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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
On March 27, 2024, the Board of Directors received an update on proposed changes to Board 
Policy 333: Fare Policy Goals and Methodology and the outreach planned to support the required 
analysis in staff report 21-163c. The report not only describes the proposed alternative to another 
fare price increase deferral but outlines planned changes to introduce fare accumulators and 
implement free local-to-local transfers on AC Transit service for Clipper and mobile app users. 
The fare accumulators and free transfers move the District into alignment with the impending 
implementation of the next generation Clipper system (C2) and fare integration pilots from the 
Fare Coordination and Integration Study (FCIS).  

According to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations and District policy, the Board must 
receive and approve a Title VI analysis to determine if any of the proposals would result in 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on communities protected by the Civil Rights Act or 
associated FTA regulations prior to implementation. The purpose of such an analysis is to 
determine prior to permanent implementation, or within six months of initiating a promotional 
or temporary fare program, whether the proposed changes would have a disparate impact on 
the basis of race, color, or national origin, or if low-income populations would bear a 
disproportionate burden of the changes. The analysis, contained in this report, found no 
discriminatory effects on Title VI-protected populations. 

AC Transit is also required to provide equitable opportunities to all persons to participate in 
planning and decision-making processes, such as fare change processes. Section VII of this 
report provides a summary of public engagement process that was undertaken to meet this 
requirement, along with information about the comments provided by the public, particularly 
those addressing issues covered by Title VI and associated laws and regulations. Copies of the 
reviewed Fare Equity Analysis including public engagement efforts and public comments from 
other participating agencies are included as attachments to the staff report. 

This report will provide details about the fare equity analysis, including a profile of riders 
affected by the proposals, methodology, data sources, how impacts on protected populations 
are determined, and findings. Per AC Transit Board Policy 518, this fare equity analysis must be 
presented to the Board of Directors for their consideration and approval within six months of 
implementation and before the promotional fare may be permanently adopted. 

 

II. TITLE VI ACT 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states: 

“No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal 
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financial assistance.” 

Executive Order 12898 extends some protections of Title VI to low-income populations, 
however while other demographic groups may be protected by other laws and regulations they 
are not covered by Title VI or this assessment. 

In 2012, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued guidance to help recipients of federal 
funding such as AC Transit to comply with civil rights laws and orders. Since then, Board policies 
and the District’s Title VI Program have been regularly updated to provide staff with concrete 
direction and instructions to remain in compliance with those regulations. 

 

III. DATA SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY 

Data sources 

For this analysis, District staff used data derived from the 2017-18 Onboard Rider Survey, the 
most up-to-date data the District has regarding AC Transit passengers. Staff explored using other 
types of data, including census data from the American Community Survey. However, much of 
this data does not include tract-level information about Title VI populations (people of color and 
low-income households) within the District’s service area. Additionally, the onset of the 
coronavirus pandemic prevented AC Transit from conducting more recent ridership surveys. As 
a result, key assumptions are made around the generalizability of the 2017-2018 Rider Survey 
trip characteristics such as demographics, income, and travel behavior. The Onboard Survey 
provides the most relevant data set including records from more than 12,000 in-depth surveys 
of weekday local riders and allowed staff to obtain very detailed information though cross-
tabulation. Each record in the survey contains information about the individual on the day they 
were surveyed: how they paid their fare, how many transportation services they took in order 
to complete their one-way trip, their race or ethnicity, and their household income.  
 
Methodology 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) recommends that recipients of federal aid evaluate 
fare changes according to the following steps (adapted from FTA Circular C4702.1B, October 1, 
2012): 

1. Assess the effects of the proposed fare changes on people of color and low-income 
populations. 

2. Engage the public in the decision-making process to develop the thresholds used to 
identify disproportionate impacts on protected populations. 

3. Determine which, if any, of the proposals would result in a disparate impact on 
minority populations, and modify the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts. 



4 
 

4. Determine which, if any, of the proposals would place a disproportionate burden on 
low- income populations, and take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where 
practicable. 

The purpose of an equity analysis is to apply quantitative data methods to evaluate the fairness 
of proposed fare changes. AC Transit fare equity analyses do this by comparing impacts of the 
proposed change borne by protected populations to impacts borne by non-protected 
populations. AC Transit Board Policy 518 directs staff to conduct a fare equity analysis by 
comparing existing fares to proposed fares for both protected and non-protected populations 
and calculating the absolute change as well as the percent change. 

As described earlier, the 2017-18 Onboard Rider Survey provides the data staff used to develop 
and conduct the average fare analysis. This consists of generating an average cost of a complete 
(linked) one-way trip for each survey respondent. Using statistical software, staff created a 
detailed sorting of each survey record so average costs could be derived for every major category, 
including: fare category, fare payment method, race/ethnicity, household income, and number 
of buses used for two one-way trips (to account for the proposed free transfer). 

