHERQe5FadW Non- Not low What is there to support or
minority income oppose on this? Programs for

other people don't impact me.
This isn't something that really
needs public input.

R_6trrfWtdtFrj2)q Non- Not low My employer, Google, has said
minority income they won't buy this as they are
too large.

Please rethink this program to
figure out how to get large
employers on board.

R_6bqt1ZQigENaFhf Minority Not low | support, if I'm eligblie, as a tax
income payer.

R_6hydob9pXfviFkx Non- Not low Depends on how much it costs

minority income the employer. If they are

charged full fare or close to it for
all the rides/ passes then NO. If
they are charged a 50% rate for
the rides, then that would be

good.
R_6FOPcpkwugOcRA2 Non- Not low as long as allriders are included.
minority income
R_5E7zgSsug5sR8ml Minority Not low | would support institutionally
income funded bay pass as it would not
put a burden on lower income
individuals who don’t qualify for
a pass with potential fare
increases to pay for it.
R_61QUUWrOOCcFb41b Minority Not low | don't know enough details of
income this proposed program
R_7Dgf63A1SoRcslr Minority Not low People will just abuse those
income discount fare passes

Somewhat Oppose
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R_7EoA9gqgz6yE6B4y Minority Not low It seems like a good idea but
income with everything that is linked to
money there should be a
probation period. Test the idea
for at least a month or so and if
it’s successful then put it into
effect in certain areas and then
extend it to other areas of the
state. Don’t enact it and realize
we’re anti deficient somewhere.

R_6DzKyNrwOHnsmgK Minority Unknown The BayPass program should be
expanded to everyone, not just
limited to

schools/universities/affordable
housing/or any particular
institutions. It's expensive to
ride Bart on a daily basis.
R_1TMFW8UyCGuder) Minority Not low | would oppose this program if
income the regular riders end up
carrying the difference in the
cost. Bart has been raising their
fares on the regular riders and
fares are getting too expensive.
R_3Pnwe9UupNg5Cze Minority Not low For it, as long as these are not
income funded by tax payers. These
things somehow always are
funded by taxpayers and there is
no accountability when it is

misused.
R_336RPVAjufQlGpz Minority Not low Ok if provide free to the students
income and other group.
Strongly Oppose
R_61YigD4RhuxIxGS Unknown Low income same as first level of comments
a waste not needed does not
help transportation or the region
R_6nVkF4qbdVTGHRr Minority Not low This is a better option because
income there's funding on both sides.
R_69jNHw7lvCwdssN Minority Low income The employers and other

institutions need all the help
they can get so this program in
my opinion is a good idea.
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R_6GcPUwJ8sz9XAMU Minority Low income In the past my employer denied
my request for chipper or
Transportation vouchers.
R_6rOz21eYpRVZDi4 Unknown Not low No for any socialism or work
income programs - stop all fare evaders
and put conductors on all bart
trains to check tickets
R_1rwMKZuG2mF6QFA Minority Not low It's NOT FAIR. Only a narrow slit
income of the population would be
getting the discount. Some
people need it more. | have my
own setbacks but | don't get any

discounts
R_6hbi6NVSUSWCmMCs | Minority Not low It's a money grab from schools
income and employers rofl

Gonna be campaigning to
defund y'all soon

R_6Eh8K3087GdU3ON Minority Not low It means I'll need to pay more. |
income am extremely hostile to that

idea.
R_3R4yBrvZhSqF6EZ Unknown Not low If they pay for their own
income transportation | am neutral on

that.
R_3rUhlUxtV8bwOej Non- Not low If the institutional funding is
minority income offered at the same fare rate as

other riders are required to pay,
then that seems fine.
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments
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Response ID Minority Income Status Comments

