
GoTriangle
Board of Trustees

Wed, April 24, 2019 12:00 pm-2:30 pm

I. Call to Order and Adoption of Agenda

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt agenda with any changes requested.
(1 minute Ellen Reckhow)

II. Recognition
A. Introduction of New Hires

(1 minute Jeff Mann)

B. Announcement of Promotions
(1 minute Jeff Mann)

C. Presentation of Service Awards
(5 minutes Christy Winstead)

D. Staff Retirement
(5 minutes Ellen Reckhow)

III. Public Hearing - Proposed Fare Change
IV. Public Comment

The public comment period is held to give citizens an opportunity to speak on any item.
The session is no more than thirty minutes long and speakers are limited to no more
than three minutes each. Speakers are required to sign up in advance with the Clerk to
the Board.
(Ellen Reckhow)

V. Consent Agenda
Items listed on the consent agenda are considered as a single motion. At the request of
any Board member, or member of the public, items may be removed from the consent
agenda and acted on by a separate motion. Items pulled from the consent agenda will
be placed at the beginning of the general business agenda for discussion and action.
Any Board member wishing to remove an item from the consent agenda should advise
staff in advance.

ACTION REQUESTED: Approve consent agenda.
(1 minute Ellen Reckhow)

A. Minutes

ACTION REQUESTED: Approve draft minutes.
1. March 27, 2019 - Regular Session

2. March 27, 2019 - Closed Session

VI. General Business Agenda
Items listed on the general business agenda are for discussion and possible action.
Such designation means that the Board intends to discuss the general subject area of
that agenda item before making any motion concerning that item.

A. Items Removed from the Consent Agenda
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ACTION REQUESTED: Discuss and take action on any items removed from the consent
agenda.
(1 minute Ellen Reckhow)

B. Fare Change Proposal - Informational Item
(implementation date postponed until January)
(15 minutes Mary Kate Morookian)

Attachment A. Wake-Durham Fare Integration Study

Attachment B. Fare Change Details

Attachment C. Title VI Fare Equity Analysis Report

Attachment E. Public Engagement Summary

C. Recommended Service Changes for Fall 2019

ACTION REQUESTED: Approve the recommended service changes.
(15 minutes Jennifer Green)

Attachment A. Fall 2019 Service Change Details

Attachment B. Transit Connect Pilot Details

Attachment C. Title VI Service Equity Analysis

Attachment D. Wake County Transit Plan - Service Change Equity Analysis

Attachment F. Public Engagement Summary

Attachment G. Summary of Comments Received

Attachment H. Revenue Hours by County

D. Greater Triangle Commuter Rail Pre-Planning Study

ACTION REQUESTED: Authorize the President/CEO to execute an agreement with STV
to conduct the GTCR pre-planning study.
(15 minutes Jeff Mann)

E. 30% Design for Raleigh Union Station Bus Facility (RUS Bus)

ACTION REQUESTED: Authorize the President/CEO to issue a Notice-to-Proceed to
On-
Call engineering consultant, WSP, to start and complete all professional services listed in
the enclosed task order (total not-to-exceed amount of $1,329,353.85).
(15 minutes Jeff Mann)

WSP Task Order

RUS Bus 30% Design Fee Schedule

VII. Other Business
A. Real Property Inventory Update

(10 minutes Gary Tober)

B. President & CEO's Report
(5 minutes Jeff Mann)

Contracts

1. Transit Operations Report
(5 minutes Patrick Stephens)

2. Wake Transit Update
(5 minutes Patrick McDonough, Stephen Schlossberg)
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C. General Counsel's Report
(5 minutes Shelley Blake)

D. Chair's Report
(5 minutes Ellen Reckhow)

E. Board Member Reports
1. CAMPO Executive Board Representative

(5 minutes Will Allen III)

2. DCHC MPO Board Representative
(5 minutes Ellen Reckhow)

3. Regional Transportation Alliance (RTA) Rep.
(5 minutes Will Allen III)

VIII. Closed Session - D-O LRT Project Office

ACTION REQUESTED: Enter into Closed Session pursuant to NCGS §143-318.11.(3)
to consult with an attorney employed or retained by the public body in order to preserve
the attorney-client privilege between the attorney and the public body, which privilege is
hereby acknowledged.

IX. Closed Session - Rail Operations Maintenance Facility (ROMF) Litigation Update

ACTION REQUESTED: Enter into Closed Session pursuant to NCGS §143-318.11.(3)
to consult with an attorney employed or retained by the public body in order to preserve
the attorney client privilege between the attorney and the public body, which privilege is
hereby acknowledged. The following cases will be discussed:

GoTriangle v. Wesley and Marianne Massey
GoTriangle v. Mary Hart
GoTriangle v. Paula Sanders and Mary Hart
GoTriangle v. Ella Day Turrentine
GoTriangle v. Patterson’s Mill, LLC

John Gunter, Patricia Gunter, Joan Hart, Jon Hoffman, Betty Hoffman, and Virginia
Meihaus vs. City of Durham and GoTriangle

X. Adjournment
(Ellen Reckhow)
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Executive Summary 
The Wake and Durham County Fare Integration Study provides a comprehensive review of the 
current fare system and policies for four agencies operating in the region—GoCary, GoDurham, 
GoRaleigh, and GoTriangle. Across the region, opportunities exist for more common fare 
purchase and collection procedures, as well as standardization of some fare policies among the 
different providers. Analysis as part of this planning effort was conducted to help the region 
better understand how various policy and fare changes will impact the ridership and revenue of 
individual agencies and the region as a whole.

This study included a comprehensive evaluation of the existing fare structure, pricing and 
policies, a review of peer agencies and fare-related best practices, and input from stakeholders
through a series of Fare Working Group1 meetingsheld from April through October 2018.

Study Goals  
The Fare Integration Study includes a review of the existing fare policiesin Wake and Durham 
County, fare structures currently in place at peer agencies,best practices for fare structures, bulk 
pass programs, low-income programs, potential impacts of modeled fare scenarios, and fare and 
policy recommendations. The overall goals of the Fare Integration Study include: 

Improve Pass Distribution and Sales. Pass options, pricing, and discounts on pass 
products impact pass sales.Aligning fares and pass pricing and making all passes 
consistently available at the same locations would simplify the passenger experience.
Balance Revenue and Ridership Goals. There is general agreement between 
agencies that increasing ridership is a priority of adjusting fares and integrating service; 
however, balancing revenue and ensuring financial sustainability also remain important. 
Improve Passenger Experience. Consistent fare pricing, discount policies, and fare 
media availability improves the passenger experience and makes the process as intuitive 
and seamless as possible.
Improve Regional Coordination. Improve cooperation between agencies while 
maintaining a degree of autonomy.
Make Transit an Affordable Option. Investigate feasibility of fare capping, low-
income fares, and additional reduced fare categories.  
Explore New Fare Technologies. Pursue regional approach to smartcards and 
mobile ticketing to help understand the fare structure needs for adopting new 
technologies.

                                                            
1 The Fare Working Group was comprised of representatives from GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, Wake 
County, City of Raleigh, and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO). 
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Existing Conditions and Background 
The analysisof existing conditions reviews the existing fare structure and policies for GoTriangle, 
GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary to assess discrepancies between agency policies and identify 
potential opportunities for regional coordination and policy integration. This analysis also 
summarizes trends for farebox revenue within the region from 2011 to 2016, as well as fare media 
usage to determine opportunities for modifications to fare policies and structure. Key findings 
include the following: 

Base fare pricing is inconsistent. Regional and Express service is priced in two tiers 
($2.25 and $3.00), while local service is priced at a single tier for each agency. Each local 
service provider charges a different base fare—$1.00, $1.25, or $1.50. Simplifying the fare 
structure and aligning fares would simplify the customer experience.
T here is an opportunity to align regional discount policies. All of the agencies in 
the region offer the same discount for youth riders; however, discount policies for seniors 
and people with disabilities vary. Aligning these policies and pursuing a regional discount 
ID accepted by all service providers would improve the customer experience.
T he pass distribution network is inconsistent. Pass availability is limited in the 
existing pass distribution network. Pass availability varies by type of pass and by agency, 
which may be confusing for passengers. 

Peer Review and Best Practices 
The peer review and best practices analysispresents a comparison of the Wake-Durham region’s 
fare structure and policies—including pass distribution network, base fares, pass multipliers, 
discount policies, farebox recovery rate, average cost per trip, average fare paid per trip, and 
average subsidy per trip—with peer agencies around the country. This chapter also assesses best 
practices for several policies and fare technologies, including electronic smartcards, fare capping, 
low-income fare programs, bulk pass programs, transfer policies, and fare free service. Key 
findings include the following:

Wake-Durham local fares are less expensive than peer agencies. Local fares in 
the Wake-Durham region are between $0.50 and $1.75 less expensive than peer agency 
fares. Express fares are generally consistent with peer agencies. 
Pass multipliers are consistent with peer agencies. There is some variability 
between peer agency pass multipliers, but Wake-Durham agency multipliers are within 
the acceptable range of peer agencies. 
Peer agency pass distribution networks are more robust and consistent. The 
Wake-Durham region would benefit from improving the pass distribution network to 
align with peer agencies. 
Mobile ticketing can be a cost-effective technology improvement that has the 
potential to be implemented quickly. Implementing mobile ticketing can be less 
costly than electronic smartcards and can accommodate fare capping and incorporating 
other discount programs. Peer agencies have invested in mobile ticketing infrastructure.
Fare capping can improve equity and reduce upfront costs for low-income 
passengers. Incorporating fare capping through mobile ticketing and/or smartcards is a 
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method for reducing high out-of-pocket payments required for low-income ridersto 
purchase monthly pass products.
Low-income fare categories can improve equity and increase the 
affordability of transit for vulnerable populations. However, low-tech strategies 
can be burdensome to the passenger, and high-tech strategies may be expensive or 
burdensome to the agency. The pros and cons of sucha program should be considered 
before implementing. 
Expanding pass programs can increase transit ridership and revenue for the 
agency. As more passengers have expanded options for cost effective use of the transit 
sy stem, ridership potential increases.

Fare Recommendations
Fare and policy recommendations for GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoTriangle are based 
on findings from the existing conditions analysis, peer review and best practices, fare modeling, 
and refining concepts with the Fare Working Group. The first phase of implementation is 
anticipated to occur in Summer 2019, with additional recommendations anticipated for 
implementation in early 2020.

Phase 1: Fare structure, discount policies, and pricing should be aligned 
across the region. Beginning in the Summer of 2019, it is recommended that the 
region implement a tiered fare structure ($1.25/$2.50) with consistent discount policies.
Phase 2: Fare capping, smartcards, and mobile ticketing should be pursued 
in early 2020. After the fare structure and discount policies are aligned, the region 
should pursue the implementation and integration of mobile ticketing, fare capping, and 
smartcards. 

The recommended fare structure is provided in Figure ES-1, and Figure ES-2 provides a summary 
of recommendations developed as part of the Fare Integration Study. 
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Figure ES-1 Recommended Regional Fare Structure

Fares/Multipliers Local Regional/ 
Express

Base $1.25 $2.50

Day Pass $2.50 $5.00
7-Day Pass $12.00 $24.00

31-Day Pass $40.00 $80.00
Base Discount $0.60 $1.25

Discount Day Pass $1.25 $2.50
Discount 7-Day Pass $6.00 $12.00

Discount 31-Day Pass $20.00 $40.00

Figure ES-2 Fare Recommendations Summary

Type Recommendation

Fare Structure 
Recommendations 
(Implementation in Summer 
2019)

Implement two-tiered region-wide fare structure with a local base fare of $1.25 
and regional/express base fare of $2.50
Offer consistent discounts/categories

Youth 12 and Under – Free
Youth 13 to 18 – Free with Youth GoPass, otherwise 50%  discount
Seniors 65+ – Free
People with Disabilities – 50%  discount

Offer $2.50/$5.00 paratransit base fare
Provide consistent products/discounts

Offer 15%  discount for Day Pass bundles
Continue to offer Value Cards
Eliminate GoDurham 5-Day Pass
Sell only Day Passes on-board

Near-Term Fare Policies 
(Implementation in Summer 
2019)

Establish pass sales agreement and discount guidelines
Pursue new sales partnerships
Expand GoPass program
Establish guidelines for fare adjustments
Implement region-wide discount ID

Mid-Term Fare Policies 
(Implementation in Early 
2020)

Pursue mobile ticketing
Pursue fare capping
Consider implementation of smartcards
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1 Introduction  
The Wake and Durham County Fare Integration Study provides a comprehensive review of the 
current fare system and policies for four agencies operating in the region—GoCary, GoDurham, 
GoRaleigh, and GoTriangle. Across the region, opportunities exist for more common fare 
purchase and collection procedures, as well as standardization of some fares among different 
providers. Analysis as part of this planning effort was conducted to help the region better 
understand how policy and fare changes will impact the ridership and revenue of individual 
agencies and the region as a whole.

This study included a comprehensive evaluation of the existing fare structure, pricing, and 
policies, a review of peer agencies and fare-related best practices, and input from stakeholders
through a series of Fare Working Group1 meetings. This report provides recommendations for 
fare pricing and structure, fare policy changes, and fare-related technology for the four agencies.  

Key recommendations from the study include: adjustments to base fare and pass pricing, aligning 
regional fares and discount policies, offering a new technology options, offering fare capping on 
daily and monthly products, establishing new policies, and expanding the GoPass program to 
employers of all sizes in the region. 

STUDY GOALS  
The Fare Integration Study includes a review of the existing fare policies in Wake and Durham 
County, fare structures currently in place at peer agencies, best practices for fare structures, pass 
programs, low-income programs, potential impacts of modeled fare scenarios, and fare and policy 
recommendations. The overall goals of the fare integration study include: 

Improve Pass Distribution and Sales. Pass options, pricing, and discounts on pass 
products impact pass sales. Aligning fares and pass pricing and making all passes 
consistently available at the same locations would simplify the passenger experience.

Balance Revenue and Ridership Goals. There is general agreement between 
agencies that increasing ridership is a priority of adjusting fares and integrating service; 
however, balancing revenue and ensuring financial sustainability also remain important. 

Improve Passenger Experience. Consistent of fare pricing, discount policies, and 
fare media availability improves the passenger experience and make the process as 
intuitive and seamless as possible.

Improve Regional Coordination. Improve cooperation between agencies while 
maintaining a degree of autonomy.

1 The Fare Working Group was comprised of representatives from GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, Wake 
County, City of Raleigh, and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO). The work group met 
monthly from April through October 2018. 
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Make Transit an Affordable Option. Investigate feasibility of fare capping, low-
income fares, and additional reduced fare categories. 

Explore New Fare Technologies. Regional approach to smartcards and mobile 
ticketing to help understand the fare structure needs for adopting new technologies.

Figure 1-1 Fare Integration Study Goals

REPORT ORGANIZATION 
The report is organized into four chapters in addition to this Introduction—existing conditions 
and background, peer agency findings, fare scenarios, and recommendations. 

Chapter 02 Existing Conditions and Background. This chapter highlights the 
regional pass distribution network, fare policies, pricing, fare structure, and revenue and 
ridership trends. 

Chapter 03 Peer Review and Best Practices. This chapter provides an overview of 
each peer agency’s key information and current fare structure and policies. Performance 
indicators are compared for the region and each peer agency. This chapter also explores
best practices and lessons learned for low-income fare programs, fare capping, pass 
programs, and fare free transit service.  

Chapter 04 Fare Scenarios. This chapter summarizes the eight fare scenarios that 
were modeled and highlights the associated ridership and revenue impacts. 

Chapter 05 Recommendations. This chapter builds on the fare scenarios and peer 
agency findings by identifying priority outcomes and combining scenarios into a single 
preferred recommendation. There is additional discussion of policy recommendations for 
consideration and incorporation by the agencies. 
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2 Existing Conditions and Background 
This chapter reviews the existing fare structure and policies for GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, 
and GoTriangle to assess discrepancies between agencies and identify potential opportunities for 
regional coordination and policy integration. This chapter also summarizes trends for farebox 
revenue within the region from 2011 to 2016, as well as fare media usage to determine 
opportunities for modifications to fare policies and structure. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Fare Structure and Pricing 
Base fare pricing is inconsistent. Regional and Express service is priced in two tiers 
($2.25 and $3.00), while local service is priced at a single tier for each agency. Each local 
service provider charges a different base fare—$1.00, $1.25, or $1.50. Simplifying the fare 
structure and aligning fares would simplify the customer experience. 

Fare pass multipliers are relatively consistent. Pass multipliers for day passes, 7-
day passes, and 31-day passes, as a function of base fare price, are relatively consistent 
between the four agencies. Day passes are consistent at 2x, 7-day passes range from 7x to 
10x, and 31-day passes range from 34x to 36x.

There is an opportunity to align regional discount policies. All of the agencies in 
the region offer the same discount for youth riders; however, discount policies for seniors 
and people with disabilities vary. Aligning these policies and pursuing a regional discount 
ID accepted by all service providers would improve the customer experience.

The pass distribution network is inconsistent. Pass availability is limited in the 
existing pass distribution network. Pass availability varies by type of pass and by agency. 

Revenue Trends 
Farebox recovery rate in the region is decreasing. During the period of 2011 to 
2016, farebox recovery rates in the region have generally been decreasing, and all 
agencies are currently at recovery rate under 20%. Falling farebox recovery rates can 
indicate an opportunity to look at fare adjustments.

Subsidy per trip in the region is increasing. Related to operating costs per trip and 
fares paid per trip, the average subsidy per trip in the region has generally increased from 
2011 to 2016. This also may be indicative of a need to adjust fare pricing and policies. 

Passes are used more frequently than cash fares. Fares are paid in cash for fewer 
than 25% of trips in the region and are most common on GoDurham routes. Express 
passes are also used much less frequently than regional or local passes. 
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FARE STRUCTURE AND PRICING 

Fare Structure 
Fare structures are similar across the agencies; however, there are key differences in fare pricing 
and pass multipliers, as shown in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2. One key structural difference is that 
GoTriangle service is priced in two tiered categories for regional and express service, while 
GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary only offer one tier of local service, although the base price for 
local service is different for each of these agencies. Each agency offers cash fares, local and 
regional day-passes, local and regional 7-day passes, local and regional 31-day passes, and stored 
value cards. Each agency also offers discount fares for a number of fare categories. GoDurham is 
unique in also offering 5-day passes.

Pricing  
Base fares range from as low as $1.00 for GoDurham service to as high as $3.00 for GoTriangle 
Express service. Local service is priced at $1.00, $1.25, and $1.50 for GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and 
GoCary, respectively. GoTriangle Regional and Express service are more expensive than local 
service, priced at $2.25 and $3.00, respectively.  

Pass multipliers are the number of single trips that a rider must purchase in order to “break even”
on the cost of a given pass product. For example, a day pass with a 2x multiplier means that a 
passenger would need to ride transit twice in a day to break even. Pass multipliers can be adjusted 
to make passes more attractive fare options for riders or to raise additional revenue for the 
agency.  

Pass multipliers for day passes and 31-day passes are generally consistent across the agencies, 
with day-passes at 2x and 31-day passes between 34x and 36x; however, 7-day passes range from 
roughly 7x for GoTriangle, 10x for GoRaleigh and GoCary, and 12x for GoDurham. These 
differences present an opportunity to make pass multipliers consistent across the region.
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Discount Policies 
Discount policies also vary between the agencies, as shown in Figure 2-3. Generally, there is an 
opportunity to standardize discount policies by aligning discounts offered for students/youth, 
seniors, and people with disabilities. 

There is also an opportunity to standardize discount ID policies between the agencies, especially 
for seniors and people with disabilities. Existing policies are described further below. Recent 
implementation of the Youth GoPass program has created a standard ID policy for riders age 13-
18 across all agencies.

Youth 

All Wake-Durham agencies currently offer free service for children and youth ages 18 and 
younger. Children 0-12 ride free with no pass or ID required. Youth age 13-18 are able to ride free 
with a Youth GoPass but are charged a fare if they do not have one. This is a recent policy change 
that was implemented in Summer 2018. 

Seniors 

GoRaleigh and GoDurham both offer free service for seniors age 65 and older. GoTriangle offers a 
58% discount for seniors age 65 and older, while GoCary offers a 50% discount for seniors age 60 
and older. Integrating senior policy in terms of the discount provided and the age group 
considered under the discount policy would enhance interagency cooperation and the rider 
experience, particularly for seniors transferring between agencies.  

Existing ID policies for seniors include the following:

GoRaleigh riders must present GoRaleigh ID 

GoCary accepts GoCary Door to Door ID or valid government ID

GoTriangle accepts discount ID issued by GoTriangle, GoCary, GoDurham, or GoRaleigh 
or Medicare ID

GoDurham riders must present GoDurham ID or government-issued photo ID

Disabilities 

All agencies offer a 50% discount for passengers with disabilities except GoTriangle, which offers 
a 58% discount. This policy is generally consistent among the agencies. GoTriangle’s discount
percentage is currently set to round their discount fares to the nearest quarter. This percentage 
should be reevaluated whenever base fares for the agency are altered.  

Existing ID policies for people with disabilities include the following:

GoRaleigh riders must present GoRaleigh ID

GoCary accepts GoCary Door to Door ID or valid government ID

GoTriangle accepts discount ID issued by GoTriangle, GoCary, GoDurham, or GoRaleigh; 
Braille Institute ID card; Veterans Health ID card; or proof of ADA eligibility from 
another transit system 

GoDurham accepts GoDurham ID or Medicare card
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Transfers 
There is significant potential to make transfer policies more consistent among the Wake-Durham 
agencies. Currently, riders using an express pass can transfer between local, regional, or express 
bus, as well as across providers for free. Riders using a regional pass can transfer between local 
and regional buses—regardless of provider—for free, but cannot transfer to an express bus 
without paying an upcharge. 

Using local passes or cash payments, GoDurham, GoCary, and GoRaleigh do not offer any free 
local transfers. All one-way bus boardings for these agencies require full fare payment. 

In the Wake-Durham region, many one-way trips require a transfer, and this may become more 
prevalent in the future as the network is modified, creating a financial burden for some riders. 
Currently, more than 50% of trips for each agency require a transfer to complete their trip, as 
shown in Figure 2-4. In the future, an alternative approach to consider instead of offering 
transfers is to create a two-hour pass policy that allows unlimited use of the transit network for 
that amount of time.

