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1.EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Unlimitedride passeg also referred to as Eco Passes dPasses are typically annual passes offered

to employers and universities at a steep discount over the cost of purchasing monthly passes or other
fare media. This is justified by the fact thdtet organizations participating in the programs must
purchase the passes for adligible employees/students, regardless of whether they are used. The
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (PCJPB) operates the Caltrain commuter rail service through the
counties of San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. A key component of its fare structure is the
GoPass, which is an unlimiteide product offered to employers and schools looking for ways to reduce
demand for parking, improve access for their emplaystidents or meet congestion mitigation

requirements.

This researchseels to answer the following questian 1) does offering the GoPass to schools and
employers represent a cosfffective way to increase ridership on Caltraiyd 2) regardless of cds

effectiveness, is the GoPass program driving Caltrain ridership?

The Literature review focus®n those factors that contribute to transit ridership growth, including fare,
service enhancements, infrastructure upgrades, and other elements. This rbsea® crucial in
identifying the unlimitedride pass as a compelling topic for further study. Research then focused on
unlimited-ride programs, which have beestudiedextensively with respect to their impact on ridership
and the benefits they bring to ptcipating employers. Notably absent, however, was analysis of
whether such programs serve as a ceffective way to drive ridership from the standpoint of the

transit agency.

Following discussions with Caltrain stdffe research desigwas developedo determine how much
revenue is associated with each GoPass trip. This number is then compared to the amount of fare
associated with noiGoPass trips. The research design relies on data from the 2010 and 2013 Caltrain
Triennial Customer Surveys, annuabFass surveys, and data from the National Transit Database

regarding revenue and ridership for the system as a whole.
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Theanalysis begins with profile of the typical Caltrain customer versus that of the subset of Caltrain
Customers using the GoPasstlasir fare medium This includes analysis of fare type whneity, fare

type vs.age, fare type vs. busehold incomefare type vs.dnguage spoken at homéare type vssex

and fare type vs. @ucational attainmentFollowing @velopment of the basiprofile isanalysis ofthe
service usage characteristics of GoPass users versus users of the system as a whole. Thiddteclude
crosstabulations of fare type (GoPass and rABo-Pass)of fare type vs.rip purpose fare type vs.

frequency and fare typers. bngevity (how long they have used the service)

The analysis then focuses on the cost effectiveness of the GoPass program with respect to how much
revenue is associated with each GoPass trip when compared to the revenue associated with each non
GoPas trip. This is followed by analysis of the impact the program has on total ridership, regardless of

fare medium used

In comparing the amount of GoPass revenue per estimated unlinked trip taken by GoPass users versus
the amount of norRGoPass revenue tbected per norGoPass trip, it is clear the GoPass is not as cost
effective as the other fare media types, taken as a whole. Altogether, Caltrain collected $1.73 per
GoPass trip in 2013 versus $4.46 per trip for-@oPass trips. The gap actually wideme@014, with

Caltrain collecting $1.79 per GoPass customer that year versus $5.41-(BalRass revenue.

With respect to the impact the program has had on ridership, the general growth in GoPass ridership
has outpaced that of the system as a whole, ¢gating that GoPass users are contributing to Caltrain
ridership in a significamhanner. In 2014, Caltrain ridership grew by 644,817 unlinked trips (3.9 percent)

over 2013. During the same period, the number of estimated unlinked trips taken by GoRess us
climbed by 842,899, or 21 percent over the year prior. Without the increase in GoPass riders, the system
g2dz R KIS | Oldz-rtte t2ad mdoy S rapwalritkksREBENE Ay HAamn I

Given the revenue gap between the GoPass programefirather fare media types used on the Caltrain

system, the PCJPB should adjust the pricing scheme to increase the annual cost per program participant.
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2. INTRODUCTION

| DEFINITION OF PROBLEM |

Transit agencies continually struggle with how to maximizership and productivity on their respective
systems. There is a wide range of different strategies and tactics that can be used to increase ridership,
from building new rail lines to building partnerships with local commub#iged organizations. Tie

have been numerous studies of the issue, analyzing and ranking various actions and determining
whether they are coseffective in meeting their stated goal: increasing ridership. A selection of Hgese

found in Fleishman 2005 discussed below.