Staff prepared an average fare analysis incorporating the main fare proposals in Section VI below. 
The analysis is based on how riders actually pay their fares as self-reported in the Onboard 
Survey; they do not address riders’ ability to pay or what fare would be best for any individual 
rider. The one-way average fare was calculated for each survey respondent, then sorted by race 
and ethnicity and by income to determine the impacts on classes of riders protected by the 
District’s Title VI Program. The average one-way fare analysis considers all the fare proposals as 
a bundle and applies them to every survey record. The advantage of this approach is that small 
changes, which might be hidden when fare products are analyzed individually, become 
magnified. The disadvantage of this approach is that it can be difficult to identify which element 
among the fare proposals is most responsible if there is a discriminatory outcome. 

Staff made assumptions about the various fare proposals in this analysis. 

• Free local-to-local transfers: Includes the cost of two one-way trips to count as the 
transfer. 

• 7-day/weekly pass: Weekday local pass riders ride the bus five or more times a week 
and reach the 7-day pass rate (10x the adult single ride fare) which is capped at $22.50 
within a fixed calendar week. The analysis assumes that riders will purchase a 7-day 
pass regardless of whether they use Clipper or not. Additionally, the analysis assumes 
riders have a smartphone and a data plan. Those using 31-day/monthly products and 
do not ride round-trips are excluded from the analysis. 

• Local 31-day/monthly pass: Assumes that weekday local pass riders reach the monthly 
pass rate (36x the adult single ride fare) which is capped at $84.60 within a fixed 
calendar month. The analysis assumes riders will purchase a 31-day pass regardless of 
whether they have Clipper or not and own a smartphone and have a data plan. Those 
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who use 7-day passes and do not ride roundtrip are excluded.  
• Transbay 31-day/monthly pass: Assumes that weekday local pass riders reach the 

Transbay monthly pass rate (36x the adult Transbay single ride fare) which is capped at 
$216 within a fixed calendar month. The analysis assumes riders will purchase a 31-day 
pass regardless of whether they have Clipper or not and own a smartphone and have a 
data plan. Those who use 7-day passes and do not ride roundtrip are excluded. 
 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF FARE PROPOSALS 

Table 1 below provides a description of the proposed fare policy changes. 

Table 1: Proposed Fare Policy Changes 

Proposed Change Description of Change Customer Impact 
Passes 
• 7-day: Discontinue 7-day 

pass and implement weekly 
pass 
 
 
 
 

• 31-day: Discontinue 31-day 
pass and implement 
monthly pass 
 

 
 

• Transbay: Discontinue 31-
day Transbay pass and 
implement Transbay 
monthly pass 

 

 
• Weekly pass: Customers who utilize a 

Clipper card or the AC Transit mobile 
app on local service (adult, regular, 
single ride fare) will be automatically 
upgraded to a weekly pass 
 
 

• Monthly pass: Customers who utilize a 
Clipper card or the AC Transit mobile 
app on local service (adult, regular, 
single ride fare) will be automatically 
upgraded to a monthly pass 

 
• Transbay monthly pass: Customers 

utilizing a Clipper card or the AC Transit 
mobile app will automatically receive a 
monthly pass 

 
 

 
• Pay-as-you-go system means 

customer will not pay for any 
more rides within a single 
week upon reaching the 7-day 
pass rate. The fare is capped 
at $22.50 
 

• Pay-as-you-go system means 
customer will not pay for any 
more rides during the 31-day 
pass rate. The fare is capped 
at $84.60 

 
• Pay-as-you-go system means 

customer will not pay for any 
more rides during the 31-day 
Transbay pass rate. The fare is 
capped at $216 

 
Transfers 
• Free local-to-local transfers 

 
• Customers that pay adult, single ride 

regular fare on Clipper and Clipper 
mobile app utilizing a Clipper card 

• Unlimited free local-to-local transfers 
• AC Transit service only 
• 120-minute window 
• Any direction 
 
 
 

 
• Clipper users transferring 

between local buses will not 
pay any additional fare 
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Other 
• Replace 31-day mag strip

tickets with 31-day limited
use Clipper cards (available
only to qualified non-profit
organizations and social
service agencies)

• Eligible riders are given a 31-day limited
use Clipper card loaded with the same
31-day pass

• No fiscal impact—current mag
strip ticket users will instead
use limited use Clipper cards
to ride

V. RIDERSHIP PROFILE

The following section shares how District staff used data derived from the 2017-18 Onboard 
Survey to examine demographic, income, and transit fare information to illustrate who is using 
the AC Transit system and in what manner.  

Race and Income 

In this report, “people of color” is used to refer to people protected by the Title VI bans against 
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin. “Latino/a” is used to refer to people 
who identify as Latino, Latina, Hispanic, or of Spanish-speaking origin (as defined by the U.S. 
Census Bureau), and because Latino/a populations are protected by Title VI, a person who 
identifies as White and also Latino/a is considered part of the protected class in this analysis. 

Table 2 presents the race/ethnicity of the District’s weekday local riders, as reported by riders 
themselves. The largest proportion of riders indicated their race was African-American/Black 
(32%), followed by riders who identified as non-Latino/a White (23%), Latino/a (21%), and Asian 
(14%). 