Figure 2-4 One-Way Trips Requiring More than One Bus

Fare Policies 
Unique fare policies between the agencies can add confusion for customers. Policies should be 
made consistent for all agencies if possible. These policies include:

GoRaleigh offers 15% bundle discount on six or more Day Passes. 

Prepaid Value Cards are available to purchase one way fares and day passes at a 20% 
discount and are accepted at the fareboxes of all four agencies.  

GoRaleigh and GoDurham have free fares for seniors but charge ADA-eligible riders half
price. 

GoCary issues change cards at the farebox that expire after one year; GoRaleigh issues 
change cards that work across regional agencies. 

All GoCary passes sold on board are activated immediately. 
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GoTriangle currently offers transfers to other GoTriangle regional routes with a transfer 
card issued on board and express routes with a $0.75 upcharge; GoTriangle is also 
seeking to eliminate transfers but has not yet done so.

GoDurham, GoCary, and GoRaleigh do not offer free local transfers. 

GoWake Access fares are only paid onboard. 

General discounts offered for making upfront purchases would be more effective if they were 
consistent across all agencies. For example, a 15% discount for purchasing at least six day passes 
and a 20% discount for purchasing value cards worth $13.50, $25, or $50 could be made available 
at all regional agencies to encourage additional ridership.

Pass Distribution 
The existing pass distribution network, shown in Figure 2-5, varies by pass type and agency, 
presenting challenges for passengers. The pass distribution network is generally inconsistent 
among the agencies. All four agencies offer day passes onboard their vehicles; however, GoCary is 
unique in also offering 7-day passes and 31-day passes onboard. 

GoTriangle is the only agency that allows riders to purchase passes online. Almost every pass 
option in the region is available in a transit or government building with the exception of GoCary, 
which only offers the 31-day pass in transit or government buildings. GoRaleigh is the only agency 
to offer passes at ticket vending machines (TVMs) or third-party retail locations. All GoRaleigh 
pass options are available at TVMs, while only 7-day passes and 31-day passes are available at 
third-party retail locations, including select Harris Teeter locations in Raleigh. 

There is opportunity to develop a consistent, regional pass distribution network which offers the 
same passes at the same locations for all agencies in the Wake-Durham region. Such a 
distribution network would enhance the customer experience by allowing for purchase of all pass 
types in a greater variety of locations. 
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Figure 2-5 Existing Pass Distribution Network

Agency Fare Type Onboard Online
Transit/

Government
Building

In Stores TVM

GoRaleigh

Day Pass

7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

GoCary

Day Pass

7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

GoTriangle  

Day Pass

7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

GoDurham

Day Pass

7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass
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REVENUE TRENDS 

Farebox Recovery Rate 
Farebox recovery is a measure of the percentage of agency operating funds that come from fare-
paying customers. Currently, there are no farebox recovery goals established for any of the 
agencies in the Wake-Durham region. Farebox recovery rates for each agency from 2011 to 2016 
are shown in Figure 2-6. 

In general, farebox recovery rates have been declining across the agencies since 2011.1 The 
average farebox recovery for the four agencies is below 20%. While increasing ridership is a goal 
of this fare study, it is also imperative to balance this with farebox recovery to ensure agency 
financial sustainability.

Figure 2-6 Farebox Recovery Rate Trends (2011-2016)

Operating Cost per Trip 
Operating cost per trip is a metric used to determine the average operating cost to the agency for 
each passenger trip in the system. The average operating cost per trip for the four agencies in 
2016 is shown in Figure 2-7. Average operating cost per trip ranges from $3.09 for GoDurham 
service to $9.09 for GoTriangle service. 

GoTriangle provides regional service over a larger area than the other agencies, resulting in a 
higher operating cost per trip. The operating cost per trip for GoCary ($7.26) is relatively high 
compared to the other local services, likely due to GoCary’s smaller size.

1 Data was not available for GoCary in 2012 or 2013 
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Figure 2-7 Average Operating Cost per Trip (2016) 

Fares Paid per Trip 
Due to discount policies, fare pass discounts, and fare evasion, the full base fare for service is not 
always paid for every trip—instead, the actual fare paid per trip is often lower. Figure 2-8 shows 
the average fares paid per trip for each agency between 2011 and 2016. Average fares paid per trip
generally follow the same pattern as the listed base fares for each agency—GoDurham has the 
lowest fares paid, followed by GoRaleigh, GoCary, and GoTriangle with the highest. Average fares 
paid range from a low of $0.44 for GoDurham to $1.41 for GoTriangle. The fares paid per trip vary 
from year to year, but fluctuations are relatively small (within $0.15 per trip). 

Figure 2-8 Average Fares Paid per Trip (2011-2016)
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Subsidy per Trip 
By subtracting the average cost per trip by the average fare paid per trip, it is possible to calculate 
the average subsidy per trip. In general, the average subsidy per trip, shown in Figure 2-9, ranged 
from a low of $2.63 per trip for GoDurham to a high of $7.76 per trip for GoTriangle. GoTriangle 
subsidies have increased since 2013, growing by more than $1.00 in a three-year period. GoCary 
had an average subsidy per trip of $8.32 in 2011, but that number decreased to $6.57 in 2016.

Figure 2-9 Average Subsidy per Trip (2011-2016)

Fare Media 
The fare media used at regional agencies is shown in Figure 2-10. In general, all four agencies 
primarily rely on passes for the bulk of their fare media. Passes are used for 75% of GoDurham 
riders, 70% of GoCary riders, 77% of GoTriangle riders, and 64% of GoRaleigh riders.  

Cash payments account for less than 25% of boardings across the agencies, with 24% of 
GoDurham riders, 19% of GoCary riders, 14% of GoTriangle riders, and 8% of GoRaleigh riders 
paying cash.

The type of passes used for each agency are shown in Figure 2-11. Generally, Express Passes are 
not widely used, accounting for less than 5% of all pass usage. GoTriangle (64%) and GoDurham 
(22%) have higher GoPass usage than the other agencies. GoTriangle (32%) and GoCary (31%) 
also have higher Regional Pass usage than the other agencies. The majority of pass use for 
GoDurham (73%), GoRaleigh (90%), and GoCary (63%) are local passes.

This indicates that changes to Express Passes are unlikely to have large impacts, while changes to 
Regional Passes are likely to have a greater impact for GoTriangle and GoCary. Similarly, changes 
to the GoPass structure will have greater impacts to GoTriangle and GoDurham. Changes to local 
passes will likely have a significant impact for all local service agencies.
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Figure 2-10 Fare Media Used by Agency
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Figure 2-11 Pass Type by Agency

GOPASS PROGRAM 
In the Wake-Durham region, the GoPass Program is available through numerous employers and 
universities. GoPass use varies by agency and passenger demographics. The annual GoPass use 
for each agency in the region is shown in Figure 2-12. Generally, GoPasses are used by commuters 
employed by universities and government agencies. Eligible employees have the option of 
purchasing or using an employer-provided GoPass, and employers participating in the GoPass 
program are billed by the transit agency based on pass usage.

In this section, GoPass use is analyzed in greater detail for each agency, with the exception of 
GoCary. GoPass use for GoCary is sufficiently small that detailed data from the agency was not 
available.
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Figure 2-12 Annual GoPass Use by Agency

GoTriangle

The majority of GoTriangle riders (53%) use a GoPass. Additionally, 85% of GoPass use on 
GoTriangle routes is by riders affiliated with a university. Higher incomes are also correlated with 
higher GoPass use, indicating that high-income commuters are more likely to have access to the 
program. 

Figure 2-13 GoPass Use by Income and by University Affiliation for GoTriangle Riders
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GoDurham

GoPass use is significantly lower for GoDurham than for GoTriangle, with only 16% of GoDurham 
riders utilizing GoPass. The majority of GoPass use on GoDurham routes is by university-
affiliated riders, accounting for 94% of all GoPass use for the agency. Higher incomes are also 
correlated with higher GoPass use, but less significantly than for GoTriangle.

Figure 2-14 GoPass Use by Income and by University Affiliation for GoDurham Riders

GoRaleigh

GoPass use for GoRaleigh is similar to GoDurham, with 14% of GoRaleigh riders utilizing GoPass. 
Similar to GoDurham and GoTriangle, GoPass use for GoRaleigh is primarily through university-
affiliated riders; however, there is also a large share of government employees using GoPass on 
GoRaleigh service. Income data was not available for GoRaleigh for inclusion in this analysis.

Figure 2-15 GoPass Use by Organization/Employer Affiliation for GoRaleigh Riders
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3 Peer Review and Best Practices 
This chapter presents a comparison of the Wake-Durham region’s fare structure and policies—
including pass distribution network, base fares, pass multipliers, discount policies, farebox 
recovery rate, average cost per trip, average fare paid per trip, and average subsidy per trip—with 
peer agencies around the country. This chapter also assesses best practices for several policies and 
fare technologies, including electronic smartcards, fare capping, low-income fare programs, pass 
programs, transfer policies, and fare free service. These topics expand beyond the listed peer 
agencies and regions to explore relevant case studies for applicable policies and programs. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Fare Structure 
Wake-Durham local fares are less expensive than peer agencies. Local fares in 
the Wake-Durham region are between $0.50 and $1.75 less expensive than peer agency 
fares. Express fares are generally consistent with peer agencies. 

Pass multipliers are consistent with peer agencies. There is some variability 
between peer agency pass multipliers, but Wake-Durham agency multipliers are within 
the acceptable range of peer agencies. 

Peer agency pass distribution networks are more robust and consistent. The 
Wake-Durham region would benefit from improving the pass distribution network to 
align with peer agencies. 

The Wake-Durham region offers more free service categories than peer 
agencies. Discount categories are relatively similar between the peer agencies, but 
Wake-Durham agencies provide free service to youth under 18, while most peers offer 
discounted service to youth under 18 and free service to children under 6 only.

Revenue Trends 
The Wake-Durham region has lower farebox recovery rates than peer 
agencies. Lower fares and more free service categories in the region are a likely 
contributing factor to this trend.

GoTriangle and GoCary have higher average costs and average subsidy per 
trip. GoDurham and GoRaleigh are comparable to peer agencies, but GoTriangle and 
GoCary have higher average costs and average subsidy per trip. 

Policies and Programs 
Mobile ticketing can be a cost-effective technology improvement that has the 
potential to be implemented quickly. Implementing mobile ticketing can be less 
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costly than electronic smartcards and can accommodate fare capping and incorporating 
other discount programs. Peer agencies have invested in mobile ticketing infrastructure.

Fare capping can improve equity and reduce upfront costs for low-income 
passengers. Incorporating fare capping through a mobile ticketing flash pass or 
smartcard provide methods for reducing out of pocket payments required for low-income 
riders.  

Low-income fare categories can improve equity and increase the 
affordability of transit for vulnerable populations. However, low-tech strategies 
can be burdensome to the passenger, and high-tech strategies may be expensive or 
burdensome to the agency. The pros and cons of such a program should be considered 
before implementing. 

Expanding bulk pass programs can increase transit ridership and revenue 
for the agency. As more passengers have expanded options for cost-effective use of the 
transit system, ridership potential increases.

Fare free operation can be transformative for a transit agency but requires 
creative funding partnerships. Fare free systems typically experience significant 
ridership growth after eliminating fares. Replacing lost fare revenue while meeting 
growing ridership demand may be challenging without establishing supportive financial 
partnerships. 

INTRODUCTION 
Peer reviews are a useful technique to understand the “state of the practice” with regard to fare 
levels, structures, and policies. The purpose of this peer review is to provide current and accurate 
information about fare structures and policies at other comparable transit agencies. The peer 
agencies were selected based on various attributes, including service area, service population, 
operating characteristics, implementation of innovative fare policies and/or technology, and 
feedback from the Fare Working Group. The six agencies/regions in this peer review are: 

Seattle, WA (King County Metro and Sound Transit) 

Portland, OR (TriMet)

Phoenix, AZ (Valley Metro)

Denver, CO (RTD)

Charlotte, NC (CATS)

Boston, MA (MBTA)

These peer regions are shown in Figure 3-1. Data for this peer review was collected from the most 
recently available data from the National Transit Database (NTD, 2016), agency websites, and 
other agency-related materials.
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Figure 3-1 Map of Peer Agencies

FARE STRUCTURE 

Fares by Service Type 
Fares by service type for each of the peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-1. In general, local 
service for peer agencies is more expensive than in the Wake-Durham region. Peer agency base 
fares vary from $2.00 to $2.75, compared to $1.00 to $1.50 in the Wake-Durham region. Express 
service fares are in line with fares in other peer agencies, which range from $2.50 in Portland to 
$5.00 in Boston. Commuter/regional fares in Wake-Durham are on the low side compared to 
peers, which are generally in the $4.00 to $7.00 range. Trip length and fares for demand response 
service are also in line with peer agencies.

Other findings from peer agency fare structures include: 

Portland offers a flat fare across all modes.

Phoenix and Charlotte charge the same fare for light rail and local bus. 

Seattle charges the same fare for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and local bus. 

Denver and Boston offer discounts for using a smartcard compared to cash and magnetic 
tickets. 

Wake-Durham premiums are 50% to 300% for local versus regional/express service.

Phoenix and Denver charge a 62.5% and 73% premium for regional service. 

Boston charges a 150%-250% premium for express service.

Zone-based and peak fares are not common. 
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Pass Multipliers 
As described in Chapter 2, pass multipliers are the number of single trips that a rider must 
purchase in order to break even on the cost of a given pass product. For example, a day pass with 
a 2x multiplier means that a passenger would need to ride transit twice in a day to break even. 
Pass multipliers can be adjusted to make them more attractive fare options for riders or to raise 
additional revenue for the agency.   

Pass multipliers for peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-3. Agencies in Wake and Durham County
are generally in line with other peer agencies in terms of pass multipliers for local bus service. 

Day pass multipliers for peer agencies are relatively consistent, between 2 and 2.9, and 
are in line with Wake-Durham’s multiplier of 2. 

7-day pass multipliers for peer agencies range from 9.6 to 12.3. The Wake-Durham 
region is again in line with peer agencies, with multipliers varying from 9.6 to 12. 

Monthly passes in peer agencies have the most variability of all pass multipliers, 
ranging between 27.5 in Boston and 40 in Portland. Wake-Durham monthly passes are 
set with a multiplier of 36, placing it in line with peers, though toward the higher end.     

Figure 3-3 Peer Agency Local Bus Fare Pass Multipliers

Region Cash Fare Day Pass 10-Ride Pass 7-Day Pass Monthly Bus 
Pass

Wake/Durham (Multiple) $1.00-$1.50 2 N/A 9.6 - 12 36

Seattle (Multiple) $2.75 2.3 - 2.9 N/A N/A 36

Portland (TriMet) $2.50 2 N/A N/A 40

Phoenix (Valley Metro) $2.00 2 N/A 10 32

Denver (RTD) $2.60 2 N/A N/A 38

Boston (MBTA) $2.00 N/A N/A 10.6 27.5

Charlotte (CATS) $2.50 N/A 13.6% 
discount 12.3 35.2

Pass Distribution 
Peer agencies have a wider distribution network than the Wake-Durham agencies. All pass types 
are available online, in transit/government agency buildings, at social service provides, and in 
third party retail stores. Additionally, there are fewer pass products available onboard transit 
vehicles, with day passes being the only available fare media for purchase. The peer pass
distribution network is summarized in Figure 3-4.   
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Figure 3-4 Peer Agency Pass Distribution Network

Agency Fare Type Onboard Online
Transit/

Government
Building

Social 
Services In Stores TVM

King 
County 
Metro

Day Pass

31-Day Pass

TriMet
Day Pass

31-Day Pass

Valley 
Metro

Day Pass

7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

RTD
Day Pass

31-Day Pass

CATS
7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

MBTA
7-Day Pass

31-Day Pass

Discount Policies 
Peer agency discount policies as of Spring 2018 are shown in Figure 3-5. Discounts are generally 
consistent among the peer agencies; however, the Wake-Durham region offers more free services 
than the peer agencies. Boston offers free service to children under 12, while other peers offer free 
service only to children under 6. All agencies in Wake/Durham offer free service to children and 
youth ages 18 and under. Additionally, GoDurham and GoRaleigh offer free service to seniors 
over 65, and GoCary offers a 50% discount for seniors over 60. 

Peer agencies also offer additional discount categories not offered in the Wake/Durham region, 
including free fare to active-duty military in Boston and Denver and a 45% discount for low-
income adults in Seattle.
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REVENUE TRENDS 
Revenue trends between the Wake-Durham region and other peer agencies—with indicators such 
as farebox recovery rate, average operating cost, average fare paid per trip, and average subsidy 
per passenger—may indicate a need for updated fare policies to improve competitiveness and stay 
in line with the financial sustainability of peers. This section highlights revenue trends at peer 
agencies. 

Farebox Recovery 
Farebox recovery rates for peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-6. Peer agencies generally have a 
higher farebox recovery rate than agencies in the Wake-Durham region. All of the peer agencies 
have a recovery rate of at least 20%, with Boston recovering more than 40%. The highest farebox 
recovery rate in the Wake-Durham region is 14.2% for GoRaleigh, with a low of 9.5% for GoCary. 
This suggests that there is room to improve the farebox recovery rate in the region to become 
more competitive with peer agencies. 

Figure 3-6 Farebox Recovery Rate for Peer Agencies (2016)

Source: NTD 

Average Operating Cost per Trip 
The average operating cost per trip varies among the peer agencies and is shown in Figure 3-7. 
Among peer agencies, GoDurham has the lowest average operating cost, GoRaleigh is about 
average, and GoCary and GoTriangle have highest operating costs per trip. Peer agency operating 
costs per trip range between $3.72 in Boston to $5.04 in Denver. The $3.09 and $4.27 cost per 
trip for GoDurham and GoRaleigh, respectively, are in line with peers; however, the $7.26 and 
$9.09 cost per trip for GoCary and GoTriangle respectively are significantly higher than other 
peer agencies. 
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Figure 3-7 Average Operating Cost per Trip for Peer Agencies (2016)

Source: NTD 

Average Fare Paid per Trip 
The average fare paid per trip for peer agencies is shown in Figure 3-8. In general, peer agencies 
have higher average fares paid per trip than agencies in the Wake/Durham region, with the 
exception of GoTriangle. Average fares paid for peer agencies range from $0.90 for Phoenix to 
$1.75 for Seattle. GoTriangle is in line with peers at $1.33; however, GoCary, GoRaleigh, and 
GoDurham have lower fares paid, ranging from $0.46 to $0.69. This difference is likely due to 
lower base fares and more generous discount policies in the Wake-Durham region and suggests 
that altering the fare structure could improve financial competitiveness. 

Figure 3-8 Average Fare Paid per Trip for Peer Agencies (2016)

Source: NTD 
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Average Subsidy per Passenger 
The average subsidy per passenger for peer agencies is shown in Figure 3-9. The average subsidy 
per passenger follows a similar trend as the average operating cost per trip for peer agencies. 
GoDurham and GoRaleigh are in line with peer agency subsidies; however, GoCary and 
GoTriangle have higher subsidies per passenger than the other agencies. 

Peer agency subsidies range from $2.19 for Boston to $3.72 for Denver. GoDurham and 
GoRaleigh are both in line with this range, with subsidies of $2.63 and $3.67, respectively. 
GoCary and GoTriangle have significantly higher subsidies than peer agencies at $6.57 and $9.22, 
respectively.

Figure 3-9 Average Subsidy per Passenger for Peer Agencies (2016)

Source: NTD 

PEER AGENCY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
In addition to fare structures, discount policies, and revenue trends, unique policies and 
programs at peer agencies were also evaluated. These policies include the use of technology and 
unique fare categories, including electronic smartcards, mobile ticketing, regional policy 
integration, fare capping, low-income fare programs, pass programs, and fare free service. 

Electronic Smart Cards and Mobile Ticketing 
Advances in fare payment technology, including mobile payment systems and electronic 
smartcards, are moving riders away from cash payments. General trends in the transit industry 
support fare incentives for passengers to move to pass products instead of cash. Reducing the use 
of cash on transit vehicles has numerous benefits, included decreased dwell time, reduced 
potential for conflicts with operators, and simpler accounting procedures. It also raises potential 
equity considerations as disadvantaged rider populations may be more reliant on cash fares. This 
section discusses peer fare media offerings and approaches to reducing cash payments through 
pricing and other incentives and disincentives. 
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TriMet, RTD, King County Metro, and MBTA all currently use smartcard systems and mobile 
ticketing. Valley Metro has a smartcard called the Platinum Pass that is available to employers 
only; however, they are looking into an expansion to make the pass available to the general public. 
CATS is planning to introduce smart cards in 2018-2019. 

King County Metro 

King County Metro currently offers cash, paper tickets, 
mobile tickets, and smartcard (ORCA) fare media 
options. More than 30% of King County Metro riders 
pay fares with cash. The agency is planning to conduct 
studies on cash fare payments and farebox 
replacement or elimination, potentially looking at 
commuter routes with high smartcard usage for 
possible cashless routes. The agency is also interested 
investigating if a more attractive low-income fare or 
program could increase smartcard usage. 

The ORCA Program provides seamless transfers 
between seven different transit agencies in the region. 
The ORCA Program greatly improves the customer experience, but the fare reconciliation process 
is complicated for the agencies. Through the shared smartcard, revenue is transferred between 
agencies based on proportional ridership data, with revenue being allocated based on the cash 
fare if each leg of the trip were taken independently.

Best practices and lessons learned from the ORCA Program include: 

Standardizing fares across service types is recommended.

Standardizing the fare change process at a regional level is helpful to facilitate a 
coordinated process.

Use an open system if possible; closed-loop systems make it difficult to designate new 
passenger or fare types. 

Significant coordination is needed between partner agencies to deliver a quality product. 

King County Metro is preparing for the next generation of ORCA cards and ticket vending 
machines in the upcoming years, and they are hoping to expand the card’s abilities and increase 
the retail distribution network. 

TriMet 

TriMet offers cash, mobile ticketing, smartcards (Hop Fastpass) and 
mobile payment systems (Apple or Android) fare media options. 
The agency began phasing out paper tickets in mid-2018 and are 
replacing ticket vending machines with Hop stations, which allow 
customers to load funds onto their Hop card. TriMet also offers 
employer and school pass programs, which are being moved to the 
Hop card. 