Large Capital Projects
Significant capital projects such as building new light or heavy rail can generate significant new ridership,

but the capital and operating costs associated with it can preclude many agencies from doing so.

Increased Service
Increasing service levels in the service area, whether through introducing feeder services, enhancing

frequency along key corridors, introducing express buses, or extending the service day were generally

found to achieve increased ridership with moderabehtigh costeffectiveness implications.

Partnerships and Coordination
Forming partnerships and enhancing coordination with other organizations and service providers ranked

among the most costffective groups of strategies. These efforts generally wevasharing funding;
offering incentives; targeting specific populations, organizations, or community groups; and working
directly with employers. Some examples include university or employer pass prograesragértcy

transfer agreements, obility managemat, parking policy changeand vanpools.

Following review of humerous studies and reports conducted in recent years, the idea of uniiidéed
passes has shown clear potential to be a edftctive means to increase ridership for participating
transit agencies. This report will focus solely on determining whether unlimi@te passes are truly

cost effective from the standpoint of both the transit agency and the participating employéhe
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research includes analysis of the Peninsula Joint PowdrsNBR Q& o6t / Wt . 0 D2t | &4a LINR

used on its Caltrain commuter rail service.

Unlimited-ride Passes
There are two common forms of unlimitete passes in use today in the United States. The

University/School Pass Program is a partnership betveegansit agency and one or multiple schools to
provide for free or reduced rides for students. Employer Annual Pass Programs represent agreements
between the transit agency and individual employers to offer annual passes to employees as a Travel

Demand Minagement (TDM) strategy. The distinctions between these programs are detailed below.

University Pass Programs

Many universities that do not provide their own transit seevrely upon the local transit agency for
transportation services for their student body and faculty. In many such cases, univeesitésish
partnerships with the local transit agencies $secure discounts on fare media or other payment
programs for studnts and facultyBy providing a lovwcost and convenient form of transit payment to
the university community, the transit agency typically sees increased ridership. Agencies that serve
and have some type of payment arrangement witmajor universities § and large have significantly
higher per capita ridership figures than do other comparaibed areagFleishman 2005)In returnthe
university benefitdy improving access for its students, facuéipd staff Shifting so many students and

faculty mayalso result in a reduction in the nedak existing or forecast parking on site.

Some universities began offering such partnership programs as early as the 1980s, allowing for
significant study and providing opportunity for incremental improvement othex years. In their
evolution across the past several decades, a number of diffetenations of the programs have

emerged:

1 The university pays the transit agency an annual lump sum per student in return for unlimited
transit use for eactparticipating student, faculty and staff member; this type of arrangement
KIa 688y 3IABSY G(GKS ISYSNRAO yIEYS 4! YEAYAGSR ! O

only present his/her campus ID card to board a transit velgidiEishman 2005)
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1 The wiversity purchases monthlyemester/annualpasses from the transit agency, either at the
regular price or at a reduced price, and then sells them to interested studeo®ually at a
significant price reduction. These may be speciddgigned passes {ber electronic or flash

passes) issued by the agency, or special sckiixed to campus ID car@sleishman 2005)

f ¢KS GNYyaad 3SyoOe | OQhGdzatte NBFRa GKS dzyiA 3SNA
fare collection equipment. A predetetined cost per ride is then billed to the university, based
on the total uses of the cards during the specified tifhe., month,semester yeal). (Fleishman
2005)

In some cases, arrangements involve a single university or college, while in others, the transit agency
provides the same basic de#b any interested institution.Where implemented, university pass
programs have typically proven quite successful at irgirgatransit ridership, while also providirg

guaranteed revenustreamto the transit agency.