Table 2: Race and Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Percent 
People of Color 77% 

Non-Latino/a White 23% 
Not Provided 1% 

Note: Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

Along with race and ethnicity, the FTA requires recipients of federal funds to evaluate fare 
changes to determine whether they would have a discriminatory impact on low-income 
populations. For this analysis, staff relied on how a person reported their household income in 
the Onboard Survey to determine whether they are low-income or not. A person is considered 
low-income if they have a household income of less than two times the federal poverty rate as 
defined by U.S. Census Bureau data; since the federal poverty rate for a family of four is $25,100, 
a person is considered low-income if they had a household income of under $50,000. The Census 
Bureau uses an algorithm which factors in age, income, and number of persons in each household 
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to calculate poverty levels—this algorithm is not available for our Survey data. Additionally, it is 
difficult to get complete samples of income in surveys, since many people view income as a 
private matter, so in cooperation with the consultants hired to conduct the survey, staff used a 
data imputation method to ensure a robust sample. 

As seen in Table 3, more than two-thirds of weekday local AC Transit riders reported a household 
income (2016) of less than $50,000, and more than a third of all riders live in households with 
very low-income ($25,000).  

Table 3: Household Income 

Household Income Percent Percent Low-Income 
Below $25,000 34% 

68% $25,000 - $49,999 34% 
$50,000 - $99,999 24% 

30% 
$100,000 or more  6% 
Other* <2%  

Note: Other* includes refused and unable to calculate. 

Table 4 below presents a cross-tabulation of income and ethnicity of AC Transit weekday local 
riders. 

Table 4: Race/Ethnicity by Income 

 Household Income 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Under 
$10,000 

$10,000 - 
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 
- 

$149,999 

$150,000 
or greater 

African-
American 37% 35% 33% 30% 29% 22% 16% 11% 

White 18% 18% 19% 23% 26% 33% 43% 53% 
Latino/a 22% 25% 25% 21% 18% 15% 10% 6% 
Asian 14% 13% 13% 14% 14% 18% 21% 21% 
Other* 9% 10% 9% 12% 14% 12% 10% 9% 
TOTAL** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note: *Other includes Native American, Middle Eastern/North African, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and 
Refused. **Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

This table shows that, in general, weekday local White riders make up the largest percentage of 
high-income riders: more than half of riders with income of $150,000 or above (53%) are White. 
Among riders in this income category, 21% are Asians, 11% are African-Americans, and only 6% 
are Latino/a riders. At lower income levels, African-American riders make up over one-third of 
weekday local riders with very low-income (under $25,000) and Latino/a riders make up almost 
one-quarter of these riders. Fewer than one in five riders with household income under $25,000 
are White. 
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Comparing income levels by race/ethnicity in Table 5 shows a similar finding: local weekday 
White riders are less likely than other groups to be low-income, and riders who are people of 
color are more likely to live in low-income households. 

Table 5: Income by Race/Ethnicity 

 Race/Ethnicity 
Household 
Income 

African-
American White Latino/a Asian Other* 

Under $10,000 23% 15% 20% 19% 16% 
$10,000-
$24,999 19% 12% 20% 15% 15% 

$25,000-
$34,999 17% 13% 19% 14% 14% 

$35,000-
$49,999 18% 18% 19% 18% 21% 

Low-Income 76% 59% 77% 65% 65% 
$50,000-
$74,999 16% 19% 15% 16% 22% 

$75,000-
$99,999 5% 10% 5% 9% 8% 

$100,000-
$149,999 2% 8% 2% 6% 4% 

$150,000 or 
greater 1% 5% 1% 3% 2% 

Not Low-
Income 24% 41% 23% 35% 35% 

TOTAL** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Note: *Other includes Native American, Middle Eastern/North African, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and 

Refused. **Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

Over three-quarters of African-American riders and Latino/a riders (76% and 77% respectively) 
and about two-thirds (65%) of Asian riders have household incomes under $50,000, compared 
to 59% of White riders. 

Fare Payment 

To understand the relationship between race, ethnicity, and income, staff next looked at the 
connection between riders’ demographics and how they paid their fare. If a fare proposal 
provides extra benefits to users of specific fare products, or places extra burdens on users of 
specific fare products, it might have a discriminatory impact on a population protected by Title 
VI. Because the proposals under consideration propose benefits for Clipper card users purchasing 
multi-use passes, staff specifically looked at how weekly/7-day and monthly/31-day passes are 
used by riders using Clipper and riders paying with cash. 

Table 6a shows that a large majority—82%—of all weekday local riders use a Clipper card and/or 
buy a monthly 31-day pass to pay their fares. Passes provide the biggest discount and they are 
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used by more than half of all riders (55%). However, while only 18% of all weekday local riders 
pay their fare using cash, those paying with cash are more likely to be African-American than any 
other race or ethnicity. 