TriMet has about 30%-35% cash fare riders and is using a phased 
approach to increasing non-cash fare payments. With new 
technology and smartcard options, the agency is trying to address 
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the two main groups using cash: those who are paying cash because it’s more convenient and 
don’t ride frequently, or those who can only afford one fare at a time. There is no surcharge for 
cash use, but the agency thinks that riders understand the benefit of lost card protection, card 
replacement, and pass earnings, which will incentivize them to move away from cash fares. 

TriMet’s current challenge is marketing the variety of options and programs to various markets. 
The agency is hopeful that all types of riders will see the benefits of using smartcards over cash or 
paper media. As the Wake-Durham regional agencies begin making long-term policy decisions, a
cost-benefit analysis should be conducted regarding 
smartcards, mobile ticketing, and required farebox 
upgrades.

Regional Discount Policies and 
Smart Cards 
Standardized discount policies and ID throughout the 
region improve the customer experience and facilitate 
regional integration. The Puget Sound Regional 
Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP) offers a best practice 
example for a reduced fare program for seniors and 
people with disabilities in the Puget Sound, WA 
region. RRFP entitles senior riders aged 65 and older, 
riders with a disability, and Medicare cardholders to 
reduced fares on 13 different transit agencies 
throughout the region.

Fare Capping 
Fare capping is an emerging trend for some of the 
peer agencies in which individual trips are tracked and fares are capped after reaching certain 
thresholds (i.e., two trips in a day or 30 trips in a month). Benefits of fare capping include 
increased affordability of passes, increased fare equity, and increased simplicity. Fare capping is 
particularly beneficial for low-income riders who may not have the cash on hand to purchase a 31-
day pass and end up paying more in cash fares over the course of the month. Fare capping can be 
introduced through electronic smartcards, which track fare payments through an internal 
database, or through mobile ticketing, which tracks fare payments and automatically provides 
riders a pass once the payment threshold has been reached.

TriMet introduced fare capping in conjunction with a new electronic smart card in 2018, and King 
County Metro is exploring fare capping as a part of the next generation of ORCA cards. 
Additionally, agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area offer a similar day pass accumulator 
program on Clipper cards. 

Key considerations for fare capping include:

Programs require the use of an electronic fare collection system (smart cards or mobile 
ticketing) capable of tracking paid trips. 

It can be difficult to implement a fare cap in systems with multiple service types (e.g., 
local and regional). 

There is potential for revenue loss on daily or monthly passes. 
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Low-Income Fare Programs 
Low-income fare programs are currently being used by King County Metro, TriMet, and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to provide discounted service for eligible 
adults making up to 200% of the federal poverty level. Low-income programs may be “high-tech,” 
requiring electronic smartcards and upgraded farebox infrastructure to verify rider identity and 
maintain discounts, or “low-tech,” which are more commonly photo ID cards to prevent fraud 
combined with magnetic swipe card technology. Low-tech options are cheaper and faster to 
implement but require greater administrative costs, while high-tech options could require costly 
upgrades to farebox infrastructure and may not be feasible in the short-term.

High-Tech Options 

ORCA Lift

The ORCA Lift program in the Puget Sound region requires 
in-person verification with proof of income. ORCA Lift riders 
receive ORCA cards that look and work just like a regular 
ORCA card, but that contains the low-income rider 
designation within the internal system database. These ORCA 
cards can be obtained from more than 40 different locations 
and are valid for two years before participants must reapply. 
While riders are permitted to have multiple ORCA cards, only 
one ORCA Lift card may be registered to a single person at 
any given time to prevent fraud. If someone attempts to 
register two ORCA Lift cards, the first card is automatically 
deactivated.  

Promoting low-income programs through engagement with social service providers and 
community groups has been effective for marketing the ORCA Lift program. Social service 
agencies were involved with structuring the program from the outset and helped make 
recommendations to the agency about the program structure. These agencies also provide income 
verification services and help enroll qualifying riders who are applying for other benefits. In King 
County, for example, the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) offered ORCA Lift 
applications to applicants for EBT services, which resulted in increased enrollment. DSHS is 
planning to increase their role in Pierce and Snohomish Counties as well. 

Cardholders pay $1.50 for most one-way trips or may purchase discounted monthly passes for 
$54 (regularly $99). Fare value and passes can be renewed online, similar to other ORCA pass 
products. 

Not everyone who is eligible uses the program, but ridership is expected to increase as a result of 
the program. Out of the approximately 160,000 riders eligible for the ORCA Lift program, there 
were 60,000 participants as of March 2018. Additional funding may be necessary to offset 
revenue loss associated with these programs. The ORCA Lift program costs were offset by a fare 
increase for the general public. 

TriMet Low-Income Hop Pass

TriMet’s program is relatively new and has not yet released enrollment data, but during the 
planning phase, the agency projected 45,000 users out of 120,000 eligible riders and an annual 
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ridership increase of 1-2% (2 million trips). The program is funded by a state transportation 
package that provides $12.5 million annually through a payroll tax increase.

After in-person income verification, Low-Income Hop Pass program participants receive a special 
Hop card with their photo on the front in order to discourage fraud. This Hop card is valid for two 
years before participants must reapply. Program participants have multiple fare options including 
$1.25 for a single ride, $2.50 for a day pass, and $28 for a 31-day pass. These fares represent a 
discount between 50% and 72% compared to standard base fares.

Low-Tech Options 

SFMTA Lifeline Pass

The Lifeline Pass is a low-income pass 
program implemented in San Francisco in 
2005 to reduce the impacts of planned fare 
increases on low-income riders. Any San 
Francisco County resident at or below 
200% of the federal poverty line is eligible 
for the program. Applicants must submit 
government-issued identification, proof of 
income eligibility, and proof of residency 
to the San Francisco Human Services 
Agency to verify eligibility every two years. 

The Lifeline Pass is not a smartcard; 
instead, it is a photo ID that requires 
monthly validation stickers that cost $38
per month (50% of a regular monthly 
pass). Participants use their card as a flash pass to board the vehicle and don’t pay any additional 
fare. Riders have to purchase their validation stickers every month in person at one of eight 
locations throughout the city of San Francisco. This validation sticker component is more 
burdensome to the user than smartcard-based programs. 

Out of approximately 159,000 eligible riders, 45,000 have enrolled in Lifeline and 20,000 were 
actively purchasing passes in 2017. 

Dallas Area Rapid Transit TANF Program

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) offers a low-income monthly pass for TANF recipients using 
magnetic swipe card technology. This program requires riders to purchase monthly passes at the 
transit center or select pass outlet locations. TANF recipients are able to use their benefits to 
directly purchase the transit pass at a reduced rate. Using TANF benefits to purchase transit 
passes serves as an income verification process. This program provides less flexibility than other 
low-income programs since participants are limited to monthly passes and cannot receive a 
discounted day pass or single ride fare.

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority Transportation Disadvantaged Program

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA) in Pinellas County, FL, offers a low-tech low-income 
fare program for residents of Pinellas County with a documented household income not exceeding 
150% of the poverty level as one component of the agency’s Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) 
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Program. The TD program is state-funded and paid for through vehicle registration fees. The TD 
Program does not offer a reduced fare cash option—instead, qualified riders can purchase 10-day 
passes for $5 per month (regularly $50) and 31-day unlimited passes for $11 per month (regularly 
$70).

Applicants for the TD Program self-certify their residency and lack of alternative transportation 
options, but are required to verify their income level with acceptable documentation. The 
program currently requires passengers to certify their income annually. Passes are sold at PSTA 
vending locations only, not through any other agreements or third-party retail locations. 
Passengers must show government-issued photo ID to receive their pass. Administrative staff 
access a database which includes name, date of birth, address, and phone number to verify the 
passenger’s identity and eligibility.

The annual TD Program budget for reduced passes is approximately $350,000 at 150% of the 
poverty level. Previously, the program used 200% as the poverty level threshold, but it caused the 
program to exceed available budget, so the poverty level was adjusted down. The program 
requires approximately 1.5 FTEs dedicated to handling eligibility verification and database 
management.

The TD Program had a negative impact on PSTA’s farebox recovery, but meets the agency’s goal 
of allowing those who need it most to be able to use the service more often. The in-person pass 
purchasing process is burdensome for users but is necessary until there is a more streamlined ID 
verification or high-tech system in place. 

PASS PROGRAMS 
In recent years, growing numbers of transit agencies have 
teamed with universities, employers, or residential 
neighborhoods to provide bulk transit passes. These passes 
typically provide unlimited rides on local or regional transit 
providers for low monthly fees, often absorbed entirely by 
the employer, school, or developers.

A bulk pass program provides a participating 
organization free or deeply discounted transit 
rides for a financial guarantee. These programs 
are slightly different than pass sales since they 
often assume that 100% of an organization’s 
members are eligible for the program whether or 
not they regularly use public transportation. The 
benefit to major institutions is that a well-designed 
program provides a simple, packaged solution to help 
solve transportation access issues to their organization. 
These types of programs can be implemented in 
different ways, but the most common financial 
contribution approaches include the following:

Contribution determined by current employees, residential units, 
students, etc. as reported by the participating organization

Contribution determined by ridership  
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Annual fixed fee (same price, regardless of institution size or usage)

Bulk transit passes provide multiple benefits, as discussed in Figure 3-10. While pass programs 
tend to be affiliated with bus service, in most cases they are part of a broader multi-modal 
transportation strategy that includes improved bike programs, car share programs, 
carpooling/vanpooling strategies, and often, increased parking rates.

Figure 3-10 Bulk Pass Program Benefits 

Beneficiary Bulk Pass Benefit

Transit Riders

Free access to transit

Rewards existing riders, attracts new ones

For employees who drive, making existing transit free can effectively create convenient park-
and-ride shuttles to existing underused remote parking areas

Transit Agencies

Provides a stable source of income

Increases transit ridership, helping to meet agency ridership goals

Can help improve cost recovery, reduce agency subsidy, and/or fund service improvements

Communities
Reduces traffic congestion and increases transit ridership

Reduces existing, unmet, and future growth in parking demand

Developers

Bulk pass programs can benefit developers if implemented concurrently with reduced parking 
requirements, which consequently lower construction costs

Providing free cost transit passes for large developments provides an amenity that can help 
attract renters or home buyers as part of a lifestyle marketing campaign appealing to those 
seeking a “new urban lifestyle”

Employees/
Employers

Reduces demand for parking on-site

Provides a tax-advantaged transportation benefit that can help recruit and retain employees
Source: City of Pasadena Traffic Reduction Strategies Study, 2007

RTD EcoPass (Denver, CO) 

Denver RTD’s Business EcoPass provides unlimited usage of RTD services and is an annual 
transit pass purchased by a company and its employees or a collection of residences. Companies 
purchase the EcoPass for all full-time employees with an option to include part-time employees. 
Transit service levels are also accounted for through a tiered pricing structure (Figure 3-11). 
Pricing for businesses is determined by two factors—location of the business (and corresponding 
level of service for that area) and total number of full-time employees or total number of full/part-
time employees on the payroll. Contract minimum rates apply for businesses with a per-person 
rate that equals less than the contract minimum. The resulting discount per employee per year 
ranges from 71% to 97% off the retail price.1

Additionally, Boulder County offers a multi-year EcoPass discount (60% off of the first year's 
purchase price, 30% off of the second year's contract price) to all businesses and neighborhoods 

1 Calculated based on July 2018 Valupass pricing of $1,881 for regional/airport service. 
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signing up for their initial EcoPass contract. EcoPass is tax deductible to employers and tax free to 
employees. 

As of Summer 2018, RTD is currently investigating making changes to the existing EcoPass 
program to charge per use. If updated policies are implemented, employers would continue to be 
grouped by location and number of employees, but fees per EcoPass use would be charged based 
on tier categories. RTD is still considering fees per tier, level of discounts provided, and potential 
adjustments to tier size as part of the revised program structure. 

Figure 3-11 Denver RTD Business EcoPass Pricing Structure (2016)

Cost per Employee per Year (2016)

Service 
Level Area

Number of 
Employees

Contract
Minimum
Per Year

1-24
Employees

25-249
Employees

250-999
Employees

1,000-
1,999

Employees
2,000+

Employees

A: Outer
Suburban

1-10
11-20
21+

$1,150
$2,300
$3,448

$98 $85 $75 $64 $60

B: Major 
Transit
Centers

1-10
11-20
21+

$2,108
$4,215
$6,322

$209 $189 $173 $160 $151

C:Downtown 
Denver CBD

1-10
11-20
21+

$2,874
$5,748
$8,621

$532 $493 $470 $459 $434

D: DIA and 
home 

businesses

1-10
11-20
21+

$2,874
$5,748
$8,621

$544 $522 $483 $470 $445

Source: Denver RTD

FARE FREE SYSTEMS 
The majority of public transit systems charge a fare for passengers to access the system; however, 
some agencies provide fare free, or prepaid, service with no fare charged at the point of access. 
Fare free transit service is generally funded by other means than collected fares, including 
partnerships with local universities, non-profit organizations, or community groups, which can 
make up lost farebox revenue. 

Transitioning to fare free service can be a transformative way to increase public transit use, with 
potential benefits including: 

Increasing ridership between 30-40%2

Improving speed and reliability 

Reducing administrative costs

Eliminating cost to maintain and upgrade fareboxes 

Reducing fare disputes

Environmental benefits including carbon reduction and reduced parking requirements 

2 According to experiences from systems include Chapel Hill Transit and Mountain Line (Missoula, MT) 
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Case Study: Chapel Hill Transit 
Chapel Hill Transit (CHT) serves as a local case study to identify potential impacts and best 
practices for transitioning to fare free service in the Wake-Durham region. Key impacts to the 
CHT system include a significant increase in ridership and demand for service, an increase in 
service to accommodate new ridership demand, and the need to offset operating cost increases 
with revenue other than fares. 

Ridership and Operations Trends 

After eliminating fares in 2002, ridership on CHT doubled over the next 10 years. To
accommodate increased ridership demand, CHT has increased service by 28% between 2002 and 
2015. As CHT revenue hours increased, the cost per revenue hour of providing service has also 
continued to increase—76% between 2002 and 2015. These increased operating costs appear to be 
primarily driven by inflationary changes, as well as the cost of fuel and employee benefits.  

A key consideration before transition to fare free service is the associated increased demand for 
paratransit service. Legally, 100% of paratransit demand must be met and fare free paratransit is 
attractive to the rider but costly for the agency. After moving to a fare free system, Chapel Hill 
Transit experienced a 20% increase in demand response ridership, though overall demand 
response ridership is currently declining.  

These trends are shown in Figure 3-12 through Figure 3-15. 

Figure 3-12 Chapel Hill Transit Fare Free Ridership Impacts

Systemwide Fare Free Implemented

0

2,000,000

4,000,000

6,000,000

8,000,000

10,000,000

A
nn

ua
l F

ix
ed

-R
ou

te
 R

id
er

sh
ip

Chapel Hill Transit Fixed-Route Ridership 1993-2015 
Before/After Fare-Free Implementation

Page 61 of 247



                                                   
FARE INTEGRATION STUDY 

   

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 3-19

Figure 3-13 Chapel Hill Transit Demand Response Ridership Trends

Figure 3-14 Chapel Hill Transit Revenue Hours Trends
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Figure 3-15 Chapel Hill Transit Cost per Revenue Hour Trends

Funding Trends 

After eliminating fares, federal formula funding for CHT increased before leveling off in 2011 and 
has been relatively flat since. While federal funding has been consistent, state funding for CHT 
service declined 26% between 2007 and 2015. CHT has made up for this decrease in state funding 
with partner contributions from UNC-Chapel Hill, the Town of Chapel Hill, and the Town of 
Carrboro. These funding trends are shown in Figure 3-16 through Figure 3-18. 

Figure 3-16 Chapel Hill Transit Federal Formula Funding Trends
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Figure 3-17 Chapel Hill Transit State Funding Trends

Figure 3-18 Chapel Hill Transit Partner Funding Trends
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Fare Free Best Practices and Lessons Learned 

There are numerous costs and benefits associated with providing fare free service. Potential 
benefits include increased ridership, simplified administration, and travel time/dwell time 
savings. After eliminating fares, CHT experienced significant ridership growth and adjusted their 
service accordingly. This growth has stabilized and remained steady since 2010; however, the 
impacts of growth and expansion are still being felt as CHT continues to increase service and the 
operating cost per revenue hour continues to increase. These cost increases largely reflect 
inflation but are still important considerations for transit agencies before implementing fare free 
service.

As costs generally increased, the funding mechanism used to provide the service also 
fundamentally changed. Federal funding remained relatively consistent, while state funding 
declined significantly. This funding gap was bridged through the partnership between CHT, UNC-
Chapel Hill, the Town of Chapel Hill, and the Town of Carrboro to provide increased funding for 
service. 

Local partnerships are imperative for ensuring adequate funding to both maintain the existing 
level of service and gradually increase service to meet expected increases in ridership demand. 
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4 Fare Scenarios 
This chapter presents a summary of the fare scenarios that were modeled and evaluated to assess 
ridership and revenue impacts. Scenarios were identified based on potential to address the study 
goals and approved by the Fare Working Group. 

FARE MODEL DEVELOPMENT 
The fare model developed for this project is based on existing ridership and revenue data (FY 
2017) and assumptions on average fare per passenger for each fare product. This information is 
then used as a baseline to understand order of magnitude changes to fare revenues and ridership 
as a result of pricing or structural changes. 

Consumption of transit, like other goods and services, reacts to cost. Significant research over 
time has examined the sensitivity of transit ridership to fare increases. In transit, the standard 
measurement of sensitivity to fare changes means that for every 10% increase in fares, ridership 
will decrease by 3% (and vice-versa). 

As such, elasticity factors are common in fare modeling, as they define the price sensitivity of 
riders to fare changes. An elastic factor suggests a larger change in ridership relative to a fare 
change. An inelastic factor suggests a relatively small change in ridership relative to a fare change. 
The model accounts for two elasticity factors1:

A relatively inelastic factor (-0.33), which is consistent with industry standards for 
regular fares 

A “reduced” elasticity factor (-0.21) to account for observations associated with student, 
elderly, and disabled patrons

Using these elasticity factors, ridership changes (on a fare product basis) are determined from the 
proposed fare increase or decrease. A new average fare for each fare product is also calculated 
from the percentage change in the fare product price. Finally, multiplying the new ridership 
estimate by the new average fare produces a revenue estimate for that fare product. 

It should be cautioned that any estimation model is an approximation based on a set of
assumptions and is highly dependent on accurate data inputs to ensure quality outputs. The fare 
model bases ridership and revenue changes strictly on price variation. Qualitative factors such as 
customer simplicity or other factors are not considered here, but are certainly factors in reality 
that influence ridership and revenue levels. Based on the perceived simplicity gains, it is likely 
that ridership benefits in each scenario are understated. As a result, the findings from this 
analysis are simply estimates but offer a valuable means to compare different scenarios against 
one another.

1 Source: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 12, Transit Pricing and Fares. 
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KEY FINDINGS 
Tiered fares may align regional fare structures and increase revenue for the 
region with limited impacts to ridership. Aligning fares throughout the region, a
stated goal of the study, would result in an expected revenue increase of 3.5% and 
ridership decrease of 2.0%.

Low-income programs may be costly. Implementing a low-income program with an 
eligibility threshold of 200% of the regional poverty line would result in an expected 
revenue loss of 6.7% with a ridership increase of 1.2%. 

Fare capping may improve fare equity without a significant revenue 
decrease. Implementing a fare capping policy resulted in a small ridership increase of 
0.2% and revenue decrease of 1.9%. This option may improve fare equity and affordability 
with a smaller revenue loss than a low-income program. 

FARE SCENARIOS 
Eight fare scenarios were developed and modeled to test impacts of fare structure and discount 
policy changes to the region as a whole and to individual agencies. Identifying the individual 
impacts of a specific change allows for informed decision-making about the likely effects of 
implementing new fare policies, as well as helping agencies better plan for the associated changes 
in ridership and revenue. The fare scenarios that were modeled and analyzed in the study include:

1. Region-Wide Flat Fare

2. Region-Wide Tiered Fares

3. Optimize Fares to Increase Ridership

4. Maximize Farebox Recovery

5. Align Discount Fare Policies

6. Offer Fare Capping 

7. Offer Low-Income Fare Category

8. Offer Low-Income Fare Category with General Fare Increase 

Scenario 1: Region-Wide Flat Fare 
The goal of the region-wide flat fare scenario is to provide a simplified fare structure in which all 
four agencies in the region charge the same flat rate fare, regardless of service type. In this 
scenario, multiple base fare levels were tested in Scenario 1a ($1.00), Scenario 1b ($1.25), and
Scenario 1c ($1.50). Pass multipliers for all three scenario iterations were left constant, with day 
passes at 2x, 5-day passes at 8x, 7-day passes at 10x, and 31-day passes at 32x. The simplified fare 
structure in Scenario 1 would bolster a regional transit system approach. 

The three pricing levels in Scenario 1 result in large swings between ridership and revenue, shown 
in Figure 4-1. Scenario 1b ($1.25) is the most balanced result of the three options, with small 
reductions in ridership and revenue (less than 2%). The agency-specific impacts of a region-wide 
flat fare set at $1.25 are shown in Figure 4-2. There are significant revenue impacts for GoTriangle 
and GoCary, with decreases of 17.0% and 9.2% respectively, as both agencies would have to 
reduce their fares substantially in this scenario. GoDurham would have a revenue increase of 9.1%
accompanied by a ridership decrease of 4.8%.
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While a region-wide flat fare would simplify the customer experience and improve a regional 
approach to transit, the steep financial impacts to GoTriangle and GoCary may be prohibitive for 
this approach.

Figure 4-1 Region-Wide Flat Fare Ridership and Revenue Impacts

Figure 4-2 Region-Wide Flat Fare - $1.25 Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies
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Scenario 2: Region-Wide Tiered Fare 
A region-wide tiered fare would simplify the regional fare structure, while allowing regional and 
express service offered by GoTriangle to continue charging a higher rate than local service. In this 
scenario, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary are considered local services, and all GoTriangle 
services are considered regional/express. In this scenario, multiple fare tiers were tested in 
Scenario 2a ($1.25/$2.50), Scenario 2b ($1.50/$3.00), Scenario 2c ($1.00/$2.50), and Scenario 
2d ($1.00/$3.00). The ridership and revenue impacts of the four tiered alternatives in Scenario 2 
are shown in Figure 4-3. Scenario 2a is the most balanced of these alternatives, with a slight 
decrease in ridership (2.0%) and increase in revenue (3.5%). 