Employer AnnudPass Programs

Annual pass programs are a partnership between a given transit agency and those employers interested
in providing a benefit toheir employees or are compelled to reduce automobile trips by employees
through a TDM requirementSuch programs made participation convenient for both employers and

employees.

It is critical for the transit agency that the pricing structure for the passures the agency will not be
losing revenue. These programs require all employees at a participating employer to receive the pass,
thus ensuring the employer is paying for some employees who will never use the$lamsld a transit
agency not need t@add/adjust service to meet the increased demand, any extra revenue fach
programs would be positive for the bottom line. In addition, the extra revenue is often more
dependable than cash fares or other media giyamticipation in suctprogramsis often required asa

condition of approval for the buildingsmployers
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Thus, employer pass and voucher programs have been shown to benefit employees, employers and
transit agencies. Clearly, the simpteand less costly it is for employers to administehese programs,

the more likely they will be to participate. Similarly, the more convenient it is for employees to take
advantage of commuter benefits, the more likely they will be to use transit to get to and from work
(Fleishman 2005)

| SYSTEMNFORMATION

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board is one of three agencies operating under the umbrella of the
San Mateo County Transit District (District). The District also includes SamTrans, which operates fixed
route bus and complementary Paransit service as well as the San Mateo County Transportation

Authority (SMCTA), which administers a countge halfcent sales tax.

Rail service in some form or another has been provided betweerd&asand San Francisco, CA via the
same corridor fomore than 150 yearsPassenger service on the Peninsula corridor begdi863 by

the San Francisco and San Jose Railroad Compla@ySan Francisco and San Jose Railroad Company
was acquiredin 1870 by another company that would soon become part of tbeatl&rn Pacific

Railroad.

Following steady losses in ridership due to changing travel patterns, Southern Pacific petitioned to
abandon the service in 1977, but the three counties being served (Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San
Francisca; enacted a fare stailization plan to subsidize the price of tickets for the seni&rem 1980

until June 30, 1992, Caltrans contracted with S.P. to provide passenger service in the corridor, sharing
operating subsidies with San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara coliliestate assumed sole
responsibility for station acquisitions and other capital improvements until the service resulted in
formation of thePCJPB 1987. The JPBok over operations in 1992 and has operated the sergiger

since.

Caltrain servestations from San Francisco to Gilroy, with the core of service focused between San
Francisco and San Jo3dée service carried approximately 53,500 riders on a typical weekday in Fiscal

Year 2014. It operates 4#ains in each direction each weekday. Caih features 18 trains each
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direction onSaturday and 16 on Sunday. Service is split into three different trip types: local, dimited
stop, and baby bullet. Local service makes as many as 25 stops in each direction, with the longest trip
times being 2 hots, 22 minutes for trips to/from Gilrogr 1 hour, 33 minutes for trips to/from San Jose.
Limitedstop service cuts the number of stops to as few as 11, with a travel time to/from San Jose of 1
hour, 9 minutes. Baby Bullet service was introduced in 20@4features as few as six stops and a travel

time of 59 minutes to/from San Jose.
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Exhibit 1:CaltrainSystemMap
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Caltrain adjusts fares based on zones, with a total of six zones spanning the entire service area. The

following chart illustrates the fare structure by zone across the available fare media.

Exhibit 2:Fare Chart

Travel Within
1Zone | 2Zones| 3Zones| 4 Zones| 5 Zones| 6 Zones|
$3.25 $5.25 $7.25 $9.25 $11.24 $13.24

Ticket Type How to Buy

Ticket Vending Machin

117

OneWay I lipper Card $279 $479 $679 $8.79 $10.78 $12.79
Day Pass Ticket Vending Maching  $6.50 $10.50 $14.50 $18.50 $22.50 $26.5(
Zone UpgradeTicket Vending Maching $2.00

8-ride Clipper Card $20.25 $35.2 $50.00 $64.7 $79.50 $94.25
Monthly Pass|Clipper Card $73.00 $126.00 $179.00 $232.00 $285.00 $338.0(

Source: www.Caltrain.com

The CaltrainGoPass is an annual, unlimitédde pass offered to employers, schools, and residential
buildings at a deep discount per employee/student/resident. The pass is open to any organization that
wishes to participate, signs the user agreement, and pays theogpipte fees. As of the beginning of

2015, there are more thahOO participating organizations.