Table 6a: Race/Ethnicity by Fare Payment 

 Fare Media Used 

Race/Ethnicity Cash (bills and coins) Cash (value on Clipper) 
Pass (on Clipper or RTC 

Sticker) 

All Weekday Local Riders 18% 27% 55% 

African-American 38% 25% 30% 

Latino/a 27% 18% 19% 

White 16% 32% 24% 

Asian 10% 15% 17% 

Other* 9% 11% 11% 

TOTAL** 100% 100% 100% 

Note: *Other includes Native American, Middle Eastern/North African, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and 
Refused. **Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

 
Table 6b looks at the same information but asks how members of a specific demographic group 
pays their fare. It shows that about one-quarter of African-Americans and Latino/a riders pay 
their fares with cash, compared to only 12% of White and Asian riders. 

Table 6b: Fare Payment by Race/Ethnicity 

 Race/Ethnicity 
Fare Media 
Used 

African-
American 

White Latino/a Asian Other* 

Cash (bills and 
coins) 23% 12% 25% 12% 15% 

Cash (value on 
Clipper) 23% 35% 25% 27% 27% 

Pass (on Clipper 
on RTC sticker) 54% 52% 50% 61% 58% 

TOTAL** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Note: *Other includes Native American, Middle Eastern/North African, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and 

Refused. **Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

Tables 7a and 7b below examine the connection between fare payment methods and riders’ 
income levels. Table 7a demonstrates that paying one’s fare with cash (bills and coins) is 
directly correlated with lower income households. This means that a lower a rider’s income is, 
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the more likely they are paying with cash. Those who pay with cash are not eligible for the 
better value and discounts offered by paying with Clipper. 

Table 7a: Income Status by Fare Payment 

 Household Income 
Fare 
Media 
Used 

Under 
$10,000 

$10,000-
$24,999 

$25,000 - 
$34,999 

$35,000 - 
$49,999 

$50,000 - 
$74,999 

$75,000 - 
$99,999 

$100,000 
- 

$149,999 

$150,000 
or greater 

Cash (bills 
and 
coins) 

23% 22% 20% 15% 15% 13% 12% 10% 

Cash 
(value on 
Clipper) 

20% 22% 22% 27% 31% 38% 45% 55% 

Pass (on 
Clipper or 
RTC 
Sticker) 

57% 55% 58% 58% 55% 49% 43% 35% 

TOTAL* 100% 99% 100% 100% 101% 100% 100% 100% 
Note: *Due to rounding, some columns may not equal 100%. 

Table 7b below demonstrates that low-income riders buy a pass more often than people who 
are not low-income, an indication that low-income riders may be more likely to ride the bus 
more often and/or to be reliant on the bus because they do not have as much access to owning 
personal vehicles. 

Table 7b: Fare Payment by Income Status 

 Household Income 
Fare Media Used Less than $50,000 $50,000 or Greater 
Cash (bills and coins) 20% 14% 
Cash (value on Clipper) 23% 37% 
Pass (on Clipper or RTC sticker) 57% 50% 
TOTAL 100% 100% 

 

VI.  DETERMINING IMPACTS OF FARE PROPOSALS 

In accordance with AC Transit Board Policy 518, staff used these tables to compare the impact 
between the proposed changes on riders protected by Title VI and the impact of proposed 
changes on riders who are not, then calculating the absolute change, as well as percent change. 
If riders who are people of color experience a 15% or more greater adverse effect than that borne 
by riders who are not people of color, the proposed fare changes will be considered to have a 
disparate impact. If the analysis finds that this results in disparate impacts, the District must 
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identify alternatives to the proposals that could serve the same objective with less disparate 
impacts. If a less discriminatory alternative does not exist and AC Transit has substantial 
legitimate justification that cannot be otherwise accomplished, AC Transit shall identify measures 
to mitigate the negative impacts of the changes. 

Additionally, if low-income riders experience a 15% or more greater adverse effect than that 
borne by riders who are not low-income, the proposed fare changes will be considered to carry 
a disproportionate burden. If the District finds that this results in disproportionate burdens on 
low-income riders, the District shall identify alternatives available to affected low-income riders 
and take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable. 
 

VII. FINDINGS AND IMPACTS OF FARE PROPOSALS 

The following examination of the District’s fare policy proposals uses the 2017-18 Onboard Rider 
Survey to develop and conduct the fare analysis. These fare proposals include the following: 1) 
replace the 7-day pass with a weekly pass 2) replace the 31-day pass with a monthly pass 3) 
replace the 31-day Transbay pass with a monthly Transbay pass 4) replace 31-day limited use 
mag strip tickets with a 31-day limited use Clipper ticket for eligible agencies and institutions and 
4) implement free local-to-local transfers. The analyses in Tables 8a through 11b below compare 
the current fares to the new proposed fares, reflecting the average cost of two one-way trips for 
each demographic group or fare payment media type and the percentage change of that average 
cost of the two one-way trips. The analysis includes two one-way trips to understand the impact 
of implementing free local-to-local transfers in these fare proposals. Finally, although not a 
required component of this equity analysis, staff included an examination of the difference 
between Clipper users and cash-paying customers to demonstrate the impacts of these fare 
proposals on those who will not be able to participate in these proposals if adopted. Discussion 
of how this impacts cash-paying riders is included in Section IX, “Alternatives Analysis.” 