Somewhat Support
R_5DgTxojURE6D0AN Non-minority | Not low Reducing transfer cost helps,
income but you still need to make
transfers faster.
R_18M1xzVQvalLdKvY Minority Not low | would support reduced but not
income free. Transit agencies are
already having budget
problems. This would add to the
burden.
R_2CxoVrolLi9ddyE Non-minority | Not low There are too many counties in
income the Bay Area, especially on the

Peninsula. Travelling between
Santa Clara County and San
Mateo County often requires
multiple fares paid to VTA,
SamTrans, CalTrain and/or
BART. Streamlining the transfer
process would help.
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Response ID
R_3r6ob4yoN4VohOK

Minority
Non-minority

Income Status
Not low
income

Comments

Makes sense To have
convenient transferring
throughout the system.
Separate agencies, just

compound the paperwork and
the complexity.

R_7YrFglPTLkifkqU

Minority

Low income

Porque solo alasagencias como
también

Para los que trabajamos si
agencias lo nesicitamos como
yo personal mente trabajo en
San Francisco de Lunes a
viernes cuanto no gastamos
para viajar todo los dias esa idea
nos ayudaria para unos de
nosotros y ojala que para esas
personas como yo seriamos
elegidos ai ???

R_3mWwYoyaSs0Ae6z

Unknown

Unknown

Where does the funding come
from?

R_6wzsquXv8qlj0Zi

Minority

Not low
income

This would be nice, considering
you’re not going to offer the
baypass to the general public

R_5gxuEh49NfgQmJF

Non-minority

Unknown

Transit passes should be
universal

R_5kOxLWuYatMjHal

Non-minority

Not low
income

Not sure why there’s 50

agencies anyway.

R_1FCXtLvfKNrro994

Minority

Unknown

The Bay Area has 27 transit
agencies. Many people will need
to use multiple agencys'
services to complete their trip
and making it cost effective is
needed to promote transit
usage.

R_601iMOyyQcMSz1S

Minority

Not low
income

again, happy to support if that
doesn't mean rates go up for
everyone else.

R_7Cg4j1dfgKsbppl

Minority

Not low
income

So long as these free or reduced
fares do not impact the funds
that transit agencies rely on for
operating expenses.
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Response ID Minority Income Status | Comments

R_3SmOukOvCY4lleB Non-minority | Not low Sounds great as long as it
income doesn’t threaten the long term
financial viability of the transit
systems
R_7RbczT8iwlJZXw77 Non-minority | Not low I might have answered strong
income support but | want to know how
the costs might impact me
R_3B3TmkKjgegVvWh Non-minority | Not low | used SFMuni 48 times per
income month with my monthly pass. |

would be really happy to
integrate my muni pass with

BART travel.
R_1G80oPIbGLeku2gc Non-minority | Not low Seems likely to incentivize
income transit ridership over cars, which
is great.
R_7IMGYTYeTOMXdT6 Non-minority | Not low Avoids the airport surcharge:
income you travel one block on Muni,
then your Bart to sfo fare is only
$2.25
R_3Pg8PudcwqbvH7W Minority Not low It should be for everyone.
income
R_3S8D2Bhfl2h6ij0 Minority Not low Doesn't help at all on the
income inbound leg that consists of bus
first, then bart; still paying full
fare on both bus and bart.
| guess if the trip is bus + bart +
bus, the second bus would be
free, and that would still help.
Neutral
R_73daoawpkriNKXw Non-minority | Not low A clean, known, cost would help
income the customer.
R_1c75luueglqGO1z Non-minority | Not low It's costly transferring between
income BART and other agencies and

that makes it less likely that
people will do it. It's already
more complicated and time-
consuming than driving, so
making it more expensive makes
itadeal breaker for most people.
R_12wXukVh9buu5ln Non-minority | Unknown Strongly strongly strongly
support. A Bart ride with an AC

140 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT



Response ID Minority Income Status | Comments
ride on each end adds an
additional $4.5 to the BART fare.