The GoPass is a sticker that is placed on an approved badge and must be renewed annually. Participating
organizations must enroll every student/faime empbyee/resident regardless of whether the
individuals intend to use the service. The rate for the progmarg014 was $165 for each student/full

time employee/resident or $13,750, whichever is more. Beginning in October 2014, the pricing was
adjusted to $18000 for each student/fultime employee/resident or $15,120, whichever is more.
Organizations joining the program mygar receive a proated rate.Given the GoPass serves assib?

zone monthly passef.e., one for each month)it represents a discoundf 95.6 percent over the

equivalent adult monthly pass.
The results of the research can be used by the PCJPB to make adjustments to the program. In addition,

this research will serve as a way to identify best practices that can be adopted in other areas, as well as

potential pitfalls or challenges that agensieonsidering such a program may be able to avoid.
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3.LITERATURE REVIEW

¢tKS F2ft2¢gAy3 fAGSNI GdZNE NB@PASH NBLINBaSyaa GKS G
transit ridershipinacosS FFSOGA GBS YI yyYSNE (2 -@ffectiveivéySo increael NI A y
GNF yaAd NARSNEKALIDéry df the fdlldwingditadidniNthat theRregearicKtépic, il 2 S O (i
initially very broad, has come to focus on unlimiéde pass programs and their effectiveness with

respect to increasing transit ridership.

| FACTORS INFLUENCING RIDERSHIP GROWTH |

The costeffectiveness of various tactics aimed at increasing transit ridership is a rich topic for
researchers. What are existing systems doing and how are those specific activities impacting ridership?
In reviewing existing practices used to drive ridership ghoat transit properties around the country, it

is clear a wide variety of different approaches are being used (Fleishman, 2005). It is critical to evaluate
each approach across a series of metrics, including cost, ridership growth, and timeline for

implementation.

Fleishman includes a set of strategies that have been employed in the past by various transit operators

to increase transit ridership. In keeping with most Transit Cooperative Research Program reports, the
purpose of the document in genera to share best practices among operators so is to see transit
ridership increase. When ridership increases for the individual operators, the share of transit ridership
FY2y3 |tf Y2RS&a ylIUA2Yy6ARS gAftf AyONBbfar8nsit ¢ KA OK

operators, allowing them to receive more funding and continue the virtuous cycle.

The report defines those elements that drive ridership growth which are within (service adjustments,
pricing, etc.) and beyond (local/regional economy, fedetatfs assistance) the control of a given transit
agency. It also includes discussion of the traffs agencies must make when considering the relative
merits of a given strategy. A key point within the repaithat large capital projects are often inefient

with respect to increasing ridership and that some of the simplest approaches such as creating

partnerships with employers or modifying fare policies can drive ridership growth more effectively.
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Capital projects are often seen as an effective waytoease ridership, but many of the real benefits to
transit ridership may come later, when density increases around stations. In fact, many new rail lines
serve areas well short of what researchers have identified as a critical mass of density. Af&Qdy
different rail and BRT projects found that the average combined density of jobs and housing around the
stations was 19, less than ottieird of the critical density of 60 jobs and residents per acre necessary to

ensure coseffectiveness at a capitabst of $50 million per mile (Guerra, 2011).