Findings: Free local-to-local transfers 

Customers paying adult, regular, single ride fares on Clipper and the AC Transit mobile app  would 
be eligible for unlimited, free local-to-local transfers on AC Transit service only within a 120-
minute window and in any direction. This means Clipper and AC Transit mobile app users (and 
not cash-paying customers) transferring between local buses will not pay any additional fare as 
long as their trip meets the aforementioned requirements. Transbay service does not count as 
local service. To estimate the impact of implementing free transfers, staff calculations for Tables 
8a and 8b included the cost of two one-way trips to count as the transfer.  

To understand whether the impacts of implementing free local-to-local transfers would have a 
disproportion burden on low-income communities or disparate impact on people of color, staff 
examined Tables 8a and 8b. The analysis shown in the tables below found that riders who utilize 
Clipper cards identifying as low-income would see a fare decrease of 4.6% (Table 8a) and riders 
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who utilize Clipper Cards and identify as a person of color would see a fare decrease of 4.7% 
(Table 8b). 

If this proposal is approved, implementing free local-to-local transfers would not results in a 
disproportionate burden on low-income communities or disparate impact on people of color. For 
instance, Table 8a reveals that the difference between Clipper riders who are low-income and 
those who are not is 0.7%—because 0.7% is much smaller than the 15% threshold established in 
Board Policy 518, therefore, there is no disproportionate burden on low-income communities. 
Additionally, Table 8b shows there is a 1% difference between Clipper riders who identify as a 
person of color than those who do not identify as a person of color. Similar to the previous 
finding, the small 1% percent difference indicates that there is no disparate impact on people of 
color if this proposal is approved.  

Table 8a: Local-to-Local Transfers: Fare Payment Type by Income Level   

Payment 
Type 

Income Level 
Current total 

fare 
New total 

fare 
Change in 

value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

Low-income 
($49,999 or 
less) 

1.62 1.50 -0.12 -7.4% 

0.7% Not low-
income 
($50,000 or 
greater) 

1.78 1.66 -0.12 -6.7% 

 

Table 8b: Local-to-Local Transfers: Fare Payment Type by Race/Ethnicity   

Payment 
Type 

Race/Ethnicity 
Current total 

fare 
New total 

fare 
Change in 

value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

People of 
color 

1.66 1.53 -0.08 -4.7% 
1.0 

White alone, 
non-Hispanic 

1.73 1.62 -0.06 -3.7% 

 

Findings: 7-Day Pass to Weekly Pass 

The fare media change under consideration includes a proposal to replace the 7-day pass with a 
weekly pass. Customers who utilize a Clipper card and AC Transit mobile app on local service for 
adult, regular, single rides, will be automatically upgraded to a weekly pass upon the 
accumulation of the sufficient number of single rides. This means that customers will not pay for 
any more rides within a single week upon reaching the 7-day pass rate. Customers will no longer 
purchase weekly passes upfront and will only pay for rides taken up to the weekly rate.   



13 
 

The analyses shown in Table 9a and 9b below are based on a selection of riders who indicated 
the following: 1) they will purchase a 7-day pass regardless of whether they have Clipper or not 
2) own a smartphone and have a data plan and 3) ride AC Transit 5 or more times a week on 
weekdays. Those who use monthly or 31-day passes and do not ride roundtrip are excluded.  

Table 9a and Table 9b demonstrate that these fare changes, if approved, would result in a fare 
decrease for qualifying riders. In both tables, people of color and low-income riders who utilize 
Clipper to purchase a weekly pass would reap the benefits of this fare change. Low-income 
Clipper users would see a fare decrease of 13.8% (Table 9a) and people of color using Clipper 
would see a fare decrease of 12.6% (Table 9b).  

An examination of Tables 9a and 9b is also used to assess whether this proposal would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on Title VI populations. In Table 9a, the difference 
between the impact of the fare proposal on Clipper riders who are low-income compared to 
riders who are not is 5.5%. Because 5.5% is smaller than the 15% threshold established by Board 
Policy 518, no disproportionate burden is found. As seen in Table 9b, the difference between the 
impact of the fare proposal on Clipper riders who identify as people of color and the impact on 
non-Latino/a White riders is 3.7%. Since 3.7% is smaller than the 15% threshold established by 
Board Policy 518, there is no disparate impact.  

Table 9a: Weekly Pass: Fare Payment Type by Income Level   

Payment 
Type 

Income Level 
Current total 
weekly fare 

New total 
weekly fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

Low-income 
($49,999 or 
less) 

24.86 21.44 -3.42 -13.8% 

5.4% Not low-
income 
($50,000 or 
greater) 

23.68 21.71 -1.97 -8.3% 

 

Table 9b: Weekly Pass: Fare Payment Type by Race/Ethnicity   

Payment 
Type 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Current total 
weekly fare 

New total 
weekly fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

People of 
color 

24.71 21.60 -3.11 -12.6% 
3.7% 

White alone, 
non-Hispanic 

23.55 21.45 -2.10 -8.9% 
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Findings: 31-Day Pass to Monthly Pass 

The same pay-as-you-go system proposed for the weekly pass applies to the monthly pass. 
Customers who utilize a Clipper card or the AC Transit mobile app for monthly service for local, 
adult, regular, single rides will be automatically upgraded to a monthly pass. Once the 31-day 
rate is reached, the customer will not pay for any more rides during the 31-day period (fare 
capping). The analyses in Table 10a and 10b below are based on a selection of riders who 
indicated the following: 1) they will purchase a 31-day pass regardless of whether they have 
Clipper or not and 2) own a smartphone and have a data plan. Those who use 31-day passes and 
do not ride roundtrip are excluded. 