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for a region-wide tiered fare set at $1.25 for 
local service and $2.50 for regional/express service are shown in Figure 4-4. This fare structure 
would have small impacts for GoTriangle and GoRaleigh, but much more significant impacts for 
GoDurham and GoCary. GoDurham would be projected to increase revenue by 10.5% and 
decrease ridership by 4.4%, while GoCary is expected to decrease revenue by 15.6% and increase 
ridership by 2.2%. While this is a large percent decrease in revenue for GoCary, it accounts for an 
annual loss of approximately $26,000. The 10.5% increase in revenue for GoDurham accounts for 
approximately $278,000, more than ten times as much. 

Figure 4-3 Region-Wide Tiered Fare Ridership and Revenue Impacts  
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Figure 4-4 Region-Wide Tiered Fare $1.25/$2.50 Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies

Scenario 3: Optimize Fares to Increase Ridership 
This scenario takes an iterative approach to adjusting fares and pass multipliers until prices are 
such that ridership is maximized and no longer increases with subsequent decreases in fare price. 
This scenario also assumes that fares would not be reduced so low as to provide fare free service 
and that pass multipliers must remain within peer agency best practices. Ultimately, the 
optimized fare rate was established as a region-wide flat fare of $0.75, with a discount fare rate of 
$0.25 and pass multipliers of 2x for day passes, 4x for 5-day passes, 10x for 7-day passes, and 32x 
for monthly passes. 

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for Scenario 3 are shown in Figure 4-5. These 
impacts show large decreases in revenue and increases in ridership for all four agencies. 
Ridership increases range from 6.3% for GoDurham to 12.1% for GoCary. Revenue decreases 
range from 20.6% for GoDurham to 41.7% for GoCary.  

This scenario is not intended to be a potential approach for new fare pricing; instead, it identifies 
the potential maximum ridership increase related to fare changes for each agency. 
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Figure 4-5 Optimized to Increase Ridership, Revenue and Ridership Impacts for Agencies

Scenario 4: Maximize Farebox Recovery 
Similar to Scenario 3, this scenario takes an iterative approach to adjusting fares and pass 
multipliers until prices are such that farebox recovery rate is maximized and no longer increases 
with subsequent increases in fare price. The maximized fare for this scenario was established as a 
region-wide tiered fare charging $2.25 for local service and $4.00 for regional/express service, 
with discounted fares set at 50% of the base fare. Pass multipliers also remained within the range 
of peer agency best practices, 2x for day passes, 8x for 5-day passes, 10x for 7-day passes, and 36x 
for monthly passes. 

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for Scenario 4 are shown in Figure 4-6. These 
impacts show large increases in revenue and large decreases in ridership for all four agencies. 
Ridership decreases range from 10.6% for GoTriangle to 31.9% for GoDurham. Revenue increases 
range from 14.6% for GoTriangle to 32.4% for GoCary.  

This scenario is not intended to be a potential approach for new fare pricing; instead, it identifies 
the potential maximum revenue increase related to fare changes for each agency. 
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Figure 4-6 Maximized Farebox Recovery Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies

Scenario 5: Align Regional Discount Fare Policies 
This scenario assumes that all existing base fares and pass multipliers remain consistent with 
existing conditions, but discount policies will be aligned for the agencies. Discount categories for 
the agencies analyzed in this scenario include:

Seniors (aged 65 and older)

Youth (aged 18 and younger) 

People with disabilities

Youth fares were recently made free for all agencies in the region through the Youth GoPass 
program, and these scenario alternatives assume this policy would continue. The existing category 
for seniors in GoCary is set at age 60 and older, and this scenario would separate out those aged 
60-64 and only apply the senior discount to those aged 65 and older.  

This scenario tests four different alternatives for aligning discount policies, including Scenario 5a 
(Reduced: Seniors, People with Disabilities), Scenario 5b (Free: Seniors; Reduced: People with 
Disabilities), Scenario 5c (Free: People with Disabilities; Reduced: Seniors), Scenario 5d (Free: 
Seniors, People with Disabilities). Ridership and revenue impacts for these alternative discount 
policies are shown in Figure 4-7.  

The results of these scenario alternatives present a range of ridership and revenue impacts, all of 
which may be feasible discount policies. Ridership impacts range from a 0.9% decrease in 
Scenario 5a to a 2.5% increase in Scenario 5d. Revenue impacts range from a 4.6% decrease in 
Scenario 5d to a 5.2% increase in Scenario 5a. Scenario 5b and Scenario 5c have more balanced 
impacts than the other two alternatives.

Agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for these scenario alternatives are shown below in 
Figure 4-8 through Figure 4-11. 
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Figure 4-7 Align Regional Discount Policies Ridership and Revenue Impacts

There is no change to ridership or revenue for GoTriangle in Scenario 5a, but there are significant 
revenue increases and small ridership decreases for the other agencies. GoDurham and GoRaleigh 
currently offer free service to seniors over aged 65, so instituting a fare on this discount category 
accounts for this increase in revenue and decrease in ridership (Figure 4-8). GoCary currently 
provides a discounted fare for seniors aged 60 and older. Altering this category to include only 
seniors aged 65 and older provides a small increase in revenue and decrease in ridership. 

Figure 4-8 Scenario 5a Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Providing free service to seniors and discounted service to people with disabilities results in no 
ridership or revenue changes for GoDurham or GoRaleigh (Figure 4-9). Providing free service for 
seniors results in a small increase in ridership for GoTriangle and GoCary, but a decrease in 
revenue. The 1.4% decrease in revenue for GoTriangle equates to approximately $27,000 
annually, while the 7.1% decrease in revenue for GoCary would be approximately $12,000 
annually. 

Figure 4-9 Scenario 5b Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts

Providing free service for people with disabilities but charging a discounted fare for seniors 
results in a small overall increase in ridership and revenue—1.5% and 1.2%, respectively (Figure 
4-10). At the agency level, ridership would increase for all four agencies; however, revenue 
impacts would be mixed. Revenue for GoDurham and GoRaleigh would increase by 3.3% and 
1.7% respectively, while revenue for GoTriangle and GoCary would decrease by 2.1% and 5.2%. 

Figure 4-10 Scenario 5c Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts

-1.4%

0.0%

0.0%

-7.1%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%
0.8%

-8%

-6%

-4%

-2%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

-2.1%

3.3%

1.7%

-5.2%

0.9% 1.0%

2.3%

0.7%

-6%

-4%

-2%

0%

2%

4%

6%
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

Page 74 of 247



 

FARE INTEGRATION STUDY 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 4-10

Providing free service for all discount categories (youth, seniors, and people with disabilities) 
results in varying levels of increased ridership and decreased revenues for each agency (Figure 
4-11). Overall, there would be a 2.5% increase in ridership and a 4.6% decrease in revenue across 
the region. Ridership increases range from 1.4% for GoTriangle to 3.0% for GoRaleigh, while 
revenue decreases range from 2.7% for GoRaleigh to 14.9% for GoCary. While this alternative has 
the largest ridership increase, it also comes with the largest revenue decrease. These priorities 
must be weighed and taken into account while developing and implementing new fare structures 
and discount policies. 

Figure 4-11 Scenario 5d Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Scenario 6: Offer Fare Capping 
Fare capping is an emerging trend to make transit an affordable option and reduce the fare 
burden for cash riders. Fare capping works by allowing transit riders to pay for trips with 
smartcards cards or mobile ticket as they ride on a per-trip basis, but will stop charging them 
after reaching specific thresholds. In this scenario, fare capping would occur after two trips in a 
single day and 32 trips in a single month. Investing in fare capping policy requires implementing 
an electronic fare collection system such as smartcards and/or mobile ticketing. 

Ridership and revenue impacts for individual agencies are shown in Figure 4-12. Overall, fare 
capping would result in a 1.9% decrease in revenue and a 0.2% increase in ridership across the 
region. The largest impacts of fare capping would be for GoDurham, which would experience a 
3.5% decrease in revenue and a 0.3% increase in ridership. 

Figure 4-12 Fare Capping Agency Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts 
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Scenario 7: Offer a Low-Income Fare Category 
Offering a low-income fare category is another method for making transit a more affordable 
transportation option. This scenario analyzes the impacts of offering a discount to eligible adults 
making up to 200%, 150%, and 100% of the federal poverty level. This scenario assumes that 35% 
of eligible riders would actually use the low-income fare program—the observed usage rate for the 
ORCA Lift low-income fare program in Seattle, WA and in line with the projected usage rate for 
TriMet in Portland, OR.

Offering a low-income discount program with a threshold at 200% of the federal poverty line has 
the largest impacts to ridership and revenue and is the current industry standard, although 150% 
of the federal poverty line is also being used. These thresholds coincide with eligibility for a 
number of other public benefit programs and may reduce administrative costs through 
streamlined income verification.

Agency-specific impacts of a low-income fare category at 200% of the federal poverty line are 
shown in Figure 4-14. Ridership increases for the program range between 0.7% for GoTriangle 
and 1.6% for GoCary; conversely, revenue decreases range between 4% for GoTriangle and 9.4% 
for GoCary. While this is a large percent difference for GoCary, the 9.4% decrease in revenue 
equates to approximately $16,000 while the 4% decrease for GoTriangle is equal to approximately 
$78,000. 

Figure 4-13 Low-Income Fare Category Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Figure 4-14 Low-Income Fare Category at 200% of the Federal Poverty Line Impacts
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Scenario 8: Offer a Low-Income Fare Category and a General 
Fare Increase 
Pairing a low-income fare category with a general fare increase can help offset some lost revenue, 
but would also reduce ridership. Building from Scenario 7a, which would establish a low-income 
fare category at 200% of the federal poverty line, Scenario 8 would increase all base fares by 
$0.25 and provide 50% discounts for low-income passengers.

Overall, Scenario 8 would result in a 2.5% decrease in ridership and a 1% decrease in revenue. 
Agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts are shown in Figure 4-15. GoDurham is the only 
agency with a revenue increase in this scenario. The ridership impacts for GoTriangle, GoRaleigh, 
and GoCary are generally small; however, GoDurham ridership is projected to decrease by 5.2%. 

Figure 4-15 Ridership and Revenue Impacts For a Low-Income Fare Category and General Fare Increase
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INITIAL FARE SCENARIO RESULTS 
The relative ridership and revenue changes region-wide for each scenario are shown in Figure 
4-16 and Figure 4-17. The fare structure and resulting ridership and revenue impacts for each 
scenario are described in further detail below. 

Scenario 1b, which proposes charging all passengers the same flat fare of $1.25 and a 
discounted rate of $0.50, regardless of local, regional, or express service type, resulted in 
small ridership and revenue decreases (less than 2% each). 

Scenario 2a, which proposes a tiered fare structure in which fares for regional and express 
service are set at $2.50 and local fares are aligned at $1.25, resulted in a relatively small 
ridership decrease of 2% and a 3.5% revenue increase. 

Scenario 3 reduced fares to maximize ridership and resulted in a 7.7% increase in 
ridership with a 25.2% revenue loss. This scenario represents the theoretical maximum 
ridership increase.

Scenario 4 increased fares to maximize farebox recovery and resulted in a revenue 
increase of 23.8% with a 24.3% revenue loss. This scenario represents the theoretical 
maximum revenue increase. 

Scenario 5b, which aligned regional discount policies in order to provide free service to 
youth under the age of 18 and seniors over the age of 65 and discounted service to people 
with disabilities, resulted in very small changes to ridership (0.1% increase) and revenue 
(0.5% decrease).

Scenario 6 offers fare capping after passengers purchase two trips in one day and 32 trips 
in one month. This scenario resulted in a small ridership increase of 0.2% and a revenue 
decrease of 1.9%.

Scenario 7a established a low-income fare category set at 200% of the federal poverty line 
and had the largest revenue decrease, aside from scenario 3. In this scenario, ridership is 
expected to increase by 1.2% and revenue is expected to decrease by 6.7%. 

Scenario 8 expands on Scenario 7a by coupling the low-income fare program with a 
general fare increase to offset revenue loss. This scenario assumes the low-income 
program is set at 200% of the federal poverty line and each agency’s base fare is increased 
by $0.25. This scenario resulted in small ridership and revenue decreases—2.5% and 1%, 
respectively. 
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Figure 4-16 Initial Fare Scenarios Ridership and Revenue Change 

Change in 
Ridership

Ridership % 
Change

Change in 
Revenue

Revenue % 
Change

1. Region-Wide Flat Fare -154,000 -1.3% -$141,000 -1.8%

2a. Region-Wide Tiered Fares -234,000 -2.0% $279,000 3.5%
3. Optimize Fares to Increase 
Ridership 887,000 7.7% -$1,994,000 -25.2%

4. Maximize Farebox Recovery -2,815,000 -24.3% $1,887,000 23.8%

5b. Align Discount Fare Policies 11,000 0.1% -$39,000 -0.5%

6. Offer Fare Capping 23,000 0.2% -$147,000 -1.9%

7a. Offer Low-Income Fare Category 143,000 1.2% -$533,000 -6.7%
8 Offer Low-Income Fare Category 
with General Fare Increase -289,000 -2.5% -$81,000 -1.0%

Figure 4-17 Initial Fare Scenarios Ridership and Revenue Percent Change
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5 Recommendations 
This chapter culminates the findings from the existing conditions analysis, peer reviewand best 
practices, and fare modeling effort to establish a set of fare policy, pricing, and product 
recommendations for the Wake-Durham region. The following fare recommendations incorporate 
results from reviewing national best practices, evaluation of fare scenarios, and refining concepts 
with the Fare Working Group.

The recommendations in this section are divided into two categories:

Fare Structure Recommendations: Recommendations to specific fare products 
offered to the riding public and pricing of those products.
Fare Policy Recommendations: Recommendations related to internally-adopted 
policies or procedures such as fare collection, as well as revised or new fare policies such 
as fare capping, mobile ticketing, and pass sales.

Additionally, it is anticipated that recommendations from this study will be implemented in two 
phases:

Phase 1: Fare structure, discount policies, and pricing should be aligned 
across the region. Beginning in the Summer of 2019, it is recommended that the 
region implement a tiered fare structure ($1.25/$2.50) with consistent discount policies.
Phase 2: Fare capping, smartcards, and mobile ticketing should be pursued 
in early 2020. After the fare structure and discount policies are aligned, the region 
should pursue the implementation and integration of mobile ticketing, fare capping, and 
smartcards. 
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FARE STRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS 
The recommended fare structure is provided in Figure 5-1. The recommended fare structure takes 
into account experience across the transit industry, fare study goals, as well as fare pricing at peer 
agencies.To improve regional coordination between the four agencies, it is recommended that 
fares, pass options, and discount policies are all made consistent. The recommended approach 
would be to establish a tiered regional fare structure with aligned discount policies, consistent 
pass options, and fare capping.  

The recommended fare structure and discount policies are proposed for implementation in 
Summer 2019.The recommended fare structure incorporates the following:

Discount Policies:
Y outh 12 and Under – Free
Y outh 13 to 18 – Free with Youth GoPass, otherwise 50% discount
Seniors 65 and Older – Free
People with disabilities – 50% discount

Pass Options:
Day  Pass
7 -Day Pass
31-Day Pass

Paratransit:
Fare twice base fare ($2.50/$5.00) 
Offer 11-ticket booklet for the price of 10 ($25.00/$50.00) 

Fare Capping(to be implemented in early 2020):
Fares would be capped after purchasing two rides in one day and 32 rides in one 
month

To improve consistency throughout the regional agencies, it is recommended that GoDurham 
eliminate 5-day passes, all agencies adopt a 15% discount for day pass bundles, and all agencies 
continue allowing magnetic stored value cards as an additional fare media option for passengers.

Figure 5-1 Recommended Regional Fare Structure

Fares/Multipliers Local
Regional/
Express

Base $1.25 $2.50

Day Pass $2.50 $5.00
7-Day Pass $12.00 $24.00
31-Day Pass $40.00 $80.00

Base Discount $0.60 $1.25
Discount Day Pass $1.25 $2.50

Discount 7-Day Pass $6.00 $12.00
Discount 31-Day Pass $20.00 $40.00
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Ridership and Revenue Impacts 
As discussed in Chapter 4, consumption of transit—like other goods and services—reacts to cost. 
Significant research over time has examined the sensitivity of transit ridership to fare increases. 
In transit, the standard measurement of sensitivity to fare changes means that for every 10% 
increase in fares, ridership will decrease by 3% (and v ice-versa). As such, elasticity factors are 
common in fare modelingand can help determine anticipated ridership and revenue changes 
from the proposed fare increase or decrease, and the fare modeling effort conducted as part of 
this study helped identify anticipated impacts of the suggested fare structure.  

The ridership and revenue impacts for each agency are shown in Figure 5-2 and Figure 5-3.1

Region-wide, the recommended scenario would reduce ridership by approximately 240,000 
passengers (2.1%) and increase revenue by approximately $94,000 (1.2%). 

Impacts to GoTriangle are relatively small, with ridership decreasing by 9,000 passengers 
(0.6%) and revenue decreasing by $11,000 (0.6%). 
Impacts to GoDurham are much larger, including a ridership decrease of 247,000 (4.7%)
and a revenue increase of $192,000 (7 .3%) as a result of an increase to the existing base 
fare.
GoRaleigh ridership would increase by 11,000 (0.2%) passengers and revenue would 
decrease by $55,000 (1.7%). 
The impacts to GoCary are significant as a percentage, but the absolute numbers appear 
less severe. Ridership would increase by 5,000 (2.5%) and revenue would decrease by 
$31,000 (18.6%). 

The farebox recovery rate for each agency is shown in Figure 5-4. Region-wide, the recommended 
scenario would have a small impact on farebox recovery rates, increasing by 0.2%; however, there 
are more significant impacts for individual agencies. GoDurham is the only agency to improve 
farebox recovery, increasing from 15.9% to 17.1%. GoTriangle’s farebox recovery rate would 
decrease very slightly (0.1%), GoRaleigh would decrease by 0.3%, and GoCary would have a more 
significant decrease (1.7%). 

                                                            
1 Since the Youth GoPass was implemented prior to completion of this study, no impacts were assumed related to this 
fare product. 
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Figure 5-2 Total Ridership and Revenue Impacts of Recommended Fare Structure

Figure 5-3 Percent Ridership and Revenue Impacts of Recommended Fare Structure

-$11,000

$192,000

-$55,000
-$31,000

-9,000

-247,000

11,000 5,000

-300,000

-200,000

-100,000

0

100,000

200,000

300,000
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

Revenue Ridership

-0.6%

7.3%

-1.7%

-18.6%

-0.6%

-4.7%

0.2%
2.5%

-20.0%

-15.0%

-10.0%

-5.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

Revenue Ridership

Page 85 of 247



 

FARE INTEGRATION STUDY 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 5-5 

Figure 5-4 Farebox Recovery Rate Impacts of Recommended Fare Structure
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Phase 1 Policy Recommendations 
In conjunction with fare structure recommendations, several policy recommendations are also 
suggested for implementation in summer 2019.

Establish Pass Sales Agreement and Standardized Discount Policies

There is an opportunity to formalize and expand third-party retail sales of passes by establishing 
pass sales agreements. This would allow the agencies to standardize retailer and social service 
agency discount policies region-wide. It is also recommended that all pass types be made 
available in all locations, with the exception of day passes, which would be the only pass offered 
onboard. Improving availability of passes improves the rider experience, raises visibility of the 
agencies, and further facilitates regional integration.

Expand GoPass Program 

There are several opportunities to expand and improve the GoPass program including:

Expand GoPass program to employers of any size
Offer neighborhood pass option for passengers without an employer GoPass
Consider implementing tiered pricing structure based on employer/neighborhood size

It is recommended that the cost of the GoPass program be based on the number of trips taken by 
pass holders and the pre-determined cost per trip. Agreements should be formalized with a 
contract to ensure that agencies are adequately reimbursed for ridership. At the same time, the 
partner entity can be confident that they benefit from the relationship through improved access to 
service for employees and discounted rates associated with a pre-paid fare. Agencies should 
consider the following in developing pricing structures and contracts: 

Discounted per trip rates: Programs like GoPassalmost always offer a discounted trip 
rate. The amount of the discount must balance the benefit of a large, bulk purchase with 
the actual cost of providing the service.
Actual trips taken by bulk pass holders: The number of trips taken together with 
the fare determines the cost of the program, and thus agreement on how the number of 
trips taken is measured is critical. Depending on the type of fare collection system used by 
a transit agency, pass usage may be easily measured at the farebox. In other cases, trip 
levels can be measured through surveys.
Escalation rates:Programs like GoPass are nearly always effective in increasing transit 
ridership.Consequently, program costs can increase substantially over time. Transit 
agencies and universities often negotiate escalation rates to ensure program cost 
increases are manageable for end users, especially in the early y ears of the program.
Contracts should allow for periodic adjustment of pricing according to changes in 
ridership, operating cost, and level of service provided.
Program marketing: For these types of programsto be successful, they must be 
successfully marketed. Marketing should capitalize on the cost benefits to riders and the 
environmental benefits associated with the program and should include information 
about how to use transit and/or other transportation programs.
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Establish Formal Guidelines for Fare Adjustments

Several factors need to be considered when raising fares, ranging from how fares are perceived by 
the transit-riding public, whether they are in line with peer agencies, to what is the appropriate 
ratio between passenger fares and operating costs. In the future, the Wake-Durham region should 
consider a transparent fare increase policy that enables more regular fare increases to stay in line 
with inflation and other revenue related trends. 

The following guidelines are provided for each agency’s consideration:

On an annual basis, the average fare, subsidy per passenger, and farebox recovery ratio 
should be reviewed when developing the annual operating budget. If all three ratios are 
declining and costs to operate the service are increasing, consider a fare adjustment. 
The local consumer price index should be monitored; if increases are greater than 5% in 
any  given year, consider increasing fares to keep pace with inflation.
Monitor and track use of all passes and if there is a significant drop in sales with any fare 
product, consider a fare adjustment for that product. Similar to underperforming routes, 
underperforming fare products should be evaluated for adjustments or elimination.
For all future fare increases, pass product prices should be rounded to the nearest dollar. 
Single-ride prices and/or day pass products should be rounded to the nearest quarter.
Across-the-board fare increases are simple and transparent, but will often create 
disproportionate impacts. These types of fare increases should be avoided unless 
supported by evidence that the strategy meets specific goals at the time of evaluation. 
Services that offer a competitive time or comfort advantage over vehicle or transit 
alternatives should be priced at a higher level to differentiate the product.