Why are these expensive rail projects built when more &ffective means of boosting transit ridership
are available? One clear reason is that local decisiakers often rely on faulty ridership and cost
forecasts to make the selection among various alternatives. In one FTA study, actual ridership on
completed lines was as much as 85 percent lower than forecast, while costs were as much as 106
percent higher (Pickrell, 1990). In many cases, leveragingoBs€fve corridors is a good first step, with
many properties that started BRT programs experiencing significant numbers of new transit riders, as

opposed to more rides from existing customers (Peak et al, 2005)

Digging deeper into those factors influéng transit ridership, there are generally two broad categories

¢ external and internat, with external factors being generally beyond the control of transit agencies and
AYGSNYLEFE FFEOG2NR 0SAy3a gAGKAY GKS RIBI.{Somedfithel i NI y
critical external factors include the economy, population growth, taed patterns, and availability of

funding. Internal factors include service levels, service quality, reliability, and price. Price represents one

of the most effetive ways for a transit agency to influence usage, positively or negatively. Among the

many levers within pricing that an agency can control is whether there are specific fare products that

are targeted directly at students and commuters at a reducedepsach as Eco Pass programs.

This research is corroborated by analysis of transit ridership increases in the 1990s and what factors may
have contributed to increased transit patronage (Haas, 2002). There was a strong correlation between
an 1lpercent derease in inflatioradjusted fares and a 1@ercent increase in transit ridership across

the same period. The same report included a survey of transit agencies offering unlimited access
programs for employers or universities and found that such programe wenerally successful in

driving ridership growth, with a few exceptions.
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| UNLIMITED ACCESS PROGRAMS |

Often, universities form partnerships with local transit agencies to provide unlimited transit rides for
students and faculty of the university. Thé& G & LJSa 2F LINPINF Yax OFfftSR a9C
programs are intended to manage congestion and parking demand on campus while also driving
ridership growth for the transit operator. The passes are paid for by the university, often atfecaigni

discount. Digging deeper into the specifics of unlimitet® pass programs implemented in conjunction

with local universities, research has shown the programs are beneficial to transit agencies for five key
reasons: they reduce demand for parkingncrease student mobility, help with student
recruitment/retention, reduce costs associated with attending college, and increase transportation

equity. The transit agencies indicated the benefits to them of the programs were threefold: increased

ridership guaranteed revenue source, and improved overall service (Brown, 2001).

Some of the leaders of the employbased unlimiteeride effort are communities in the San Francisco
Bay Area. One study focused on the efforts and cost effectiveness of Eco PaskesBay Area
communities of Mountain View and Palo Alto, including the hypothetical benefits of those passes to

developers, employers, transit agencies, and the cities themselves (Shoup, 2004).

Eco Passes are a form of Transportation Demand Managewlesiiein transit agencies partner with
employers to offer every employee at an organization a heawibsidized unlimiteglide pass (often as

little as one percent the cost of a traditional monthly pass, which is also heavily subsidized). These
passes areffered to all employees, regardless of whether they use it, and are sometimes a condition of

approval for developers building office/commercial property.

Research suggests the potential cost savings for developer versus building parking, the bdreeiiit
agencies in filling excess capacity and having more reliable funding sources, the benefit to employees in
having great flexibility, and the benefit to cities in terms of congestion, reduced requests for variances,

and improved urban design (Shqui999).
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When looking at a single program such as the Eco Pass, as well as just a single employer, such as a local
entity, can provide clear insight into the benefits of a program such as the Eco Pass. When focusing on
how the Santa Clara Valley Trangption Authority (VTA) Eco Pass program works with a large public
entity such as the City of San Jose, the drawbacks and benefits of the program can be understood more
readily. For the first 13 years of its participation in the VTA Eco Pass progranitytbé &n Jose did

not conduct any critical analysis of how the program was benefitting its employees (Salvano, 2009).

In addition to evaluating the program in terms of participation rates and other key indicators, Salvano

also analyzed how the Eco Pass program was impacted by thihda@ity of San Jose employees were

Ffa2 2FFSNBR FNBS LI NGA i2d R S{UISINGTAWSQ & KNERIKSINNID K S5 2
free parking limited the effectiveness of the Eco Pass program, in part by evaluating how fluctuations in

gas prices correlated with usage of a parking structure in downtown San Jose. Given thet indire
relationship between gas prices and parking utilization rates among City employees in that garage, there

may be a correlation between free parking and lower Eco Pass usage.