If this fare proposal is approved, Clipper users who are low-income would see a fare decrease of 
28% and Clipper users who identify as a person of color would see a decrease of 27.7%—as shown 
in Table 10a and 10b below.  

To understand whether the proposal to replace the 31-day pass with a monthly pass would cause 
a disproportionate burden on low-income riders or a disparate impact on people of color, Tables 
10a and 10b are examined. In Table 10a, the difference between the impact of the fare proposal 
on Clipper riders who are low-income compared to riders who are not low-income is 6.6%. Since 
6.6% is lower than the 15% threshold established by Board Policy 518, no disproportionate 
burden is found. In the same vein, the difference between the impact of the fare proposal on 
Clipper riders who identify as a person of color versus the impact on non-Latino/a White riders is 
7.3%. 7.3% is lower than the 15% threshold established by Board Policy 518, so there is no 
disparate impact.  

Table 10a: Monthly Pass: Fare Payment Type by Income Level   

Payment 
Type 

Income Level 
Current total 
monthly fare 

New total 
monthly fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

Low-income 
($49,999 or 
less) 

87.23 62.80 -24.43 -28.0% 

6.6% Not low-
income 
($50,000 or 
greater) 

76.55 60.17 -16.38 -21.4% 
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Table 10b: 31-Day Pass: Fare Payment Type by Race/Ethnicity  

Payment 
Type 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Current total 
monthly fare 

New total 
monthly fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

People of 
color 

88.91 64.25 -24.66 -27.7%
7.3% 

White alone, 
non-Hispanic 

71.44 56.88 -14.56 -20.4%

Findings: 31-Day Transbay Pass to Monthly Transbay Pass 

This equity analysis also considers the proposal to discontinue the 31-day Transbay pass and 
replace it with a Transbay monthly pass. Customers who utilize a Clipper card or the AC Transit 
mobile app automatically receive a monthly pass and will not pay for any more rides during the 
31-day Transbay pass rate in a single month. The analyses in Tables 11a and 11b below are based
on a selection of riders who indicated the following: 1) they will purchase a 31-day pass regardless
of whether they have Clipper or not and 2) own a smartphone and have a data plan. Those who
use 7-day passes and do not ride roundtrip are excluded.

Similar to the local monthly pass, Tables 11a and 11b both show that Clipper who are low-income 
would see a decrease of 11.6% and Clipper who identify as a person of color would see a decrease 
of 11%. 

Staff examined Tables 11a and 11b to examine if the proposal to replace the 31-day Transbay 
pass with a monthly Transbay pass would result in a disproportionate burden or disparate impact 
on low-income communities or people of color. Table 11a shows that the difference between the 
impact of the fare proposal on Clipper riders who are low-income compared to the riders who 
are not low-income is .5%. Because .5% is much smaller than the 15% threshold established by 
Board Policy 518, no disproportionate burden is found. Looking at the difference between the 
impact of the fare proposal on Clipper riders who identify as a person of color versus the impact 
on non-Latino/a White riders, Table 11b also reveals little difference—1.8%.  

Table 11a: Transbay Monthly Pass: Fare Payment Type by Income Level 

Payment 
Type 

Income Level 
Current total 
monthly fare 

New total 
monthly fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

Low-income 
($49,999 or 
less) 

230.37 203.73 -26.64 -11.6%

-0.5%Not low-
income 
($50,000 or 
greater) 

224.73 197.58 -27.15 -12.1%
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Table 11b: Transbay Monthly Pass: Fare Payment Type by Race/Ethnicity 

Payment 
Type 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Current total 
month fare 

New total 
month fare 

Change in 
value 

Percent 
change vs 

current total 
Delta 

By Clipper 

People of 
color 

226.07 201.09 -24.98 -11.0% 
-1.8% 

White alone, 
non-Hispanic 

226.33 197.37 -28.96 -12.8% 

 

Findings: 31-day Mag Strip Ticket with 31-day Limited Use Clipper Cards 

The proposal to replace 31-day mag strip tickets with 31-day limited use Clipper cards is another 
element of this fare equity analysis. These tickets are not for sale to the public—they are available 
only to qualified non-profit organizations and social service agencies. Because this element of the 
proposal does not apply to the general public and no fiscal change is included as part of this 
proposal, staff found no impact on Title VI populations. 