These guidelines assume that service levels would remain constant. Fare increases paired with 
service level increases may be warranted assuming support exists for both. Fare increases paired 
with service cuts should be avoided when possible. 

Establish Region-wide Discount ID 

Along with aligning regional discount policies, standardizing acceptable discount IDs would 
facilitate additional regional integration. Each agency is currently issuing some form of discount 
ID; however, this policy recommends developing and issuing one standardized ID that would be 
accepted by all agencies. Additional policies could be established for accepting other forms of ID 
(e.g., Medicare card). 
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Phase 2 Policy Recommendations 
Additionalpolicy recommendations are suggested for implementation in early 2020, after the 
short-term recommendations are in effect, as well as to allow each agency adequate time for 
procurement of fare technology and farebox upgrades. 

Pursue Mobile Ticketing 

Mobile ticketing (payment using a smartphone) offers an increase in customer convenience over 
paper or smartcard payment, as well as potential operational savings. Smartphone payments 
eliminate the need for customers to procure and carry a physical fare payment media, may reduce 
delay in fare payment (by reducing cash in the system), and reduce the volume of passes that 
must be processed by the farebox (potentially lowering maintenance costs). 

In this day and age of nearly ubiquitous smartphone adoption, mobile ticketing can make booking 
and paying for transit a seamless experience for many riders and help lower the barrier of entry 
for new transit users. However, while digital options like mobile ticketing are an easy option for 
some riders, it can be intimidating or a non-option for others. Thus, it is recommended that 
agencies in the Wake-Durham region continue to offer traditional ticketing options to 
accommodate all riders—particularly those with disabilities, older adults, and low-income 
residents without smartphones.

Pursue Fare Capping 

As discussed in Chapter 3, fare capping is an emerging trend with benefits including increased 
affordability of passes, increased fare equity, and increased simplicity. Fare capping is particularly 
beneficial for low-income riders who may not have the cash on hand to purchase a 31-day pass 
and end up paying more in cash fares over the course of the month. Fare capping can be 
introduced through electronic smartcards, which track fare payments through an internal 
database, or through mobile ticketing, which tracks fare payments and automatically provides 
riders a pass once the payment threshold has been reached.

Implementing fare capping in conjunction with mobile ticketing and/or smartcards is 
recommendedto improve the affordability of transit service for riders.

Consider Implementation of Smartcards 

Investing in smartcard infrastructure is costly, but improves the customer experience and 
available pass options. Transitioning to smartcards would require upgrading the farebox 
infrastructure on buses throughout the region and ensuring regional coordination on fare 
products and accounting to accommodate interagency transfers. While mobile ticketing could
provide a number of these benefits at a reduced cost, electronic smart cards are common among 
peer agencies and should continue to be explored for implementation in early 2020to provide 
additional rider benefits and maintain regional competitiveness.
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FARE RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY 
Fare recommendations for GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoTriangle are comprised of fare 
structure changes and policy recommendations. The first phase of implementation is anticipated 
to occur in Summer 2019, withadditional recommendations anticipated for implementation in 
early 2020. Figure 5-5 provides a summary of recommendations developed as part of the Fare 
Integration Study. 

Figure 5-5 Fare Recommendations Summary

Type Recommendation

Fare Structure
Recommendations 
(Implementation in Summer 
2019)

Implement two-tiered region-wide fare structure with a local base fare of $1.25 
and regional/express base fare of $2.50
Offer consistent discounts/categories

Youth 12 and Under – Free
Youth 13 to 18 – Free with Youth GoPass, otherwise 50%  discount
Seniors 65+ – Free
People with Disabilities – 50%  discount

Offer $2.50/$5.00 paratransit base fare
Provide consistent products/discounts

Offer 15%  discount for Day Pass bundles
Continue to offer Value Cards
Eliminate GoDurham 5-Day Pass
Sell only Day Passes on-board

Phase 1 Policy 
Recommendations
(Implementation in Summer 
2019)

Establish pass sales agreement and discount guidelines
Pursue new sales partnerships
Expand GoPass program
Establish guidelines for fare adjustments
Implement region-wide discount ID

Phase 2 Policy 
Recommendations
(Implementation in Early 
2020)

Pursue mobile ticketing
Pursue fare capping
Consider implementation of smartcards
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1 Introduction 

Capital Area Transit (CAT) and Triangle Transit Authority (Triangle Transit) are conducting a Fare Equity Analysis 
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to evaluate a proposal to increase transit fares incrementally over 
the next two years. This review addresses how the proposed fare increase will impact Title VI populations in the 
region and how impacts will be mitigated in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidelines. 

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW  
In early 2013, the four agencies that make up the Triangle Region, CAT, Triangle Transit, Durham Area Transit 
Authority (DATA) and Town of Cary Transit Agency (C-Tran) coordinated a proposal to increase fares to be 
implemented incrementally in 2014 and 2015. The list of proposed fare increases are shown in Section 2 of this 
report. Map 1 shows the service area for each of the region’s transit agencies.  

Map 1: Transit Agencies and Service Lines 

 

Due to the size of the agency's operations and the size of the population served, C-Tran is not required to 
prepare a Title VI Fare Equity Analysis for the proposed fare increases. C-Tran has completed their public hearing 
on the proposed fare increases and received Town Council approval to begin the fare increases in January 2014. 
DATA also falls below the threshold for vehicles operated in the peak and subsequently the agency has chosen 
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not to increase fares. The fare analysis in this report will focus on the potential impacts to Title VI population on 
CAT and Triangle Transit riders. 

CAT provides transit services for the City of Raleigh, and operates 24 routes, 6 circulator routes, 3 express routes 
and a downtown circulator (R-Line service). CAT provides approximately 21,000 passenger trips per weekday 
and logged 6.4 million passenger trips in FY2013. Triangle Transit’s regional bus system serves a broader area 
and includes routes serving communities across Wake, Durham, and Orange Counties. Triangle Transit served 
over 1.5 million riders in 2012 on 23 routes (including 5 routes operated under contract), with 62 buses in its 
fleet. 51 buses are directly operated in peak service plus 9 buses used to operate the contracted services. 
Triangle Transit serves multiple universities within the region, with these riders making up a large share of 
agency’s ridership. 

The proposed fare increases are needed to address rising operating costs, reductions in federal funding in recent 
years, relative low farebox recovery levels, and the need to continue to improve current services and coverage.  
While the agencies have worked in recent years to limit fare increases by eliminating operating inefficiencies, 
limiting salary increases, attracting new transit riders, and obtaining other federal funding resources, these 
measures provided a temporary solution to the funding needs of the transit agencies. CAT last increased fares in 
2007 and while Triangle Transit adjusted multi-day pass periods and prices in 2010, Triangle Transit’s cash fare 
and day pass prices have not changed since 2004. Review of other peer agencies confirms that farebox recovery 
ratios for both CAT and Triangle Transit are relatively low compared to other transit agencies of similar sizes.   

The Fare Equity Analysis will assess if the proposed fare changes will have disparate impact on minority and low-
income populations and if low-income populations bear a disproportionate burden of the fare changes. If 
impacts are identified, mitigation strategies will be considered in an effort to reduce the negative impacts. In an 
effort to engage the affected riders, specifically the Title VI populations, a public outreach program was 
implemented throughout the study. 

1.2 TITLE VI GUIDELINES 
Section 601 of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states the following: 

“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 financial assistance.” 

The FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients was 
published in 2012 by the FTA in order to comply with the law and fulfill the requirement for all transit agencies 
receiving Federal funds to develop and implement an agency-wide Title VI program. Executive Order 12898, 
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” is a 
directive from the Federal government to prevent minority communities and low-income populations from 
being subject to disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects. The FTA circular on Title VI 
compliance states that while low- income populations are not a protected class under Title VI there is an 
"...inherent overlap of environmental justice principles in this area, and because it is important to evaluate the 
impacts of service and fare changes on passengers who are transit-dependent, FTA requires transit providers to 

Page 100 of 247



Title VI Fare Equity Analysis: March 2014                              5 

2 Proposed Fare Structure 

Based on reviews of recent trends in service levels, costs, and fare revenues; existing usage levels of current fare 
payment options; fare comparisons to peer agencies, and estimated impacts on revenue and ridership levels of 
several fare change scenarios, Triangle region transit agencies developed a proposed fare increase schedule. 
Since the development of the proposed fares, DATA has opted to not pursue the fare increase. C-Tran has 
completed their approval of the proposed fare increases to be implemented in January 2014 and is not subject 
to requirements for the analysis of fare equity. 

2.1 EXISTING FARE STRUCTURE AND FARE TYPES 
Local fares represent services provided by the municipalities, including CAT for Raleigh, DATA for Durham and C-
Tran for the Town of Cary. Regional fares cover access to Triangle Transit buses as well as CAT and DATA 
services. Express fares covers specific buses provided by Triangle Transit for commuters. The evaluations of the 
fares below are for CAT and Triangle Transit services to support the Fare Equity Analysis.  

The fare structure listed in Table 1 of Section 2.2 lists the current, as well as proposed, local, regional, and 
express fares for CAT and Triangle Transit.  Available passes include the Day, 5-Day and 31-Day passes that 
provide unlimited rides by days.  The 6-bundle, 12-bundle and 10-ride passes provides the allotted number of 
DayPasses per bundle or single ride per pass. The $25 Stored Value Card costs $20 dollars and can be used to 
purchase any transit fare type, except express bus fares. It should be noted that the current 5-Day Pass for local 
and regional services is proposed to be discontinued and replaced with a 7-Day Pass for local, regional and 
express services. Regional 10-ride cards are also proposed to be discontinued.   

Seniors currently ride free on CAT and Triangle Transit, as do children ages 12 and under. Persons with 
disabilities receive a 50 percent discount on all fares. CAT and Triangle Transit both provide a GoPass Program. 
The GoPass program allows employees of companies or students at universities enrolled in a contractual 
program with the transit agencies the opportunity to ride CAT and Triangle Transit buses for free or a nominal 
fee. Other companies in the region provide other employee discounts options for transit passes.   

The proposed fare increases will also affect paratransit, which is a curb to curb service for riders in the Wake, 
Durham, and Orange County area with disabilities that prevent them from using fixed route transit services. 
One-way fares are based on twice the corresponding cash fares. There are day, 11-ride and monthly paratransit 
passes available.   

2.2 CURRENT AND PROPOSED FARES  
Table 1 is a comparison of the current fares and the proposed yearly increases. The table is divided into the 
three types of fares, local, regional, and express. Information on paratransit fares as well as discounted fares is 
identified in the table as well. Proposed local, regional, and express fares are proposed to increase by 50, 25, 
and 40 percent, respectively by 2015, with discounted fares and paratransit fares increasing proportionally. 
Seniors will be eligible for a 50 percent discount on all fares which was the discount for this group prior to the 
introduction of free fares in 2010. Youth age 6 to 18 will also be eligible for the fare discount, introducing a new 
discount for youth age 13 to 18 that currently pay full fare price, while adding a charge for children age 6 to 12, 
who currently ride for free.  
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evaluate proposed service and fare changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a 
disproportionate burden of the changes." 

Since CAT and Triangle Transit are public agencies that receive federal funding from FTA, they must demonstrate 
compliance with the circular. In accordance with Chapter 4 of 4702.1B of the FTA Title VI guidelines, fixed route 
transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in the peak and are located in an urbanized area of 
a population of 200,000 or more are required to analyze the impacts of any fare changes. CAT and Triangle 
Transit both meet the thresholds; therefore, a fare equity analysis is required for the proposed fare increases.  

1.3 METHODOLOGY  
The main steps in completing this Fare Equity Analysis include:  

Determining overall ridership and ridership by fare category for Title VI populations for each agency. 
Establishing fare equity impact analysis thresholds. 
Evaluating whether planned fare changes will have a disparate impact on populations protected under 
Title VI and whether low-income populations will bear a disproportionate burden of the changes. 
Recommending methods to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts, as needed. 

Demographic data for the counties and major urbanized areas served by the region’s transit agencies was 
compiled in order to provide regional context and comparison for the survey data provided by the transit 
agencies. Data on race/ethnicity, age, household income, and ability to speak English was compiled from the 
US Census 2010 (Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010 – Appendix A), as well as 2007-
2011 American Community Survey (ACS) 5 Year Estimates. The US Census provides data including age, 
race/ethnicity, and household income. ACS provides information on Language Spoken at Home by Ability to 
Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over (Limited English Proficiency or LEP).  

Onboard survey data collected by each transit agency was compiled in order to assess ridership characteristics. 
Data on age, race, income, minority status, and type of fare used are provided in the 2013 Triangle Transit 
Passenger Survey and the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Rider Survey. Transit data and proposed fare changes 
were evaluated to determine whether the proposal will create a disparate impact or a disproportionate burden 
on Title VI populations. 

The Title VI guidelines identify disparate impacts as impacts to the minority population, while disproportionate 
burdens address impacts on low-income populations. Threshold percentages are proposed individually for CAT 
and Triangle Transit for both disparate impact and disproportionate burdens. The analysis of these potential 
impacts was completed using the onboard survey data.   

Alternatives available to offset impacts from fare increases were reviewed. Additional potential mitigation 
measures are discussed as transit agencies consider measures to further limit the impacts of the proposed fare 
changes on Title VI populations.   
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Table 1: Current and Proposed Fares 

 
*7-Day Pass to replace current 5-day Pass 

3 Regional Demographics, Ridership and Fare Profile 

In order to help identify the Title VI populations, demographic data from the region and transit providers were 
examined. Both the American Community Survey (three-year estimates, 2007-2011) and US Census Data 
between 2000 and 2010 were used along with onboard surveys provided by the individual transit agencies. 
While the demographics provide an important evaluation of the make-up of the area, the fare equity analysis 
will focus on the transit provider information as the fare increase will specifically impact existing riders.  

3.1 REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS AND RIDERSHIP DATA 
The review of the existing 2010 Census data, ACS data, and onboard survey data shows that minority and low 
income populations are much more likely to make use of the region’s transit systems as compared to the 
proportion of these populations for the region as a whole. The percentages of these populations reflected in the 
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survey data are much higher than the corresponding percentages for the regional communities reflected by 
Census data. 

Race/Ethnicity 
Race and ethnicity data is available from the 2010 US Census for area jurisdictions and from the onboard surveys 
conducted by the transit agencies and is presented in Table 2. It should be noted that the transit agencies 
considered Hispanic/Latino to be a separate race, while in the Census data; Hispanic is considered an ethnicity 
and is included in the race totals.  

A substantial majority of surveyed CAT riders were African American, accounting for 72 percent of riders, more 
than double the proportion of the population of the City of Raleigh that identifies as African-American (29.3 
percent). Triangle Transit has a higher percentage of White riders, with a lower proportion of minority riders. 
African-American ridership on Triangle Transit (36.5 percent) reflects a higher proportion than for Wake County 
and Orange County (20.7 percent and 12.2 percent, respectively), but is slightly below the percentages of 
African-American population for Durham County and the City of Durham (38.0 and 41.0 percent, respectively). 
Hispanic ridership is low as a proportion of total ridership in comparison with regional demographics. The 
Hispanic ridership percentage is slightly higher on Triangle Transit (5.3 percent) than on CAT (4 percent) and may 
reflect service in Durham County. Triangle Transit has a sizable percentage of Asian riders (11.9 percent) in 
comparison with the other transit agencies, as well as in comparison with the larger Triangle communities with 
the exception of the Town of Cary (13.1 percent) and Chapel Hill (11.9 percent). 

Table 2: Race/Ethnicity 

Tran’s 2012 survey.

Income 
Income data is available from the 2007-2011 ACS for area jurisdictions and from the onboard surveys conducted 
by the transit agencies and is presented in Table 3. As would be anticipated, transit use decreased with 
increasing income across the agencies. For CAT more than 50 percent of riders had a household income of less 
than $15,000, and six percent had an income greater than $50,000. Triangle Transit’s ridership was more 
proportional across income ranges and reflected higher income levels with 26 percent of riders reporting a 
household income of less than $15,000 and 35 percent having a household income greater than $50,000. 
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Table 3: Household Income 

Tran’s 2012 survey.

Age 
Age data is available from the 2010 US Census for area jurisdictions and from the onboard surveys conducted by 
the transit agencies and is presented in Table 4. In general transit use decreased with increasing age for those 16 
years and older even as the proportion of the population for each age range of the total population increases 
initially with age. Then transit use decreases at a faster rate than does the corresponding proportion of the 
population in each age range in Triangle area communities, with the exception of Cary and C-Tran. Data on 
riders under 16 years of age was not collected by Triangle Transit, and the percentage of surveyed youth 
ridership on CAT is small. 

Table 4: Age 
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Limited English Proficiency 
Information on adults with limited English proficiency (LEP) is available from ACS for the communities in the 
region. Triangle Transit collected data on persons who speak English less than well during onboard surveys. 
Triangle Transit’s percentage of LEP riders is comparable to LEP populations throughout the region as shown in 
Table 5.  

Table 5: Persons with Limited English Proficiency 

Regional Poverty and Wage Trends  
ACS Data shows that the 2012 percentage of the population living at or below the poverty level in the Triangle 
region ranges widely from 7 percent for the Town of Cary, up to 23 percent for Chapel Hill. The percentage of 
the population living in poverty increased between 2007 and 2012. The percentage change between 2007 and 
2012 ranged from 2.5 percent, for the Town of Cary, to 4.5 percent, for Durham County. The senior population, 
65 and over, showed a decrease in the percentage of the senior population living at or below the poverty line 
over this time period, except in Chapel Hill and Raleigh. The Asian population also showed a decrease in the 
percentage of the population at or below the poverty line for all areas except Raleigh. Details on these poverty 
trends are provided in Appendix A.    

The US Bureau of Labor and Statistics show North Carolina’s median hourly wage at $15.31 for 2012. The state 
and federal minimum wage increased from $6.15 to $7.25 between 2007 and 2013, an increase of 18 percent.  

3.2 FARE USAGE  
The Title VI Fare Equity Analysis focuses on the proposed fare increases for CAT and Triangle Transit. Table 6 
provides a breakdown of fare payment methods for riders of CAT and Triangle Transit from the most recent 
surveys. There were slight variations in the types of fares surveyed by each agency. CAT survey data did not 
distinguish regional fares and there were small differences in how certain fare types were captured. Both CAT 
and Triangle Transit have a substantial proportion of riders who use cash fares (45 percent and 30 percent, 
respectively). For Triangle Transit, however, more riders or nearly half of those surveyed use GoPass (45 
percent). Regional DayPass and Regional 31-Day Pass users represented just below 7 percent of those surveyed. 
Nearly a quarter of CAT riders use Local Day Pass, followed by Local 31-day pass and GoPass users, each 
reported at about 11 percent of riders.  
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Table 6: Fare Payment Method 

* Survey did not differentiate local from regional pass users.
** Data not collected. 

Triangle Transit and CAT ridership data on fares used is broken down further into the percentages of fares used 
by race/ethnicity and income as presented in the following sections. These percentage breakdowns provide 
greater insight as to how Title VI populations may be impacted by the proposed fare increases.  

3.2.1 Fare Type and Payment Method by Race/Ethnicity  
The Triangle Transit Passenger Survey conducted in 2013 provides the percentage of riders by race for each fare 
payment method as summarized in Table 7.  Table 8 identifies CAT data on the percentage of riders by race for 
each fare payment method provided in the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Rider Survey. 

Table 7: Fare Type and Payment Method by Race/Ethnicity for Triangle Transit 
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Table 8: Fare Type and Payment Method by Race/Ethnicity for CAT 

* For transit agencies, Hispanic/Latino was treated as a separate race, while census data reflects Hispanic/Latino as an ethnicity. 
** Stored Value is included in Other fare types in the survey. 

For Triangle Transit, the proportion of minority riders reporting use of GoPass, the fare payment method 
reported most frequently for the agency in Table 7, is 46 percent, comprised predominantly of African-American 
(21 percent) and Asian (18 percent) riders. The proportion of minority riders who reported paying cash fare, the 
next most frequently reported payment method for Triangle Transit riders, is 70 percent and is comprised of 
riders who identified as African-American (51 percent), Hispanic (8 percent), Asian (6 percent) and some other 
race (5 percent). 52 percent of those who used a free senior fare are minority. Review of the CAT data shows a 
higher proportion of minority riders across all fare categories. The minority proportion of those paying cash fare, 
which is the payment method reported by nearly half of CAT riders, and day pass, the next most reported 
payment method, is 84 percent in each instance, comprised predominantly of African-American riders at 73 
percent and 75 percent respectively. The category with the highest proportion of minorities in the CAT survey is 
GoPass riders (86 percent), which is somewhat in contrast with the proportion reported by Triangle Transit. 

3.2.2 Fare Type and Payment Method by Household Income 
The percentage of Triangle Transit riders by household income and fare payment type is provided in Table 9 
from the 2013 Triangle Transit Passenger Survey.  Table 10 provides the percentage of riders by household 
income for each fare payment type from the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Rider Survey.  

Table 9: Fare Type and Payment Method by Household Income for Triangle Transit 

 

Page 109 of 247



Title VI Fare Equity Analysis: March 2014                              13 

Table 10: Fare Type and Payment Method by Household Income for CAT 

The proportion of Triangle Transit riders with household incomes under $25,000 is highest for regional day pass 
users at 69 percent, followed by cash fare and 5-day regional pass (60 percent). Riders with household incomes 
greater than $100,000 represent the highest proportion of users in three categories: $25 stored value (26 
percent); 10-ride card (26 percent) and the 31-day express pass (20 percent). Thirty-nine (39) percent of Triangle 
Transit riders who report using a senior fare have a household income under $25,000. The proportions of CAT 
riders with household incomes under $25,000 is highest for weekly pass users (84 percent) and 10 or 11 ride 
pass (82 percent). Cash fare and day pass users represent the majority of CAT riders and the proportions of 
these users who have household incomes under $25,000 are 73 percent and 76 percent, respectively.  

3.2.3 Fare Type by Age 
Triangle Transit did not survey those under 16 and separately identified those paying with a senior fare in Tables 
5, 6 and 8 showing 52 percent of the senior fares were minority, 39 percent were seniors with a household 
income of less than $25,000 and 2.9 percent of the overall fare payment method. Table 11 provides the 
percentage of riders by age range for each fare payment type from the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Rider 
Survey summarized to illustrate the percentages of youth and seniors paying each fare type. 