Salvano admits that given the lack of monitoring and evaluation of the proggaito that point, he

O2dzf RYyQli RN} g lye TFANY O2yOfdzaAizya NBIFINRAYyI K2g
said, Salvano does reach a number of interesting conclusions, including the fact that while VTA expected

a 35 percent participatiorrate at the outset of the program, City employees were using it at a rate of

25 percent. Given this high participation rate, the author believes the Eco Pass is currently underpriced
and should be restructured to improve farebox recovery and ensure thgram is sustainable for the

long term. In addition, Salvano recommends the City restructure parking pricing to better align

incentives for commuters.

| IMPACTS OF TRANSIT BENEFITS PROGRAMS |

Eco Passes are often part of larger employer benefits progralesigned to attract and retain
employees. Some key elements of transit benefits programs include vouchers, monthly passes, and
universal passes. These can impact transit agencies with respect to ridership, revenue, and cost. Some

examples can be founthrough the examination of five specific transit agencies throughout the country
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to determine how the benefits programs affect ridership and revenue, how costly are the programs to
administer, and the differences in terms of impacts among the various hegpés (Ecola, 2008). The
agencies included in the studyunlike Caltraing are multimodal and are geared for communitjde
mobility. Caltrain is designed to serve those making trips solely along a single corridor, with a particular

focus on commutes.

The research revealed that Universal Pass programs (like the GoPass) generally have complex pricing
structures that vary based on location and/or size of employer. More than 2.8ifRellEquivalents
(FTEs) in staff time are required to administer u@rsal Pass programs and p&sdders typically

account for 515 percent of total system ridership.

Ultimately, the authors indicate that better data are needed to study the issue in greater detail and to

reach firmer conclusions regarding the impactrahsit benefits packages on transit ridership.

In looking at one specific example, the Countywide EcoPass Feasibility Study for Boulder County,
Colorado provides critical insight into the costs and benefits of Universal Pass programs as well as how
they achieve regional goals. The repqrprepared by consultants Charlier Associates, Inc. in association
with Nelson/Nygaard for Boulder County and the City of Boulgeeeks to determine whether the
EcoPass program could help achieve five key objectimekiding increasing transit mode share and

improving access to transit in the area (Charlier Associates, 2014).

The authors conducted modeling for demand, ridership, and costs associated with a countywide
program (seven similar programs already existanous communities in the area) and determined that
integrating the existing programs together and extending them countywide could yield tangible
benefits. These include an increase in ridership in the county of between 26 and 62 percent. The
program woud also yield as much as a-pércent increase in transit mode share, with a more than

doubling of the number of residents eligible for an emplepesvided transit pass.

The benefits of these transit pass programs are clear, with a significant amouvesesfrch indicating

the programs reduce demand for parking, while also increasing transit usage in lieu of driving alone. In a
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Transportation Commission (M)Y,Ghe author discusses transit benefits programs as a-efisttive

means of shifting modes and driving transit ridership (Knepper, 2007). These programs are often viewed

as a critical element of any comprehensive Transit Demand Management (TDM) sti€isg\County

Metro in the Seattle, Washington area has experienced success in more suburban transit center
environments. The Village at Overlake Station in Redmond and the Metropolitan Place at the Renton
Transit Center provide bus passes for all residei@urvey results suggest that as many as half of

residents in those developments are now regular bus users (Shelton, 2003).

At Johns Manville Company headquarters in downtown Denver, Colorado, employees are provided with

the option of subsidized parkingr a free Eco Pass. The Eco Pass also comes with participation in the
O2YLI y&Qa DdzZ N} YyGSSR WARS 12YS LINRINIY YR MH TFNI
program, the number of employees driving along to work has been reduced to just 5&npength 44

percent using public transit for their commutes (Anonymous, 2013).