 

VIII. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
 
AC Transit is required by District policy and its Title VI Program to provide equitable opportunities 
to all persons to participate in planning and decision-making processes related to the fare policy 
changes. This section provides an overview of the public engagement efforts that were carried 
out to meet this requirement, along with the feedback provided by members of the public, 
particularly concerning issues impacting communities protected by Title VI and associated laws 
and regulations. 
 
Public Outreach and Engagement Approach 

To collect feedback on the perceived impact of the upcoming fare policy changes on AC Transit 
riders living in the District’s service area, staff recruited EMC Research Partners (EMC) to achieve 
this objective. EMC designed their research to represent a broad sampling of a large number of 
AC Transit riders in the service area—it was not designed to be a truly random or representative 
sample of riders or Title VI-qualified riders. EMC employed an online and intercept strategy with 
both modes using the same set of questions to allow for combined analysis. The survey tool 
outlined upcoming changes to the District’s fare policy and provided the opportunity for riders 
to give feedback to the District on their perception of those changes. In both online and intercept 
modes, the survey was available in English, Spanish, and simplified Chinese and was designed to 
ensure that a respondent could complete it in 10 minutes. The District and EMC used the 
following mix of methods to reach and engage a total of 370 riders in the District between April 
1 through April 9, 2024. 
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Online listed sample engagement: An invitation to the online survey tool was sent to a 
purchased sample of residents of the District—with priority targeting residents who live 
in areas where people of color, low-income, and limited English proficient (LEP) 
communities are more likely to live—by email and text message.  

Intercept engagement: EMC partnered with InterEthnica to engage with the specific 
populations of interest using the same survey questions by placing interviewers in 
locations where people of color, low-income communities, and LEP riders are likely to 
be. Interviewers surveyed riders in a mix of locations and conducted interviews on the 
spot using largely pencil-and-paper questionnaires, providing respondents with an 
incentive for their time. Intercept interviews were conducted by trained, professional 
interviewers in English, Spanish, Mandarin, and Cantonese. 

Distributed link engagement: The District also distributed the online survey link through 
District networks or channels to boost reach and participation. A number of transit 
advocacy organizations and community-based organizations received the link to the 
online survey tool, which provided data for this analysis. 

Using these mixed methods of online and intercept interviews in different languages, the four 
potential fare policy changes were tested on respondents: 1) Free transfers 2) Monthly pass 
fare accumulator 3) Weekly pass fare accumulator and 4) Transition to Clipper cards from the 
institutional 31-day mag strip tickets. For each proposal, respondents were asked to rate their 
perceptions of the impact on them overall, impact on how much they pay, and the impact on 
how often they ride AC Transit. Questions about their current ridership habits and demographic 
information were asked as well. 
 
Results of Public Outreach and Engagement 

This section provides an overview of the results of the outreach conducted by EMC. Further 
information about the outreach is included in Appendix A (EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey 
report) and Appendix B (EMC Survey Verbatim Responses). As a result of the outreach and 
engagement efforts, 370 total interviews were conducted. Of these, 103 were intercept 
interviews (28%) and 256 interviews were conducted online via email and text (69%). 11 
additional online interviews were conducted via link and flyer distribution, representing 3% of 
total interviews. 297 interviews, or 80% of all interviews, were conducted with Title VI qualifying 
respondents who reacted similarly to their counterparts to every proposal. 

Staff analyzed the characteristics of survey respondents, shown in Figure 1 below. 44% of 
respondents indicated they live in a low-income household, 76% indicate they identify as a 
person of color, and 36% indicate they have limited English proficiency. It is important to note 
that the parameters used to define who is low-income in EMC’s survey is different than the data 
used in this analysis—EMC used data from the 2023 federal poverty guidelines and the data 
analysis utilizes the 2017 federal poverty guidelines. This means that those who are considered 
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low-income in EMC’s survey are different from the guidelines used in the data analysis. To sum 
up general results of the public outreach and engagement, a large share of respondents indicated 
that the proposals would have no impact on them, how much they pay, or how often they ride 
AC Transit. 

 

 

Figure 1: Profile of Respondents 

Source: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey Report, April 2024 

To assess the perceived impacts of implementing free transfers among Title VI respondents, the 
results of the outreach and engagement (Figure 2) show that the majority of Title VI respondents 
perceive the fare proposal to have a positive impact (58%). 41% indicated they perceived no 
change to how much they pay for AC Transit rides, and 55% indicated they perceived no change 
in how often they ride AC Transit. 
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Figure 2: Free Transfers Impact by Title VI Subgroups 

Source: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey Report, April 2024 
 

In addition to understanding the perceived impacts of implementing free transfers, respondents 
were asked to assess the perceived impact of implementing the weekly fare accumulator pass. 
Figure 3 below demonstrates the findings: 38% perceived the fare proposal to have a positive 
impact, while 48% indicated they were not sure how the change will impact how much they pay 
for AC Transit rides and 56% indicated they perceived no change to how the fare proposal will 
impact how often they ride AC Transit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 
 

 

 

Figure 3: Weekly “Pay-As-You-Go" Impact by Title VI Subgroups 

Source: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey Report, April 2024 
 