Table 11: Fare Type by Age for CAT 

The senior fare is currently free for all fare types. While the proportion of seniors in most fare categories for CAT 
is 1 percent or less, seniors represented 5 percent of day pass users and 3 percent of 31-day pass users. The 
percent of youth under 16 years of age is 1 percent or less for all fare payment methods, except the 10 or 11 
ride pass at nearly 2 percent of those pass users.  
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4 Proposed Title VI Fare Equity Policies 

In accordance with updated guidance from the FTA Circular 4702.1B, CAT and Triangle Transit are required to 
develop policies with respect to evaluating impacts of fare changes. The following sections provide definitions 
and proposed policy thresholds for Triangle Transit and CAT for fare changes. 

4.1 POPULATION DEFINITIONS 

Minority Persons and Populations 
According to FTA Circular 4702.1B, a minority person is defined as an individual identifying as: American Indian 
and Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander. Minority populations are defined by FTA as any readily identifiable group of minority persons who live 
in geographic proximity, or who may be geographically dispersed, but who may be similarly affected by a 
proposed action. Ridership data on minority populations is obtained from the transit agency ridership surveys. 

Low Income Persons and Populations 
The FTA circular on Title VI compliance states that while low-income populations are not a protected class under 
Title VI there is an "…inherent overlap of environmental justice principles in this area, and because it is 
important to evaluate the impacts of service and fare changes on passengers who are transit-dependent, FTA 
requires transit providers to evaluate proposed service and fare changes to determine whether low-income 
populations will bear a disproportionate burden of the changes."  

According to the FTA circular, “Low-income” means a person whose median household income is at or below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines or within a locally developed income 
threshold that is at least as inclusive as these guidelines. For these policies, persons with household incomes 
below 150 percent of the federal poverty level for a regionally average household size are determined to be low 
income. Low-income population is defined by FTA as any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who 
live in geographic proximity or who may be geographically dispersed, but who may be similarly affected by a 
proposed action. Data on low-income populations is obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau and transit agency 
ridership surveys dependent upon the analysis required. 

4.2 PROPOSED FARE CHANGE POLICIES 
FTA guidelines require that impacts to Title VI and low-income populations be evaluated for all fare changes 
regardless of the amount of increase or decrease. Table 12 provides a summary of the agencies’ fare equity 
thresholds. 

4.2.1 Proposed Disparate Impact Policies  
The following proposed disparate impact policies establish thresholds for determining when impacts of 
proposed fare changes by each respective agency disproportionately impact minority populations. The 
thresholds apply to the difference in the impacts of each proposed fare change on minority populations 
compared to the impacts on non-minority populations. This is measured by analyzing ridership surveys as to 
whether minority riders are more likely to use each mode of service, payment type, or payment media that 
would be subject to the fare change. 
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Capital Area Transit 
For Fare Equity Analyses, a threshold of 3 percent shall be used by CAT to determine if 
the effects of a proposed fare change are borne disproportionately by minority 
populations.  
 
Triangle Transit 
For Fare Equity Analyses, a threshold of 10 percent shall be used by Triangle Transit to 
determine if the effects of a proposed fare change are borne disproportionately by 
minority populations.  

4.2.2 Proposed Disproportionate Burden Policy  
The following proposed disproportionate burden policies establish thresholds for determining when impacts of 
proposed fare changes by each respective agency disproportionately impact low-income populations. The 
thresholds apply to the difference in the impacts of each proposed fare change on low-income populations 
compared to the impacts on other populations. This is measured by analyzing ridership surveys as to whether 
low-income riders are more likely to use each mode of service, payment type, or payment media that would be 
subject to the fare change. 

Capital Area Transit 
For Fare Equity Analyses, a threshold of 5 percent shall be used by CAT to determine if 
the effects of a proposed fare change are borne disproportionately by low-income 
populations.  
 
Triangle Transit 
For Fare Equity Analyses, a threshold of 10 percent shall be used by Triangle Transit to 
determine if the effects of a proposed fare change are borne disproportionately by low-
income populations.  
 

Table 12: Summary of Fare Equity Thresholds 

 

5 Fare Equity Analysis  

To determine the disparate impacts and disproportionate burdens, the percentage of minority and low income 
riders by fare type, from the onboard survey data, were compared to the percentage of total ridership of the 
minority and low income population. If the difference exceeded the established threshold, which varies with 
each transit agency, then the percentage increase would need to be evaluated to determine if there is a 
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disparate impact or disproportionate burden based on the percentage increase of the fare change. This is 
further addressed in the sections below. 

5.1 IMPACTS TO MINORITY RIDERSHIP  
The proportion of minority and non-minority riders for each fare type, along with the proposed fares and 
percentage increase in fares over the 2-year period for Triangle Transit is shown in Table 13.  

Table 13: Proposed Increases by Fare Type and Minority Status for Triangle Transit 

Nominal or no cost to the user to ride.

*Survey did not distinguish the type of cash fare (regional or express)  

Based on the minority percentages provided in Table 13, the following fares exceed the 10 percent disparate 
impact threshold established by Triangle Transit:  

Cash Fare (+15 percent) 
Regional Day Pass (+19 percent) 
Regional 5-Day Pass (+29 percent) 
Express 31-Day Pass (+13 percent) 

The cash fare has the third highest percentage of minority ridership as compared to other fare types. While 
survey data did not distinguish between regional and express cash fares, based on proportions for other 
categories, it is likely that a substantial majority of cash fares are regional rather than express. The Regional Day 
Pass has the second highest percentage of minority ridership as compared to the other fare types.  Regional 
fares are increasing by 25 percent compared with 40 percent for express fares. The Regional 5-Day Pass has the 
highest percentage of minority ridership. The potential cost to a Regional 5-Day Pass user who purchases the 
new 7-Day Regional Pass would be just a 5.9 percent increase, which is a smaller increase than for any other fare 
type. Additionally, these users may gain savings on a per ride basis if they ride more than 5 days a week. Triangle 
Transit is evaluating extending Saturday service and adding new Sunday service. The Express 31-Day Pass is in 
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excess of 10 percent threshold and as an express fare type has the larger percent change at 40 percent, thus 
there is a potential for disparate impacts to minority riders utilizing this fare type. However, just 1.2 percent of 
Triangle Transit riders use the Express 31-Day Pass.   

The proportion of minority and non-minority riders for each fare type, along with the proposed fares and 
percentage increase in fares over the 2-year period for CAT is shown in Table 14.  

Table 14: Proposed Increases by Fare Type and Minority Status for CAT 

Nominal or no cost to the user to ride

 

Table 14 shows three fares have minority percentages that fall below the average for all fares by amounts that 
exceed CAT’s disparate impact threshold of three percent: 

Local 5-Day Pass (-5.7 percent) 
Local 31-Day Pass (-4.1 percent) 
GoPass (-4.1 percent) 

The three fares types identified have a lower percentage of minority riders compared to the overall fares. The 
Local 5-Day Pass has the lowest percentage of minority ridership. The potential cost to a Local 5-Day Pass user 
who converts to use of a Local 7-Day Pass may be greater per trip and greater relative to other fare categories 
dependent upon how many days a week the user rides. However, some users may gain savings if they ride 7 
days a week and have not had a full weekly pass available to purchase as this would cost $12.50 currently for a 
rider using the Local 5-Day Pass plus two Day Passes. The percentage of increase for the 31-day is comparable to 
the percentages proposed for other fare types. The percentage of minority riders using GoPass exceeds the 
disparate impact threshold. The cost associated with this pass is nominal or at no cost to the users. As no fare 
increase affects these riders and the minority percentage of GoPass users is a lower percentage, there is a 
potential for disparate impacts from the proposed fare increases. Some impact may be experienced by GoPass 
users if an employer decides to discontinue program participation or raise currently nominal fees; however, this 
is anticipated to be a more infrequent circumstance. As noted in section 2.1, the GoPass is not provided directly 
from CAT and Triangle Transit to riders, but is made available through employer-based programs at the 
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discretion of the employer or educational institution and thus is a discount offered by these entities to the 
transit customer rather than by the transit agencies.  

5.2 IMPACTS TO LOW INCOME RIDERSHIP 
The proportion of low-income and non low-income riders for each fare type, along with the proposed fares and 
percentage increase in fares over the 2-year period for Triangle Transit is shown in Table 15.  

Table 15: Proposed Increases by Fare Type and Income Status for Triangle Transit 

Nominal or no cost to the user to ride. 

* Survey did not distinguish the type of cash fare (regional or express) 

Table 15 identifies the following fares, exceeding the 10 percent threshold established by Triangle Transit:  

Regional Cash Fare (+19 percent) 
Regional Day Pass (+28 percent) 
Regional 5-Day Pass (+19 percent) 
Express Day Pass (+15 percent) 
GoPass (-14 percent) 

The cash fare has the second highest percentage of low-income ridership as compared to other fare types. While 
survey data did not distinguish between regional and express cash fares, based on proportions for other 
categories, it is likely that a substantial majority of cash fares are regional rather than express. The Regional Day 
Pass has the highest percentage of low-income ridership as compared to the other fare types. Regional fares are 
increasing by 25 percent compared with 40 percent for express fares. The Regional 5-Day Pass matches the cash 
fare in having the second highest percentage of low-income ridership. The potential cost to a Regional 5-Day 
Pass user who purchases the new Regional 7-Day Pass would be just a 5.9 percent increase, which is a smaller 
increase than for any other fare type.  Additionally, some users may gain savings if they ride more than 5 days a 
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week, especially as Triangle Transit is evaluating potential expansions to weekend service. The Express Day Pass 
is in excess of the 10 percent threshold and as an express fare type has the larger percent increase at 40 
percent, thus there is a potential for a disproportionate burden to low-income riders. However, just 0.5 percent 
of Triangle Transit riders use the Express Day Pass.  

The percentage of low-income riders using GoPass is lower than the percentage for all fare users by an amount 
that exceeds the disproportionate burden threshold. The cost associated with this pass is nominal or at no cost 
to the users. As no fare increase affects these riders and the low-income percentage of GoPass users is a lower 
percentage, there is a potential for a disproportionate burden from the proposed fare increases. Some impact 
may be experienced by GoPass users if an employer decides to discontinue program participation or raise 
currently nominal fees; however, this is anticipated to be a more infrequent circumstance.  

The proportion of low-income and non low-income riders for each fare type, along with the proposed fares and 
percentage increase in fares over the 2-year period for CAT is shown in Table 16.  

Table 16: Proposed Increases by Fare Type and Income Status for CAT 

Nominal or No cost to the user to ride

Table 16 shows two fare types that exceed CAT’s disproportionate burden threshold of five percent:  

Local 5-Day Pass (+10.6 percent) 
GoPass (-10.2 percent) 

The Local 5-Day Pass has the highest percentage of low-income ridership. The potential cost to a Local 5-Day 
Pass user who converts to use of a Local 7-Day Pass may be greater per trip and greater relative to other fare 
categories dependent upon how many days a week the user rides. However, some users may gain savings if they 
ride 7 days a week and have not had a full weekly pass available to purchase as noted previously. The 
percentage of low-income riders using GoPass exceeds the disproportionate burden threshold. The cost 
associated with this pass is nominal or at no cost to the users. As no fare increase affects these riders and the 
low-income percentage of GoPass users is a lower percentage, there is a potential for a disproportionate burden 
to low-income populations from the proposed fare increases. Some impact may be experienced by GoPass users 
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if an employer decides to discontinue program participation or raise currently nominal fees; however, this is 
anticipated to be a more infrequent circumstance.  

5.2.1 Other Title VI Related Populations 
Disabled, senior and youth fare impacts are not evaluated against policy thresholds in accordance with FTA’s 
Circular 4702.1B. However, a number of statutes considered in relation to Title VI such as the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 afford protections to the disabled, seniors and youth as 
vulnerable population groups. Thus some review was conducted on the impacts of the proposed fare increases 
to these other populations that fall under the Title VI “umbrella”.   

Disabled 
Increases in the disabled fares, for fixed route transit fares, will remain proportional to the standard fares. The 
disabled fares are currently 50 percent off the standard fare price for all fare types and will remain half the cost 
with the proposed increases for local, regional and express fixed-route transit fares.  

The local paratransit services will also include an increase in fares that are consistent with the other fare types 
with a tier increase of 25 percent in 2014 and 20 percent in 2015 for a total increase of 50 percent. Regional 
paratransit fare increases are consistent with other regional fare increases at a 12.5 percent increase in 2014, 
11.1 percent increase in 2015 for a total increase of 25 percent. The two-year fare increase in both local and 
regional paratransit fares will result in a $1.00 increase for a one-way fare.  

Seniors 
The fare increases for seniors is the highest percentage change of all fare types at 100 percent since services to 
seniors ages 65 and over under are currently free. This free fare was introduced in 2010 to the senior and youth 
population. The Triangle Transit data shows 52 percent of the senior fares were minority, 39 percent were low-
income seniors. The proportion of seniors in most fare categories for CAT is one percent or less, seniors 
represented five percent of day pass users and three percent of 31-day pass users. The fare increase proposal 
does include charging fares to seniors at a 50 percent discount from the standard fares. Under 49 USC 
5307(d)(1)(D), the FTA requires fixed route transit service providers using Section 5307 assistance to charge 
elderly persons, persons with disabilities or individuals presenting a Medicare card during off-peak hours no 
more than half the peak fare. Although free fares for seniors are being eliminated with the proposed fares, the 
Triangle region’s transit agencies will continue to exceed the FTA requirements with the proposed fares by 
offering half price fares for seniors and persons with disabilities on all fare types at all times of the day. 

Youth 
The fare increase includes charging fares to youth ages 6 to 18 at a 50 percent discount from the standard fares. 
This discounted fare will provide a cost-savings to youth ages 13 to 18 that currently pay full fare price. The 
impacts to youth are limited to the age range of 6 to 12 with the same percentage change at 100 percent as 
seniors since children age 12 and under are currently free. Triangle Transit data does not identify fare usage for 
riders under 16 years of age; however in Table 11 the CAT ridership data did identify the percentage of fares 
used by youth riders (under 16 years) at 0.7 percent.  
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6 Alternatives and Mitigation Measures 

While the impacts associated with the proposed fare increase are limited to a few fare types, certain mitigation 
measures are in place or can be expanded to off-set these impacts. The following sections discuss existing and 
potential mitigation measures and alternatives for riders. 

6.1 TIMING OF FARE INCREASES 
To limit the impacts of the proposed fare changes to the riders, CAT and Triangle Transit are proposing 
incremental fare changes as shown on Table 1. The proposed fare increase schedule shows phased rate 
increases in both 2014 and 2015 to mitigate the impact of introducing the proposed fares at one time. This 
results in a fare increase range of 11 to 25 percent each year as compared with a total fare increase range of 25 
to 40 percent.  

6.2 FARE ALTERNATIVES AND DISCOUNTS 
Alternative fare types and discount passes provide an opportunity to reduce the impacts of the proposed fare 
increase by providing an opportunity for riders to reduce their costs. The following are a list of existing programs 
in place or already included as a part of the proposed fare structure: 

11-Pack Bundles: This discount is provided to nonprofit organizations as a resource to minority and low-
income population they serve. Promoting this service to more nonprofit organizations may increase the 
opportunity to capture additional Title VI riders.   
Discount Passes for Disabled, Seniors and Youth: The disabled are currently provided discount fares of 
50% of the all Fare Types which will not change. The proposal will include expanding this 50% discount 
to youths ages 13 to 18 that currently pay full fares. Children age five and younger will still ride free.  
Children age 6 to 12 and senior ages 65 and over will pay a discount fare at all times, though those 
groups currently ride free. Continuing to offer the 50% discount during peak hours exceeds the 
minimum requirements from FTA.  
Multi-day and multi-ride passes: The existing fare structure provides a discount for multiple rides and 
multiple days of ridership, offering an alternative and potential benefit to transit-dependent populations 
who may ride more frequently. The new Express 7-Day pass included in the proposed fares introduces 
an alternative that can provide savings to Express Day Pass users impacted by the proposed fare 
increase as noted previously. 
The Stored Value Card: This card carries a value of $25 and is priced at $20, offering a 20% discount to 
customers compared with paying cash fares or purchasing day passes on-board the bus. Further 
promoting this service to the public may encourage more Title VI riders to participate. 
Go Pass: This service is coordinated between the transit agencies and certain institutions and 
municipalities in the area to provide employees and students access to transit services with a pass at no 
cost or for a nominal fee. Promoting this service to more employers and educational institutions may 
provide free passes to more Title VI riders. 
Other Employee Discounts: The transit agencies will also continue to partner with companies and other 
organizations to provide discounted and/or pre-tax transit pass options. 
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CAT and Triangle Transit are proceeding to evaluate and implement options for expanding mitigation to offset 
the impact of the fare increases to Title VI populations. CAT is evaluating a possible discount for bulk purchases 
of ADA (ART) tickets and Triangle Transit plans to implement a 31-Day Pass option for T-Linx users. The agencies 
plan to increase efforts to promote the non-profit pass bundles and are evaluating the potential to provide a 
greater discount by adjusting the pricing and/or adjusting the number of passes included in a pack. The agencies 
also plan to market and pursue employer-based programs with smaller companies, service industry employers, 
and centers of service-based employment such as Triangle Town Center, Crabtree Valley Mall, or the Streets at 
Southpoint. Additional strategies the agencies are pursuing to promote mitigation options including marketing 
the Stored Value Card through on-board, customer service line, and point of sale advertising and establishing 
more third party sales outlets for the Stored Value Card, as well as for multi-day passes. 

7 Public Outreach 

The Title VI guidelines recommend the public be included in the decision-making process for determining the 
disparate impact thresholds for fare equity review. The guidelines for general Title VI program public 
involvement are fairly broad and allow the transit providers to choose specific strategies that will best meet the 
needs of their rider demographics but requires a public participation plan to outline the strategies for engaging 
minority, low-income and LEP populations. A detailed plan was drafted for the proposed fare change and below 
is a summary of the strategies.  Details of the Public Participation Plan summary are found in Appendix B.  

7.1 GOALS AND MEASURES  
The overall goal of this process was to raise awareness of the study and provide opportunities for learning about 
the study and providing valuable input to be used in the decision-making process. The objectives of the Public 
Participation Plan, in support of this goal, included:  

actively engage regional transit agencies on the Title VI Fare Equity Analysis;  
solicit participation and feedback from target Title VI populations;  
hold meetings early in the process; 
provide frequent notification of opportunities to be involved;  
provide equitable access to relevant project information; and 
monitor and evaluate outreach activities to determine effectiveness;  

The performance measures to determine the effectiveness of the participation plan are the following: 

Accessibility 
Reach 
Diversity/Equity 
Decision Integration  

7.2 OUTREACH MEETINGS 
A variety of public participation methods were used to facilitate public involvement throughout the Title VI Fare 
Equity Analysis. The public outreach included:  agency coordination, public meetings, community events and 
transit center canvasing, notifications and announcements, website and social media and media coverage. The 
follow section describes these methods for engaging the target audiences and stakeholders.  
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7.2.1 Public Meetings 
A series of six public meetings were scheduled across the region in key areas to present draft findings and obtain 
feedback on the Fare Equity Analysis. Meetings were provided to educate attendees on the project; obtain 
feedback on fare equity findings and provide input on any mitigation that may be needed. The following is a list 
of the meetings: 

Durham Station* - November 6, 2013  
One Exchange Plaza* - November 14, 2013 
Woodcroft Club - November 20, 2013  
Green Road Community Center - November 12, 2013  
Chapel Hill Public Library - November 18, 2013 
CAT Operations Facility - November 21, 2013 

Summaries of the public meetings are provided in Appendix B.   

7.2.2 Community Events and Canvassing 
The project team attended a number of community events and/or meetings across the service area in an effort 
to engage a broader audience and specifically target Title VI populations and those interested in transit issues. 
The following is a list of community events and transit center canvassing areas: 

Viva Raleigh - October 12, 2013 
La Feria Salud – October 12, 2013 
Regional Transit Center - October 23, 2013  
Crabtree Valley Mall - October 23, 2013  
Cary Train Station - October 24, 2013 
Durham Station* - November 6, 2013 
Moore Square* - November 14, 2013 

*At Durham Station and Moore Square, the project team facilitated a public meeting and participated in 
canvassing on the same day to effectively use project team and staff time to talk with both transit riders and 
stakeholders coming to the meeting.   

Community Group Briefings 
Transit agency staff and project team members have attended additional events and meetings held by 
community organizations to further educate Title VI populations and other community members about the 
project and solicit public comment. The following is a list of community meetings at which the transit agency 
staff attended to provide a project overview or update:   

Northeast Citizen Advisory Council - October 10, 2013 
Southeast Citizen Advisory Council – October 10, 2013 
Raleigh Mayor’s Committee on Disabilities - October 17, 2013 
Midtown Citizen Advisory Council – November 7, 2013 
East Citizen Advisory Council - November 18, 2013 
Raleigh Citizen Advisory Council - November 20, 2013 
North Citizen Advisory Council - December 5, 2013 
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Southeast Raleigh Association – December 12, 2013 

7.2.3 Transit Agency Briefings 
Coordination with regional transit provider agencies provides the opportunity for input and review of project 
information at key milestones. The project team attended the Triangle Transit and CAT committee and board 
meetings at the start of the study to introduce the project. The following is a list of meetings attended to date: 

Triangle Transit Operations and Finance Committee Meeting - October 3, 2013 
Raleigh Transit Authority (CAT) Board Meeting - October 10, 2013 
Triangle Transit Board of Trustees Meeting - October 31, 2013  
Triangle Transit Operations and Finance Committee – December 3, 2013 
Raleigh Transit Authority (CAT) Board Meeting – December 12, 2013 
Raleigh Transit Authority (CAT) Board Meeting – January 12, 2014 

Upon completion of the Draft Fare Equity Analysis, the project team will attend additional agency meetings to 
obtain feedback on the findings and input into any proposed mitigation strategies. Public hearings will be 
scheduled to occur at each of the transit providers’ local governing board meetings for adoption by agency 
boards of the Final Fare Equity Analysis.  

7.3 COMMUNICATIONS METHODS 

7.3.1 Notifications and Announcements 
Several notification strategies were implemented to ensure the public is aware of upcoming opportunities to 
engage in the study. A series of flyers were created to convey key project information and to advertise the 
public forums. Flyers were strategically placed and/or distributed in public locations that were to reach the 
target audiences, including at transit centers, on buses and at other locations effective at reaching audiences 
with limited access to the online information. Notification materials were translated in Spanish to reach LEP 
populations. Copies of these handouts, flyers and notifications are found in the Summary of Public Outreach 
document (Appendix B). 