R_6PhlHpXcfh5fvPP Minority Not low It should be free transfers.
income Reduced costs doesnt help with
the many transit agencies in the
Bay Area.
R_5DqGrgUL09x75MX Minority Low income make it free for all
R_1v2MPNly5SRZtK1 Minority Low income | would make everything free.
R_10lelsBejjSW4AN Minority Unknown What agencies? What are

agencies? Do you mean
transportation agencies?

R_1g4VLHERQe5FadW Non-minority | Not low I'm hesitantly supportive. On a
income personal level | am maximally
supportive of this, but the barrier
for riders is not cost - it's time
and reliability, especially with
transfers. | worry that reducing
transfer costs will cut into
revenue without seeing a bump

in ridership.
R_6trrfWtdtFrj2)q Non-minority | Not low Again, please use bonds, road
income tolls, or parcel tax to reduce

transit fares for everyone. They
are unreasonable for short trips
across town and not competitive
for long trips across the region vs
the many free highways.

Today's fare structures cause
my daily commute to be more
than double cost for public
transit vs driving (including
energy and car costs).

There is no point to point trip in
the Bay Area where road tolls are
higher than public transit fares.
No matter how congested the
highway is it's always cheaper

today
R_6bqt1ZQigENaFhf Minority Not low SF muni has been doing this, it's
income only the east bay's public
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Response ID Minority Income Status | Comments
transpotation system has been

very behind.
R_5E7zgSsug5sR8ml Minority Not low It might help increase ridership
income of community transit agencies
that otherwise might not get any
ridership.
R_7gslb5ykullFAKK Unknown Unknown Transfers between agencies

should be a high priority. This is
a missing feature of the current

clipper card.
R_7Dgf63A1SoRcslr Minority Not low | purpose paying .25 with a
income transfer slip from another
agency to get on another transit
system
R_3bWuSWE6WXQRNM3 | Non-minority | Not low This should also be an option for
income BART trips paid via high-value

discounts. In other words, for
trips originating on BART, fare
paid via high-value discount
then transfer on other transit
agency paid using ‘"regular"
Clipper  value. For  trips
originating on another transit
agency, the transfer fare to BART
paid via high-value discount. The
lack of ability to pay BART fare
via high-value discount ruins the
value of this potential program.

Somewhat Oppose
R_7E0A9gqgz6yE64y Minority Not low Discount or reduced cost, yes!
income Free...probably not. What
prevents people from riding the
train all day. Ifit’s like riding the
bus and there’s a free transfer if
you paid for your first leg then ok.
Again...who will pick up the
funds when the stations need to
be maintained and secured. The
regular working citizen barely
leave their house anymore.
R_6DzKyNrwOHnsmgK Minority Unknown Make it free!

142 | TITLE VI CLIPPER BAYPASS AND FREE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSFERS FARE EQUITY ANALYSIS REPORT



Response ID Minority Income Status | Comments

R_3Pnwe9UupNqg5Cze Minority Not low This | strongly support. Lot of
income other countries does this. Great
way to get people using public

transits.
R_5H0oCGZbg8hUjYDG Non-minority | Not low The problem | had when |
income transferred from bus to BART or

BART to bus was that schedules
are nitin synch.

Strongly Oppose
R_6nVkF4qbdVTGHRr Minority Not low It's not fair for people who do not
income use transfers. Maybe a reduced
cost would be more like it. There
is no equal opportunities for all
transit riders.

R_6GcPUwJ8sz9XAMU Minority Low income all transbay should be
discounted for all employees,
seniors, disabled & students (

college).
R_6r0Oz21eYpRVZDi4 Unknown Not low No for any socialism or work
income programs - stop all fare evaders

and put conductors on all bart
trains to check tickets

R_1rwMKZuG2mF6QFA Minority Not low Makes sense. Taking public
income transportation. It's public.