Next, staff examined the results of the outreach asking respondents to indicate the perceived 
impacts of implementing the monthly fare accumulator pass. Figure 4 demonstrates that Title VI 
riders perceived impacts to be positive (36%) but a majority indicated that there is no perceived 
impact (44%), indicated no change in how they pay for AC Transit rides (49%), and no change in 
how it impacts how often they ride AC Transit (57%).  
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Figure 4: Monthly “Pay-As-You-Go" Impact by Title VI Subgroups 

Source: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey Report, April 2024 

Finally, staff assessed the perceived impacts of implementing monthly Clipper cards for those 
eligible for the 31-day monthly pass available only to eligible social service agencies and 
institutions. Among those who qualify as Title VI respondents, 69% indicated they perceived no 
impact and 73% indicated the proposal would not change how often they ride AC Transit, as 
shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Transitioning to Clipper Cards Impact by Title VI Subgroups 

Source: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey Report, April 2024 
 
Along with interviewing respondents about their perception of the proposed fare policy changes, 
EMC gave respondents the opportunity to share additional questions or comments at the end of 
each interview. While the majority (76%) of respondents provided no additional comments, 5% 
responded positively to the proposal while others shared questions and concerns about cost, 
pricing, implementation, and were unclear about the policy changes. Comments from the 
respondents can be viewed in Appendix B.  

 

IX. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The FTA recommends that recipients of federal aid assess alternatives available for people 
affected by fare change proposals and describe the actions the agency proposed to minimize, 
mitigate, or offset any adverse effects of the proposals on minority and low-income populations. 
The analysis found no disproportionate burdens or disparate impacts on low-income populations 
and people of color. Still, because these fare policy proposals provide benefits for customers who 
ride the bus frequently and also use Clipper and the AC Transit mobile app to pay for multi-use 
passes, staff included an examination of riders who would not be eligible for these benefits.   
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Findings from the Onboard Survey and EMC Research demonstrate that cash-paying customers 
are not participating in the proposals to implement weekly and monthly passes. As demonstrated 
in Table 6a in the Onboard Survey, 18% of respondents who ride the bus locally and on weekdays 
pay their fare with cash (bills or coins). These cash-paying customers, who primarily identify as 
African American (38%) and Latino/a (27%), would not be able to participate in the benefits of 
this fare change proposal if approved. Additionally, low-income households are less likely to be 
able to participate in the fare proposal if approved. While Table 7b demonstrates that low-
income riders are more likely to buy a pass to ride the bus (because they are more reliant on 
public transit and less like to own a personal vehicle), Table 7a demonstrates that a number of 
low-income riders who pay with cash are still excluded from the benefits of this proposal. Results 
of the EMC outreach also reflects trends found in the Onboard Survey; at least four of the 
respondents displayed concerns about cash-paying customers who may be unbanked.  

In addition to looking at the possible impacts on cash-paying riders, staff examined the number 
of riders who may not participate in the proposals benefitting Clipper and AC Transit mobile app 
users purchasing weekly and monthly passes. To reach the weekly pass (10 times the adult, local, 
single ride fare) and monthly pass (36 times the adult, local, single ride fare) rate, a rider must be 
considered a frequent rider. This means a customer who rides the bus 5 or more times a week is 
considered a frequent rider. According to the Onboard Survey, 40% of riders ride the bus less 
than 5 days a week. Of this group, 67% of riders report as having low-income and 75% identify as 
a person of color.  

Although more research is needed to understand the perceived impacts of the proposal on AC 
Transit riders, results of EMC’s public outreach and survey may reflect the rider frequency trends 
found in the Onboard Survey. For instance, among both Title VI and non-Title VI respondents 
participating in the EMC survey, a majority indicated that the weekly and monthly fare proposals 
would not have a perceived impact on the riders. This may be because the fare policy changes 
being proposed do not apply to them, as reflected by one respondent who said: “What about a 
daily maximum? I ride 2 buses to work and sometimes 2 buses back home, I don’t know if I would 
hit either of the weekly or monthly limits!” While staff acknowledge that the multi-use pass fare 
proposals would only benefit Clipper and AC Transit mobile app users who are frequent riders, 
the results of EMC’s public engagement and the Onboard Rider Survey provide important context 
to understanding the fare products that are currently being offered to the District’s riders.   

The fare proposal analysis shows no disproportionate burden or disparate impact on Title VI 
populations. Additionally, the outreach survey indicates that a majority, including Title VI 
respondents, view the fare policy proposals positively, with most perceiving no impact or no 
change on how often they ride or how much they pay for AC Transit services. Still, there is room 
in the future to explore opportunities to include customers who pay for their fares with cash and 
those who do not ride frequently enough to benefit from fare accumulator products. Bringing 
eligible customers into the Clipper START program is one approach to increasing ridership and 
ensuring that all riders are able to participate in fare policy changes at AC Transit. 
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Appendix A: EMC Fare Policy Outreach Survey 
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Appendix B: EMC Survey Verbatim Responses 
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