7.3.2 Web-Based Communication and Social Media 
Web-based communications and social media outreach was another portion of the public outreach strategies 
that was a highly effective tool in providing information quickly to a wide and diverse audience, all for little cost. 
Web page and social media content that was developed were provided for upload to regional partner agency 
and municipal websites, including Triangle Transit, City of Raleigh, City of Durham, Town of Cary and others. 
Project updates, announcements and links to study information and documents were included in the web page 
updates provided for on each agency’s Facebook pages and Twitter pages and to community organizations. 
Press releases were developed and circulated to media outlets across the region and provided updates on the 
project and important meeting notifications. The news releases were distributed to minority and Spanish 
language media outlets to support outreach to Title VI minority population groups and those LEP populations. A 
copy of the notification list for all stakeholders is provided in the Public Participation Summary document.  
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7.3.3 Media Relations 
News releases were used to provide information about the public workshops. News releases were provided to 
area newspapers, radio, and television broadcast stations and online forums.  

7.4 MINORITY, LOW-INCOME, AND LIMITED-ENGLISH PROFICIENCY POPULATIONS  
The demographic data identified a high proportion of Spanish speakers in the region and using transit services; 
therefore, translation services were recommended. Translation of vital project materials, such as handouts and 
comment forms, and targeted meetings were developed for groups that serve Spanish-speaking LEP populations 
and interpretation services were provided at select public forums and community events. The following public 
involvement and outreach tools were used to engage minority, low-income and LEP populations in the planning 
process. 

Presentations to key groups and organizations serving low-income, minority, senior, youth and disabled 
populations.  
Canvassing at transit stations as a large portion of the minority or low-income populations are transit 
dependent.  
Bus placards on CAT and Triangle Transit buses, again targeting riders  
Electronic and hardcopy notifications and announcements distributed to organizations that serve 
minority, low-income, and LEP populations  
Public meetings held in locations convenient to minority, low-income, and LEP populations 
Vital materials including project handout, comment form, flyer, and notifications translated in Spanish  
Canvassing at events that attract LEP populations 
Interpreters at appropriate public meetings and canvassing events   

7.5 PUBLIC COMMENTS  
Comment forms were collected at all community events and public meetings, and through a project webpage, 
dedicated phone line, and email. Information on name, address, email, stakeholder type, voluntary demographic 
data, transit system patronized, issues noted and specific comments were entered into a comment database. 
Comments collected totaled 329 and covered a variety of topics, many specific to the impacts of the proposed 
fare increases and other general transit-related comments. The comments were categorized into the following 
groups: 

Fare increases will change ridership. The most common response was that people are already facing 
financial hardship and will therefore have to ride less frequently due to the financial burden of the 
proposed fare increase. Some would look into other modes, such as walking or driving, or would get a 
different type of pass. Many commenters said they would need to restrict the number of destinations 
during their travel.  
Fare increase will not change ridership, but have negative financial impacts. Commenters stated that 
the cost of travel is already too expensive for some, especially for those who work part-time or 
minimum wage jobs. The second most frequent response was that transit service is the only option for 
transportation so the commenters will have to continue riding but re-examine their budgets.  
No Change. The third most common response was simply requesting no change to the fares.  
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Fare Increases will have Unfair Implications. Commenters were concerned for riders who live on fixed-
incomes, specifically disabled and senior riders. Additionally, commenters with families were concerned 
over the increase for children which would add an additional financial strain.  
Support for the proposed fare increases. Commenters were in general supportive of the proposed fare 
increases as a way to support funding for new buses and off-set the cost of rising fuel prices. While the 
fares may be increase many commenters found that the fares were less expensive than transit services 
in other places across the country.  

In addition to responses to the proposed fare increases, some commenters provided suggestions for mitigation 
or information service riders may be interested in to help off-set the increase. Suggestions provided in the public 
comments include:  

Incentivizing buying a monthly pass with a larger discount or a payment plan 
Create a ‘commuter pass’ for people who only ride the bus five days a week 
Create a system for the fare increases where larger businesses pay a higher rate while individuals have a 
lower increase  
Start with a smaller increase and gradually increase over more years 
Determine fare increases based on the length of trip in terms of time and/or distance (similar to zone 
based fare structure) 

Comment summaries that describe these trends in more detail as well as further detail on the outcomes of the 
public outreach are located in the Summary of Public Outreach (Appendix B).    

8 Conclusion 

This fare equity analysis has shown that the majority ridership for many of the fare types is the minority and 
low-income populations. However, when comparing the percentages by fare type to the overall minority and 
low-income ridership, there are only a few fare types that exceed agency thresholds for potential disparate 
impact and disproportionate burden: 

Express Day Pass (no disparate impact, potential for disproportionate burden) 
Express 31-Day Pass (potential for disparate impact, no disproportionate burden) 
GoPass (potential for disparate impact – CAT only – and potential for disproportionate burden – CAT and 
Triangle Transit) 

As noted previously, Express Day Pass and 31-Day Pass users represent a very small portion of total ridership for 
Triangle Transit and the impact represents either a disparate impact or a disproportionate burden, but not both. 
Further, both are commuter routes. The new Express 7-Day pass included in the proposed fares introduces an 
alternative that can provide savings to Express Day Pass users impacted by the proposed fare increase. Express 
31-Day Pass users may be able to access employer-based programs that could provide an alternative and savings 
on this monthly expenditure. 
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The GoPass program was initially developed to support transit ridership, which has historically been 
predominantly minority and low-income. The discounted passes are not offered directly by the transit agencies, 
but are made available through employer-based programs. While GoPass currently has higher relative utilization 
by non-minority and non-low-income populations, opportunities exist to offset the identified impact distribution 
inequity such as adjusting or enhancing mitigation programs/passes targeted to Title VI populations and/or 
expanding employer-based programs. 

The proposed fare increases which range from 25 to 50 percent when fully implemented will impact Title VI 
populations, as minority and low-income riders represent a substantial majority of CAT riders and about half the 
Triangle Transit’s riders. The implementation of phased increases to the fares provides mitigation from the 
impact of the proposed fare increases. Existing mitigation measures such as discount passes also help to off-set 
the identified impacts. Strategies for expanding existing mitigation measures that are being evaluated for 
implementation include promoting or adjusting pricing on non-profit pass bundles, expanding pass options and 
discounts for paratransit fares, enhancing marketing strategies for the Stored Value Card, and pursuing 
employer-based programs with additional, diverse employer types. Further discussion by CAT and Triangle 
Transit on mitigation strategies will refine these approaches for implementation to offset potential impacts that 
fare increases may have to Title VI populations.  

The last fare increase for CAT was 2007 and 2010 for Triangle Transit. To address the rising operating costs, 
reductions in federal funding in recent years, relatively low farebox recovery levels and the need to continue to 
improve current services and coverage, the proposed fare increases are necessary to continue to meet the 
needs of the transit riders in the region and have been developed in a manner consistent with or reasonable in 
comparison with peer systems reviewed in development of the fare increase proposal. Furthermore, enhanced 
alternatives and mitigation measures have been proposed by the agencies to ensure all means of limiting these 
impacts to Title Vi populations will be taken prior to implementation of the fare increases.   
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Summary of Public Outreach 

Capital Area Transit and Triangle Transit are committed to early and continuing public and agency 
engagement during the development of proposed fare increases for regional transit, analysis of the 
equity of these increases under Title VI and preparation of new or updated agency Title VI policies. A 
public involvement program, outlined in the Public Participation Plan (PPP) developed at the start of the 
project, has been conducted to inform and engage the public, agencies and stakeholders. Public and 
agency involvement are essential to inform final proposed fare increases, updated Title VI policies and 
the Triangle Region Title VI Fare Equity Analysis.   
 
The project has provided multiple opportunities for the public to review the proposed fare increases, 
policies and equity analysis through events such as public meetings, canvassing and briefings. Input has 
been solicited through comment forms in person and online. This document summarizes the public 
involvement program conducted during the preparation of the Triangle Region Title VI Fare Equity 
Analysis and the input received through March 2014. The information will be updated as additional 
meetings are held and further feedback is received.  

Outreach Meetings  
The project team held or attended a variety of community meetings to educate the public and 
stakeholders about the proposed fare increases, Title VI policies and Title VI Fare Equity Analysis and to 
solicit input. These meeting opportunities included:  
 

Public Meetings 
Public meetings were identified as a needed strategy for the agencies to provide advertised, open 
public forums for the public to comment on the proposed fare changes and related policies and 
analysis. The project team held six public meetings throughout the region and took place in 
locations near transit stops to provide access to the meetings and opportunity to solicit feedback at 
stops during the meetings. These meetings are outlined in Table 1-1 – Public Meetings. 

Community Events - Canvassing 
Community events and canvassing were proposed as the primary strategy for reaching transit riders 
and Title VI populations. The project team canvassed at five transit centers to target a diversity of 
riders. Interpreters were used at canvassing events in Raleigh and Durham to reach LEP populations. 
These canvassing events are outlined in Table 1-2 - Community Events. Project staff also had the 
opportunity for limited canvassing at transit stops during the Green Road and CAT Operations 
Center public meetings. 

Other Community Events and Presentations 
Transit agency staff and project team members have attended events and meetings held by 
community organizations to further educate Title VI populations and other community members 
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about the project and solicit public comment. These events and organizations were also included in 
Table 1-2 – Community Events.    

Local transit agency meetings 
The project team has presented at the Raleigh Transit Authority, Triangle Transit Operations and 
Finance Board and Triangle Transit Board of Trustees. The purpose of these meetings has been to 
update the transit agencies on the status of the project and analysis and introduce Title VI policies. 
These meetings are outlined in Table 1-3 – Agency Meetings. Additional briefings and meetings will 
take place to review findings of the fare equity study, further discuss proposed fare increases and 
adopt updated Title VI policies.  

 
Attachment 1 provides more details on these meeting in the meeting summaries. 

Communications Methods 

A variety of communications methods and media were used to support the outreach meetings and to 
further engage stakeholders and the public on the proposed fare increases and development of the Title 
VI Fare Equity Analysis. 
 
Informational materials  

Two informational handouts were developed for distribution at community events and public meetings 
and were also available online. The project overview handout included general project information with 
an overview of the background of the project, reasons for the proposed increases, a table outlining the 
proposed fares and a brief description of the Title VI Fare Equity Analysis. This handout was deemed a 
vital material and was translated into Spanish. A second handout provided a more detailed description 
of proposed Title VI program and service and fare equity analysis policies. Display materials utilized at 
the large public meetings contained highlighted information from the handouts and project materials. 
Interpreters were available at several of the public meetings to provide sight translation for the displays 
and second handout to LEP persons. 

Comment Forms 

A comment form was developed to collect data on ridership demographics and feedback on proposed 
fare increases and Title VI policies. Questions included both specific, structured questions as well as 
open-ended inquiries. The comment forms were available in English and Spanish and were distributed in 
person at community events and public workshops, with staff assisting in completion of forms at 
canvassing opportunities. Identified stakeholders and community organizations that serve minority and 
low-income populations or have are tied to transit services were provided copies electronically. The 
comment form was also available online starting October 24, 2013. A copy of the comment form and 
summary of results can be found in Attachment 2.  
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Agency web and social media sites 

A web page providing information regarding the proposed fare increases and the Triangle Region Title VI 
Fare Equity Analysis website has been maintained on GoTriangle’s website at: 
http://www.gotriangle.org/transit/fare-increase-proposal?/fareincrease. The web page has been 
updated with public meeting announcements, informational materials and the online comment form. A 
copy of the project website can be found in Attachment 3. Agency social media sites including Facebook 
and twitter were also utilized to provide project announcements and further promote awareness. 

Notifications 

English and Spanish version flyers were created for notification of the November 2013 public meetings 
and distributed electronically to stakeholders and in person during the community events. Bus placard 
flyers were also created for distribution at transit centers and on CAT and Triangle Transit bus routes.     

The project team developed a list of community organizations and individuals that work with or 
represent Title VI populations for distribution of digital updates and announcements. These included 
emails for redistribution to organizational list servs, announcements for posting to community websites, 
and social media updates. Email, twitter, and Facebook updates can be found in Attachment 3. The 
Stakeholder List is provided in Attachment 4. 

Media relations 
News releases were used to provide information about the public workshops. News releases were 
provided to area newspapers, radio and television broadcast stations and online forums. A number of 
media outlets have provided coverage for the proposed fare increases and public meetings. Media 
coverage is presented in Table 1-4. 

Outreach Activity Summary 
The following tables summarize the public outreach events that have been utilized for the Triangle 
Region Title VI Fare Equity Analysis. Date, time and location information is included for each event. 
 
Table 1-1: Public Meetings 

Date Time Location  Materials 
Distributed/Collected 

11/6/2013 3:30-7:30 pm Durham Station, Durham 
13 Handouts  
7 Comments  

11/12/2013 4:00-7:00 pm Green Road Community 
Center, Raleigh 

5 Handouts  
3 Comments 

11/14/2013 3:30-7:00 pm One Exchange Plaza, Raleigh 
7 Handouts  
5 Comments 

11/18/2013 4:00-7:00 pm Chapel Hill Public Library, 
Chapel Hill 

5 Handouts  
1 Comments 

11/20/2013 3:30-6:30 pm Woodcroft Club, Durham 
1 Handout 
0 Comments 
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Date Time Location  Materials 
Distributed/Collected 

11/21/2013 3:30-7:00 pm CAT Operations Facility, 
Raleigh 

19 Handouts  
2 Comments 

 
 
Table 1-2: Community Events/Presentations 

Date Name/Type of Event Time Location  Materials 
Distributed 

10/10/2013 
Staff Presentation – 
Northeast Citizens Advisory 
Council (CAC) 

7:00 pm Marsh Creek Park, 
Raleigh  

10/10/2013 Staff Presentation – 
Southeast CAC 7:00 pm Barwell Road Community 

Center, Raleigh  

10/12/2013 LEP/Community Festival – 
Viva Raleigh 

1:00-3:00 
pm 

Green Road Community 
Center, Raleigh 

20 Flyers 
16 Comments  

10/12/2113 LEP/Community Event – La 
Feria de la Salud  Holton Career & 

Resource Center, Durham 
45 Flyers 
16 Comments 

10/13/2013 LEP Outreach  1:00-3:00 
pm Twin Lakes Park, Durham 

45 Flyers 
15 Comments 

10/17/2013 
Staff Presentation – 
Raleigh Mayor’s 
Committee on Disabilities 

12:00-
1:00 pm   

10/21/2013 LEP Outreach 1:00-3:00 
pm 

Chewing Middle School, 
Durham 

10 Flyers 
9 Comments 

10/23/2013 Transit Center Canvassing 7:00-9:00 
am 

Regional Transit Center, 
Durham 

75 Flyers 
14 Comments 

10/23/2013 Transit Center Canvassing 3:00-6:00 
pm 

Crabtree Valley Mall, 
Raleigh 

100 Flyers 
40 Comments 

10/24/2013 Transit Center Canvassing 7:00-9:00 
am Cary Train Station, Cary 

40 Flyers 
13 Comments 

11/6/2013 Transit Center Canvassing 3:30-5:30 
pm Durham Station, Durham 

60 Flyers 
19 Comments 

11/7/2013 Staff Presentation – 
Midtown CAC 7:00 pm 

Eastgate Park and 
Neighborhood Center, 
Raleigh 

 

11/12/2013 

Staff Presentation – 
Durham Mayor’s 
Committee for Persons 
with Disabilities 

1:30 pm City Hall, Durham  
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Date Name/Type of Event Time Location  Materials 
Distributed 

11/14/2013 Transit Stop Canvassing 3:30-6:00 
pm 

Moore Square Transit 
Station, Raleigh 

75 Flyers 
25 Handouts  
55 Comments 

11/18/2013 Staff Presentation – East 
CAC 7:00 pm Lions Park, Raleigh  

11/20/2013 Staff Presentation – 
Raleigh CAC 7:00 pm City Council Chambers, 

Raleigh 
 

12/5/2013 Staff Presentation – North 
CAC  7:00 pm Millbrook Exchange Park  

12/15/2013 
Staff Presentation – 
Southeast Raleigh 
Association 

12:00 pm  
 

 
 
Table 1-3: Agency Meetings 

Date Organization Time Location  

10/3/2013 Triangle Transit Operations 
and Finance Committee 10:00 am-12:30 pm Triangle Transit, Durham 

10/10/2013 Raleigh Transit Authority 2:30-5:00 pm Raleigh Municipal Building, 
Raleigh 

10/31/2013 Triangle Transit Board of 
Trustees 1:00-5:00 pm Triangle Transit, Durham 

12/3/2013 Triangle Transit Operations 
and Finance Committee 10:45-12:00 Triangle Transit, Durham 

12/12/13 Raleigh Transit Authority  2:30-5:00 pm Raleigh Municipal Building, 
Raleigh 

 
A number of promotional techniques have been employed to support the stakeholder outreach events 
and activities described in the previous sections. The following notifications have been utilized to 
announce public meetings and promote the website and online comment form.  

Table 1-4: Notifications and Announcements 

Date Method  Recipient Topic/Purpose 
October – 
November 
2013 

Bus Placards Bus riders Public Meetings 
Announcement 

10/24/2013 News Release Media – GoTriangle Website Public Meetings 
Announcements 
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Date Method  Recipient Topic/Purpose 

10/25/2013 Email Stakeholder email list Public Meetings 
Announcement 

10/30/2013 Email Stakeholder email list Public Meetings Update 

10/30/2013 Advertisement Media – La Conexion* Public Meetings 
Announcements 

11/1/2013 Email Raleigh Public Records 
Project Announcement 
Public Meetings 
Announcement 

11/1/2013 Email CAT Public Meetings 
Announcement 

11/6/2013 Advertisement Media – La Conexion* Public Meetings 
Announcement 

*Paid advertisement 

Minority, Low-Income, and Limited-English Proficiency Populations 
The following public involvement and outreach tools were used to engage minority, low-income and LEP 
populations in the planning process. 
 

Presentations to key groups and organizations serving low-income, minority, senior, youth and 
disabled populations.  
Canvassing at transit stations as a large portion of the minority or low-income populations are 
transit dependent.  
Bus placards on CAT and Triangle Transit buses, again targeting riders  
Electronic and hardcopy notifications and announcements distributed to organizations that 
serve minority, low-income, and LEP populations  
Public meetings held in locations convenient to minority, low-income, and LEP populations 
Vital materials including project handout, comment form, flyer, and notifications translated in 
Spanish  
Canvassing at events that attract LEP populations 
Interpreters at appropriate public meetings and canvassing events   

Public Comments  

Comment forms were collected at all community events and public meetings, and through a project 
webpage, dedicated phone line, and email. Information on name, address, email, stakeholder type, 
voluntary demographic data, transit system patronized, issues noted and specific comments were 
entered into a comment database. Comments collected totaled 329 and covered a variety of topics, 
many specific to the impacts of the proposed fare increases and other general transit-related comments. 
The comments were categorized into the following groups: 

Fare increases will change ridership. The most common response was that people are already 
facing financial hardship and will therefore have to ride less frequently due to the financial 
burden of the proposed fare increase. Some would look into other modes, such as walking or 
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driving, or would get a different type of pass. Many commenters said they would need to 
restrict the number of destinations during their travel.  
Fare increase will not change ridership, but have negative financial impacts. Commenters stated 
that the cost of travel is already too expensive for some, especially for those who work part-
time or minimum wage jobs. The second most frequent response was that transit service is the 
only option for transportation so the commenters will have to continue riding but re-examine 
their budgets.  
No Change. The third most common response was simply requesting no change to the fares.  
Fare Increases will have Unfair Implications. Commenters were concerned for riders who live on 
fixed-incomes, specifically disabled and senior riders. Additionally, commenters with families 
were concerned over the increase for children which would add an additional financial strain.  
Support for the proposed fare increases. Commenters were in general supportive of the 
proposed fare increases as a way to support funding for new buses and off-set the cost of rising 
fuel prices. While the fares may increase commenters found that the fares remain less 
expensive than transit services in other places across the country.  

In addition to responses to the proposed fare increases, some commenters provided suggestions for 
mitigation or information service riders may be interested in to help off-set the increase. Suggestions 
provided in the public comments include:  

Incentivizing buying a monthly pass with a larger discount or a payment plan 
Create a ‘commuter pass’ for people who only ride the bus five days a week 
Create a system for the fare increases where larger businesses pay a higher rate while 
individuals have a lower increase  
Start with a smaller increase and gradually increase over more years 
Determine fare increases based on the length of trip in terms of time and/or distance (similar to 
zone base fare structure) 

Meeting summaries providing more detail can be found in Attachment 1. 

Media Coverage  

The project has been covered in various media outlets across the region. Table 1-5 provides an overview 
of the media coverage to date. 
  
Table 1-5: Media Coverage 

Date Source  Article Name Link 

10/25/2013 
 

NewsObserver 
Triangle Transit and 
Raleigh’s CAT Propose 
to Increase Bus Fares 

http://www.newsobserver.com/2013/10/25/3312170/
triangle-transit-and-raleighs.html 
 

10/28/2013 NewsObserver 
Triangle Transit and 
Raleigh’s CAT Propose 
to Increase Bus Fares 

http://www.newsobserver.com/2013/10/28/3321071/
triangle-transit-and-raleighs.html 
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Date Source  Article Name Link 

10/30/2013 INDY Weekly Bus Fare Hikes 
Proposed for Raleigh 

http://www.indyweek.com/indyweek/bus-fare-hikes-
proposed-for-raleigh-triangle-
transit/Content?oid=3755736 

10/30/2013 ABC-11 Bus Fares to Increase in 
the Triangle 

http://abclocal.go.com/wtvd/story?section=news/local
&id=9305720 

10/30/2013 WUNC 91.5 
Triangle Bus Services 
Considering Fare 
Increase 

 

10/30/2013 Univision 
North Carolina 

Department of 
Transportation Talks 
about A Possible 
Increase to 
‘Transportation Ticket’ 

http://northcarolina.univision.com/videos/video/2013-
10-31/pasaje-precios-aumento 
 

11/2/2013 WRAL-TV Look for Raleigh Bus 
Fare to Increase 

http://www.wral.com/look-for-raleigh-bus-fare-to-
rise/13065671/ 

11/4/2013 Chapel Hill 
News 

Triangle Transit Eyes 
Fare Increase 

http://www.chapelhillnews.com/2013/11/04/3332103
/triangle-transit-eyes-fare-increases.html 

11/5/2013 
NCSU 
Technician 
Online 

Triangle Bus Fares 
Could Increase Next 
Year 

http://www.technicianonline.com/news/article_4c740
06e-45d8-11e3-b7c7-0019bb30f31a.html 
 

11/6/2013 WRAL-TV 

Triangle Transit, 
Capital Area Transit 
Considering Fare 
Increases 

http://www.wral.com/triangle-transit-capital-area-
transit-considering-fare-increases/13082913/ 

Evaluation of Outreach 

Performance measures to evaluate the effectiveness of the public outreach for the proposed fare 
increase, Title VI policies update and Fare Equity Analysis were established in the PPP for the project. 
The performance measures were organized by the following areas:  

Accessibility  
Reach  
Diversity/Equity  
Decision Integration  

The results of the outreach to date against the specific performance measures are presented below.  
 