R_6Eh8K3087GdU30ON Minority Not low Free for some means others (like
income me) will need to "pick up the

slack" and | abhor that idea, not
because | don't want to help
folks, but rather | struggle
financially and the thought of
paying more for Bart frightens

me

R_3R4yBrvZhSqF6EZ Unknown Not low | pay for my transportation and |
income expect everyone else to do the

same

R_3rUhlUxtV8bwOej Non-minority | Not low This seems like a fair policy that
income will encourage ridership.

R_636utGFf7YmaOsN Minority Not low It is good for first 2 hours
income allowed for free transfer

between other agencies
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Appendix PP-C: Clipper BayPass Survey Postcard
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BART wants to hear from you!

BART is considering new fare programs including an
institutional pass (Clipper® BayPass) and No Cost &
Reduced Cost Transfers. Learn more and share your
opinions by taking the survey online June 7 - June 24
at bart.gov/BayPassSurvey or in-station at the
locations listed below.

Montgomery St Tuesday, June 11 | 7:00 - 9:30am
RIChIONNE 3 moeriian st Wednesday, June 12 | 3:00 - 6:00pm
Downtown Berkeley............... Thursday, June 13 | 7:00 - 9:30am

12th St./Oakland City Center... Tuesday, June 18 | 7:00 - 9:30am
Berryessa/North San Jose...... Thursday, June 20 | 3:00 - 6:00pm

Your feedback is critical!
*This survey is available in multiple languages onfine.

Hyou need Linguage 3ss5tance services, plaase cal (510) 464 6752

S necesta serncios de asistencid Inglistica, Harme o (520) 464 6752
LRERPAEMEES AR T S10) 464 6752

Wi @y v e dich wy hd trd ngha g, vul Kng ol o8 (510) 4546152

PO NN MUAN ERS 3% 510} 404 4TRR MRS AR

Kung ngan mo ng mga sechiryong pantulong sa wika, Sumawag 53 (510) 464 -6T52
FCaM B0y iy YERYTH REEOAOR NOAGSFRIMN, J00HNTE NG TeneSowy (510] 464 6752
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iBART quiere escuchar su opinion!
E S BART ests considerando nuevos
s N Programas de tarifas, incduyendo un
= nase nstitucdonal (Chpper® RayPass) y
E transbordos gratuitos y de costo reduodo
Obtenga masinformacdn y comparta sus
opiniones completando b encuesta en inea del 7 al 24 de
junio en bart.gov/BayPassSurvey o en by estacdn on bs
ublcaciones que so enumeran a continuacon

Montgomesy St
Martes 11 de junio | 7200 - 930 a m

Richrmond
Miércoles 12 de junio | 3:00 - 600 p. m,

Downtown Berkeley
Jueves 13 de junio | 7200 - 9304 m

12th St/Oakland City Center
Martes, 18 de junio | 7:00 - 930 a. m

Berryessa/Notth San Jose
Jueves 20 de junio | 3:00 - 600 p. m

1Sus comentarios son fundamentales!
*Esta encuesta es1d disponible én varios idiormas ¢n inea.

&L RE RS (BART)
FEABETHER!

e BART [EfEE@FRMALE - 02150
o~ W WA(Clipper® BayPass) IS
g BEAS IENMEESHREHITE
HER ETLES THE6R M
FENE 2 bart.gov/BayPassSurvey
RS RMNERTE T3R80 B A5 SN M o

Montgomery St
6 8 1N E8°| % 700 - 930

Richmond
6 812 88 =|T% 3.00 - 600

Downtown Berkeley
6 8 13 B480Y| L4 700 -9:30

12th St./Oakland City Center
6518 B® | ¥ 7.00-930

Berryessa/North San Jose
6 8 20 B85 75 3.00 - 600

BNEREMERE!
WENASHR SRS
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Appendix PP-D: Multilingual Newspaper Ads
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Appendix PP-E: BART News Announcement
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The following link navigates to the BART News Announcement for this survey:

Clipper BayPass Survey News Announcement
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https://www.bart.gov/news/articles/2024/news20240607-0