When used as a tool by universities, these programs can be very successful in driving transit usage and
limiting singleoccupant trips. The University of California, Berkélégss Pass Program was launched in
1997 as a partnership with Alame@ontra Costa Transit (AC Transit) whereby students received
unlimited rides on AC Transit. The program was paid for via student registration assessment. Prior to
implementation, 5.6 pecent of students used AC Transit for schahted trips. Following
implementation, 14.1 percent used AC Transit. AC Transit, even though it was offering the passes at a
discounted rate, saw a 48ercent increase in revenue from UC Berkeley studentssacthe same

period (Nuworsoo, 2005). The City of Berkeley also offers a similar program for its employees through a
partnership with AC Transit. The program has helped reduce the number of employees who drive to

work (Anonymous, 2002).

There is a greatleal of literature regarding how to reduce parking demand and how to improve the
success of Transitriented Developments (TODs) with respect to the share of trips made by residents
using transit. In this field of research, transit benefits programs nelji appear as some of the more

effective ways to reduce demand for parking. Knepper (2007) lists Transit Incentive Programs as a key
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part of any comprehensive set of strategies to reduce parking demand at successful TODs. Among the
possible types of trarisincentives (bus passes, fafiee zones, fare discounts to seniors or school kids),

she mentions pass programs, in particular, as effective at reducing parking demand by shifting
commuters and residents from driving to transit service. In a matrix of the relativeeffestiveness of

strategies for reducing parking demand, transit inc@8 LIN2 INJ Y& I NB fA&adiSR I a
effectiveness varying to a large degree depending on the cost of the pass programs, quality/access to
transit service, and convenience of taking transit to reach key destinations. Hovebeenotes pass
programsare very high for TODs immediately adjacent to transit stations/corridors (which is where

TODs should be located, by definition).

The high cost of parking spaces is a central driver of the need to reduce parking demand. Parking spaces
can cost between$5,000 and $25,000 each, depending on whether they are in surface lots,
underground, or in a structure. As Boroski et al (2005) notes, these costs can easily swing a potential
project from profitable to unprofitable, so it is critical parking demand beigaied to ensure the
viability of many developments. They note that transit pass programs (among other strategies) are a
effective way to attract residents and workers to transit. Tax deductions for employers and tax

exemptions for users are also a gréatentive for using such programs.

On the other side of the commute trip, Cervero (2006) determined that office workers in California were
much more likely to utilize transit for commuteelated trips if frequent feeder bus service was

available, as @il as employer assistance with covering the cost of taking transit. A lack of parking at or
near the work site was also a crucial factor in mode choice, further reinforcing the connection between

mode choice and parking policy.

Donald Shoup has performed extensive analysis of parking requirements as well as potential alternatives

to such requirements. Of particular relevance is his analysis of alternatives in the Silicon Valley
communities of Palo Alto and Mountain Viewoth of which are served by Caltrain and the Santa Clara
+FffS@ CNIFYALRNIIFIGAZ2Y 1 dziK2NAGE 6x¢! 0 | A& Fylfe
Pass as a benefit to their employees were able to reduce commuter parking demand by 19 percent.

Whentranslated to the cost of constructing parking spaces, this single transit benefit program allows

Pagel9| 58



Michael Eshleman | MTM 290

developers to save as much as $13.49 per square foot of space being constructed. He concludes that the
low cost of reducing parking demand compared with thigh cost of increasing the parking supply
shows that Eco Passes are a esf§¢ctive way to reduce the high cost of meeting parking requirements
mandated by zoning ordinances (Shoup, 1999). The City of San Jose echoed these findings when staff
analyzed e benefits of transit commuter benefits in lieu of parking. Their findings indicate that
developers, employers, and commuters save money; public transit providers gain new riders, traffic

congestion/pollution are reduced; and that positive changes in nithesign are facilitated.