Table 1-6: Evaluation of Outreach Measures 

Outreach Measure Target Outcome 
Accessibility 

Distribution/convenience of meeting 
locations 

Meeting and community event 
locations represent the target 
demographics 

Yes 
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Outreach Measure Target Outcome 

Transit accessibility All meetings are within 1/8 of a 
mile from a transit stop Yes 

ADA accessibility All meetings are ADA accessible Yes 

Language accessibility All meetings have language 
accessibility Yes 

Reach 
Total number of comments 250 329 

Total number of comments received from 
LEP persons 25 60  

Total number of participants at public 
meetings and community events 100 

23 Signed In 
400 Spoken With 

Total number of LEP persons in attendance 
at public meetings and community events 15 

0 Signed In 
120 Spoken With 

Number of visits to the project webpages 100 1023, including 893 
unique visitors  

Number of articles or other media coverage 1 in each jurisdiction 

5 regional stories, 4 
Raleigh/Wake County, 
2 Chapel Hill/Orange 
County, 1 regional 
Spanish media  

Diversity/Equity 

Demographic distribution 
Voluntary demographic data 
collected via comment forms 
represents costumer base 

Yes 

Geographic distribution 

20% of zip codes represented 
by participants - based on 
comment form addresses or zip 
codes 

Yes (60%) 

Diversity of community organizations 
provided notifications or targeted by 
community events and cross-section of 
Title VI populations served 

10 organizations each 
representing seniors, low-
income, minority and disabled 
populations 

Yes, see Community 
Events and 
Stakeholder List 

Decision Integration 
All comments are analyzed and 
summarized to the project team in a timely 
manner for decision making 

Meeting summaries prepared 
within 10 business days Yes  

Decision Integration 
All comments requiring 
response are responded to 
within 15 business days 

Yes 

Decision Integration Comments requiring response 
and actions taken in response 

Yes 
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Outreach Measure Target Outcome 
to comments are tracked 
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Attachments   

1. Public Meeting Summaries: 
Durham Station 
Green Road Community Center 
One Exchange Plaza 
Chapel Hill Public Library 
Woodcroft Club 
CAT Operations Facility 

2. Comment Form and Results  
Comment Form (English) 
Comment Form (Spanish) 
Comment Form Results 

3. Outreach Materials: 
Email Announcements 
Website 
Flyer 
Translated Flyer 
Bus Placard 
Project Overview handout 
Title VI handout 

4. Stakeholder List  
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Attachment 1 – Public Meeting Summaries 

Durham Station 
November 6, 2013 

Meeting Format: 

Staff members canvassed the Triangle Transit bus stops from 3:30 until 5:30, collecting 
comment forms, distributing handouts and comment forms, and encouraging people to go 
inside the center for the public meeting. 
The public meeting ran concurrently with Triangle Transit’s standing public meeting and 
included a brief presentation to the People Riding In Durham Everyday (PRIDE) Ambassadors. 

Number of Public Meeting Attendees: 

12 public meeting attendees 
4 signed in 
7 PRIDE Ambassadors 

Number of Comment Forms Collected:  

19 Canvassing 
7 Public Meeting 

Summary of Comments: 

Commenters expressed concern over the fare increase and many stated that they would have to rethink 
the pass they purchased or change the number of times they took the bus. Several commenters were 
concerned about the financial burden of the proposed increase to regional paratransit fares since many 
riders are disabled on fixed incomes.  
 
Green Road Community Center 
November 12, 2013 

Meeting Format: 

The public meeting was held from 3:30-7:00 at the community center. 
Staff also canvassed the 23L bus stop outside of the community center every half hour.  

Number of Public Meeting Attendees: 5 

Number of Comment Forms Collected: 3 

Summary of Comments:  

Commenters at this event stated that increased fares would decrease ridership or be a significant 
burden, as many riders already experience financial hardships. One commenter suggested starting with 
a smaller increase and gradually increasing over a longer period of time. Commenters also shared 
recommendations for general improvements for the transit system, including service enhancements and 
benches and shelters at all bus stops.   
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Moore Square/One Exchange Plaza 
November 14, 2013 

Meeting Format: 

The public meeting was held from 3:30 until 7:00 pm in the lobby of the building. 
Staff canvassed Moore Square Transit Center from 3:30 until 6:00 pm.  

Number of Meeting Attendees: 5 

Number of Comment Forms Collected:  

55 Canvassing 
5 Public Meeting 

 
Summary of Comments: 

Many commenters were not aware of the proposed fare increases, or had not been aware the increase 
applied to their fare type (typically seniors), so these participants were very interested in collecting 
information and providing input. Commenters at this event focused primarily on the potential financial 
burden of the proposed increase, as many noted strained budgets. Additionally, many commenters 
provided suggestions on how to distribute the fares in different manners as well as suggestions for 
improvements for the system, such as extended evening hours and weekend services.  

 
Chapel Hill Public Library 
November 18, 2013 
Meeting Format: 

The public meeting was held from 4:00 until 7:00 pm in Meeting Room B at the public library. 

Number of Meeting Attendees: 5 

Number of Comment Forms Collected: 1 

Summary of Comments: 

The attendees at this meeting were very interested in how the transit services would change if a light 
rail system was implemented in the region. One event attendee expressed disappointment that the 
state government no longer provided the GoPass for employees and felt that some other incentive 
program should be enacted.  
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Woodcroft Club 
November 19, 2013 
Meeting Format: 

The public meeting was held from 3:30 to 6:30 in the community center. 
Staff canvassed the Triangle Transit bus stop on West Woodcroft Parkway.  

Number of Meeting Attendees: 3 

Number of Comment Forms Collected: 0 

Summary of Comments: 

No comments were collected at this event. 

 
CAT Operations Facility 
November 21, 2013 

Meeting Format: 

The public meeting was held from 3:30-7:00 in the conference room of the facility. 
Staff also canvassed the 18L and 55X bus stops on Poole Road and Bus Way outside of the 
facility every half hour.  

Number of Meeting Attendees: 1 

Number of Comment Forms Collected: 2 

Summary of Comments: 

Commenters were generally concerned about the older adult disabled populations that travel on the 
buses. They were concerned that the increased fares may be too expensive for people on fixed incomes, 
and also concerned about the distances some must travel to reach the bus stops. In general, many of 
the transit riders were not familiar with the proposed fare increases and appreciative of the 
information.  
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Attachment 2 – Comment Form Results 

In total, 329 comment forms were collected however, not all respondents completed all sections of the 
comment form. The data presented below indicates how many responses were collected for each 
question.  

Demographic Information 

The first set of questions was designed to collect the demographic information of the respondents. The 
purpose of this section was to compare the demographics of the riders participating in this outreach to 
the rider data collected by the transit agencies and ensure that the Title VI populations were being 
reached through the public engagement opportunities.  

Of the 310 respondents that selected an age group, 93.2 
percent were 16 to 64, 5.2 percent seniors 65 and older, 
and the remaining 1.6 percent were 16 or younger. The 
racial breakdown included 45.5 percent African American, 
40.2 percent White, 8.6 percent multiracial, 3.7 percent 
Asian and 2.0 percent Native American. Ethnically, 62.5 
percent of the respondents identified as non-Hispanic and 
37.5 percent Hispanic (176 total).  

 

 

Of the 265 people who selected an income range, 57.3 percent of the respondents indicated an income 
of $25,000 or less annually (39.6 percent less than $15,000, 17.7 percent $15,000 to less than $25,000). 
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Transit Use 

The purpose of this section was to collect data on the current transit usage as well as how transit riders 
pay for bus fare (fare type and trip type) and discount programs. Respondents were allowed to select 
more than one response for the questions.  

For the transit agencies listed, 518 responses were provided: 179 selected Capital Area Transit, 173 
Triangle Transit, 80 DATA, 34 C-Tran, 26 Chapel Hill Transit, 12 for ‘other’ transit services, and 12 
selected no transit services.  

Transit riders who use services daily or almost daily returned the highest number of comment forms 
(250 out of 335 responses). People who ride one to two times a week provided slightly more responses 
than occasional riders (49 compared to 35).  

          

 

Two questions asked about bus payment. The first allowed the responded to select all the fare types the 
respondent uses. Seven options were given and 395 responses were given and cash fare was the most 
frequent response (154). Day pass was the second more frequently selected response with 78, 48 
selected GoPass and 41 people selected 31 Day Pass. The 5-Day pass has the least amount of responses 
with 17 responses.  
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The second question allowed the responded to select the discount programs purchased and 122 people 
provided responses to this question. Of those, employer passes was the most frequently selected with 
36.9 percent of the responses. Reduced disability fares were selected next, with 21.5 percent of the 
responses which was slightly above reduced senior fares, which received 16.4 percent of the responses.   

 

The last closed-ended question on the comment form asked transit riders how the proposed fare 
increases will change the way they ride the bus. Over half of the respondents stated that the fare 
increases would not change their ridership behaviors (54.3 percent). Approximately 30 percent of the 
riders said they will ride less often and another 12.4 percent said they will stop riding. Finally, 3.7 
percent said they will change the type of bus service they use. Of the different ticket options provided, 
31.0 percent said they would switch to paying cash for tickets, while 16.5 percent said they would switch 
to the $25 stored value card and another 13.1 percent would buy the 31-Day pass.  
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Attachment 3 – Outreach Materials 

 

Attachment 4 – Stakeholder List 
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Wake County Transit Plan | GoTriangle 
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INTRODUCTION 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensures that “no person in the United States shall, on the basis 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 financial assistance.” GoTriangle has 
committed to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) objectives set forth in Circular 4702.1B. These 
objectives work to ensure that FTA-assisted benefits and related services are made available and are 
equitably distributed without regard to race, color, or national origin.

The Wake County Transit Plan focused on using new voter-approved revenue for improvements to transit
services across the county and across all service-providing agencies. These improvements were developed 
through an analysis of the local market and existing services, as well as an extensive outreach process with 
riders and other community stakeholders. Using this information, a network design plan was developed 
with a funding and implementation schedule to enhance service for existing riders and attract potential 
new riders. The elements of this plan that will be operated by GoTriangle and implemented by the 
conclusion of fiscal year 2024 will be examined as part of this Equity Analysis.

Under the recommended service improvement plan through FY2024, all census block groups currently 
served by GoTriangle will continue to receive fixed-route transit service. This Equity Analysis focuses 
primarily on how changes in GoTriangle service differently affect communities characterized by particular 
demographics. The income and race, as reported by the 2016 American Community Survey, of individuals 
within the service area was examined to determine whether the proposed service changes would 
disproportionately impact classes protected by Title VI and Environmental Justice (EJ). Specific focus 
was placed on identifying whether areas with disproportionately high low-income and/or minority 
residents would see significant service reductions under the Wake County Transit Plan.
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DATA + THRESHOLDS
For the Wake County Transit Plan, this analysis measures the impacts of recommended GoTriangle
service changes on low-income and minority communities by comparing the number of trips accessible 
per weekday within the 2017 network to those accessible within the proposed 2024 network. Data 
concerning these communities were obtained by way of the 2016 American Community Survey. 

SERVICE AREA 
A ½ mile buffer around GoTriangle’s 2017 fixed-route network in Wake County was created. This buffer, 
considered a comfortable walk to transit by the FTA, was then overlaid on Wake County block groups. All 
block groups which had direct contact with the ½ mile buffer were categorized as the GoTriangle 2017 
service area. The same was done for GoTriangle’s 2024 proposed fixed-route network. These two service 
areas were used as the basis of this equity analysis. 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: INCOME 
The FTA defines individuals who reside in households where total household income is equal to or less 
than the American Community Survey (ACS) poverty level as “low-income.” The following table (Figure 1)
shows the poverty guidelines for 2016. 

Figure 1 | Poverty Guidelines for 2016

Persons in Family/Household Poverty Guideline

1 $11,880

2 $16,020

3 $20,160

4 $24,300

5 $28,440

6 $32,580

7 $36,730

8 $40,890

For families/households with more than 8 persons, add $4,160 for each additional person.
Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2016

From the 2016 ACS, household income data were collected. These combined characteristics were then 
assessed against the appropriate poverty threshold, depending on household size, to render a number of 
persons within each Census block group that would be considered “low-income” according to the FTA 
definition. This number was then compared to the total population resulting in a percentage of population 
classified as “low-income” for each block group in both the 2017 and 2024 GoTriangle service areas. 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: RACE 
In an effort to calculate a percentage of block group population that identifies as a racial minority, the 
2016 ACS was again consulted. Self-identified racial composition is reported via the ACS on an individual, 
rather than household, basis. For the purpose of this equity analysis, individuals who identified as any 
race other than non-Hispanic white were considered minorities. The number of individuals per block 
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group who identified as minorities was assessed against the total population to render a percent minority 
population for each block group in both the 2017 and 2024 GoTriangle service areas. 

BLOCK GROUP CLASSIFICATION 
All block groups within the GoTriangle service areas were classified as representing one of the following: 
minority, low-income, neither, or both. A block group would receive the minority classification if its 
proportion of minority residents was above the average minority proportion for the entire 2017 service 
area. The same is true of each block group’s proportion of residents who are of low-income. If a block 
group’s population was above both the average minority and average low-income proportions, then it was 
classified as “both”; the opposite rendered a classification of “neither”. 

Figure 2 | Block Group Classification Thresholds  

Service Area Year
Average % of Block Group Population 

that Identifies as a Minority
Average % of Block Group 

Population considered Low-Income
2017 32% 13%

DISPARATE IMPACT + DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN THRESHOLD
In accordance with FTA guidelines, the following criteria for defining the disparate impact and 
disproportionate burden thresholds were used in this analysis:

Disparate Impact: If block groups within the service area with a higher than average percent 
minority population experience a 10% greater decrease or lesser increase in service (defined in the 
following section) than the service area overall.

Disproportionate Burden: If block groups within the service area with a higher than average 
percent low-income population experience a 10% greater decrease or lesser increase in service 
(defined in the following section) than the service area overall.

These thresholds are defined in GoTriangle’s Disparate Impact Policy for Major Service Changes (and 
Disproportionate Burden Policy), which are included in GoTriangle’s current Title VI Program.
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SERVICE ANALYSIS 
DETERMINING SERVICE INCREASE OR DECREASE 
To calculate existing service level, each existing route’s total number of trips per weekday was used. The
trips per weekday metric generally reflects the number of times a rider will be able to access transit from a 
given location. Each block group within the service area was then assigned the sum of the total trips per 
weekday of all routes whose ½ mile buffer passed through it. This was done for both the 2017 and 
proposed 2024 networks. The proposed trips per weekday figure was then subtracted from the existing 
trips per weekday to determine the change in service: increased service, decreased service, or no change. 

Figure 3 | Service Change Overview

Service Change Category % of Block Groups within 2024 Service Area by Change Classification

Increased Service 33%

No change in Service 0%

Decreased Service 67%

About 33% of neighborhoods served under the 2024 network will experience an increase in GoTriangle 
service under the recommended service plan. Around 67% of neighborhoods served by the proposed 
network will experience decreased GoTriangle service (see Figure 3). It is important to note that these 
areas of decreased service are likely gaining service from another provider, be it GoCary or GoRaleigh, 
since the Wake County Transit Plan increases integration of service from multiple providers. The specifics 
of how residents currently living within the GoTriangle service area will be integrated into a different 
provider’s service area is explored in the following section. 

CHANGE IN SERVICE ANALYSIS 
The 2024 proposed network and service plan primarily entail changes in span to include more midday 
service, and the realignment of regional routes to better feed into the more frequent network. In cases 
where service would duplicate local GoCary or GoRaleigh service, areas may undergo a decrease or 
elimination of GoTriangle service under the proposed service plan (see Figure 7). This is the case in Cary 
along Harrison Avenue – which will be served by GoCary Route 3 Harrison, and along Kildaire Farm 
Road, Maynard Road, Walnut Street, and Buck Jones Road which will be served by a combination of 
GoCary Routes 5 Kildaire Farm and Route 9B Buck Jones. This is also the case in Raleigh along Glenwood 
Avenue – to be served by GoRaleigh Route 6L Glenwood North and 6La Glenwood Pleasant Valley – and 
Spring Forest Road north of the Millbrook Exchange Park – to be served by GoRaleigh Route 32 Lynn-
Spring Forest (see Figure 6). The impacts of GoTriangle’s service changes between 2017 and 2024 within 
GoTriangle’s service area by demographic classification can be seen in Figures 4 and 5. 

Figure 4 | Service Change by Minority Designation – all trips are per weekday

2017 Minority 
Block Groups 

2024 Minority 
Block Groups

2017 Total 
Service Area 

2024 Total 
Service Area 

Trips 6,172 5,738 12,589 12,050
Change in Trips from 2017 - -434 - -539

% Change in Trips from 2017 - -7% - -4%
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Figure 5 | Service Change by Low-Income Designation – all trips are per weekday

2017 Low-Income 
Block Groups 

2024 Low-Income 
Block Groups

2017 Total 
Service Area 

2024 Total 
Service Area 

Trips 6,323 5,944 12,589 12,050
Change in Trips from 2017 - -379 - -539

% Change in Trips from 2017 - -6% - -4%

Residents in neighborhoods where GoTriangle service between 2017 and 2024 will see the greatest
decrease are more likely to be minorities; note that minority areas see a 7% decrease in GoTriangle service 
while the overall network sees a 4% decrease in service. This difference in service change is within the 10% 
threshold. Therefore, the proposed service changes for GoTriangle do not have a disparate 
impact on minorities within the service area. Also, while minorities are losing a greater share of 
GoTriangle service, the great majority of these areas will see either no change or an overall increase of 
weekday service via the GoRaleigh and GoCary proposed 2024 networks. 

Similarly, the difference in change in service between the overall service area and low-income areas is 
within the allotted 10% threshold. This means that low-income communities within the 
GoTriangle service area are not subject to a disproportionate burden under the 
recommended service plan. In addition, due to being integrated into the GoCary and GoRaleigh 
proposed 2024 networks, these areas will generally have their current number of weekday trips either 
maintained or increased significantly.   
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Figure 6 | Eliminated GoTriangle Service Replaced by GoCary and GoRaleigh
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Figure 7 | Change in Number of Trips per weekday from 2017 to 2024 – GoTriangle Network by Block Group
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Figure 8 | Change in Number of Trips per weekday from 2017 to 2024 – GoTriangle Network by Minority Block Group
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Figure 9 | Change in Number of Trips per weekday from 2017 to 2024 – GoTriangle Network by Low-income Block Group
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EXAMPLES OF SERVICE CHANGES 
The following section takes a deeper look at multiple origin and destination pairs as examples of how 
travel times are expected to change between the 2017 and 2024 transit networks. This information is 
summarized in Figure 10.

Travel from Oak Forest Estates 

The minority neighborhood of Oak Forest Estates is located in Millbrook south of Oak Forest Drive, north 
of Spring Forest Road, and just west of Capital Boulevard. Traveling from here to the Raleigh-Durham 
International Airport by way of the 2017 GoTriangle network would call for a 7 minute walk to GoRaleigh 
Route 1, and transferring at the GoRaleigh Station to GoTriangle Route 100. This trip would take a total of 
90 minutes. By way of the 2024 transit network, this trip would require making a 7 minute walk to 
GoTriangle NRX, and transferring to GoTriangle Route 100 at the Regional Transit Center. This trip 
would take a total of 60 minutes to complete. 

Traveling from Oak Forest Estates to Downtown Cary using the 2017 network would require making the 7 
minute walk to GoRaleigh Route 1, traveling to the GoRaleigh Station, and transferring to GoTriangle 
Route 300. This would take 95 minutes to complete. Using the 2024 network, you would likely make the 
same trip via GoRaleigh Route 1 and GoTriangle Route 300. However, you would have more transfer 
options at the GoRaleigh Station to the frequent network – for example to GoRaleigh Route 9 – if the 
GoTriangle Route 300 were delayed or not well aligned to your arrival time at the GoRaleigh Station. This 
increase in options improves the quality of the trip for passengers allowing for decreased uncertainty and 
a higher probability of on-time arrival at their final destination. 

Travel from Justice Heights 

The low-income neighborhood of Justice Heights is situated in Apex along Lynch Street, just north of 
Salem Street and south of Apex Jaycee Park. Under the 2017 network, traveling from this neighborhood to 
the Raleigh-Durham International Airport would have required accessing GoTriangle Route 311 via a 15 
minute walk, traveling to the Regional Transit Center, and transferring to GoTriangle Route 100. 
Assuming average wait time at your transfer location, this trip would take a total of 90 minutes to 
complete. Under the 2024 proposed network, you would make the 5 minute walk to GoTriangle Route 
305, travel into Raleigh, and transfer to GoTriangle Route 100. This trip would take 80 minutes to 
complete. 

Traveling from this same neighborhood to Downtown Cary by way of the 2017 network would require 
walking 15 minutes to GoTriangle Route 311 and transferring to GoCary Route 4. This would generally 
take 70 minutes. Using the 2024 network, you would walk 5 minutes to GoCary HSX, and connect directly 
to Downtown Cary. This trip would take 25 minutes to complete. 

Figure 10 | Approximate Travel Times for O-D Pairs with 2017 and Proposed 2024 Service (AM Peak Service)

Travel From Classification Airport 2017 Airport 2024 
Downtown Cary

2017
Downtown Cary

2024 

Oak Forest 
Estates

Minority Area 90 mins 60 mins 95 mins 95 mins

Justice Heights Low-Income Area 90 mins 80 mins 70 mins 25 mins
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