/ 2YYdzi SN 6 Sy STFAlGa LINE I NI-user kn&d yhe pirograrg ékdsts. tr2@0% tha (K S
United States Environmental Protection Agency released a guidebook for those employers seeking to
improve usage of benefits progrs. The guidebook features strategies and tactics design to make
employees aware of the programs as well as ensure ongoing awareness levels remain high (Anonymous,
2005). Focusing on key outcomes and benefits such as saving money, reducing stress)grhpaith,

and helping the environment are all key messages that are critical to a successful benefits program.
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4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

¢KS LINAYFNE Lldz2N1)22asS 2F GKA&A NBaSINOK STF2NE Aa (2
effective means of increasing ridership on its system. In so doing, the research design seeks to
determine whether Caltrain loses revenue for every trip taken by GoPass,usedshow many trips

those riderscontribute to the systemThese results will then be comed to the costeffectiveness of

other fare types offered by Caltrain. This analysisonducted using a crosectional methodology,

comparing subsets of a larger Caltrain ridership and revenue picture to determine whether a specific

program is more cdseffective than another.

The process for analyzing the cedtectiveness of the GoPass program in terms of increasing ridership

starts with a basic profile of the GoPass user versus customers of the system as a whole. This includes

the share of GoPasssers within the system, the number of trips they take each week, the humber of
8SINAR GKSeQ@S 06SSy dzaAy3da [/ FEGNIAYS 6KSYy (GKSe 22Ky

Caltrain.

The research will then focus on the specifics of administetieg@oPass program, including the number
of passes distributed each year (i.e., number of total eligilalicipant9, the number of actual GoPass

users, and analysis of how many trips occur per pass distributed.

The next step will be to analyze the anmbicharged to employers for the GoPass program. 04

rate was$165 per eligible participant or $3,750 per year, whichever is greatéihe amount of revenue
generated per GoPass udgercalculated by dividing the amount of GoPass revenue collectdd yasa

by the number of eligible participants enrolled in the program for that given yext, the number of

annual trips taken by GoPass users is calculated using results from the annual Caltrain GoPass Surveys in
2013 and 2014This number will be thd@otal amount of revenue brought in through the GoPass

program divided by the approximate number of trips made usliiregGoPas@rogramfor thoseyears.

These calculations set a baseline for the comparison of GoPass revenue per distributed pass to the

revenue per passenger for all fare types excluding the GoPass. Comparing these two willtemable
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determination of whether the GoPass is priced appropriately versus the other fare media accepted on
Caltrain. In the event the GoPass program is lesseaftsttive than other fare media, recommeations

will be made forspecific changes to the pricing structure to bringp a level of parity with the rest of

the fare structure. If the GoPass is more eeffective than other fare media, opportunities for

expansionwill be identified

The costeffectiveness of expanding the program will be based on th@5%der eligible participant
figure. If necessary, th@oint the program will no longer be cosffective based on increased usage of
the pass among existing participantsll be identified For instance, if usage at participating employers
increased from 10 percent toO2percent, would Caltrain then be earning less revenue from each

participant than if they were using other fare media?

Data Sources

This analysis is built around three primary data sources:
T /It GNI A y201 ani013 FrizdhilCustomer Sunggy
T /FTE0ONFAYyQa !'yydzrf D2t aa | aSNJ { dz2NBSe 6D2t |l aa
9 National Transit Database, and
1 GoPass distribution and revenue figures.

Taken together, these data sources will enable me to answer the key question: Is the GoPass a cost
effective means of increasin@altrain ridership? The Triennial Survey includes 29 questions ranging in
topic from household income and demographics to specific usage information such as trip frequency,
fare type, and station pairings. B010there were4,428 surveys collectedn thetrains being sampled
between October 2 and October26, 2010. The number of responses yielded a response rat83of
percent for the survey. This total equates to a systeitle margin of error of +/1.49 percent at the
95-percent confidence levelln 2013 there were 6,325 survegligible passengers riding on the trains
being sampled between October 1 and October 10, 2013. The number of respp#gas ¢ yielded a
response rate of 75 percent for the survey. This total equates to a systdenmargin oferror of ++

1.41 percent at the 9percent confidence level.
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The sampling plaawere designed to achieve a cross section of riders utilizing trains at various times of
the day. Surveys were conducted on weekdays as well as on Saturday and Surfsy) surveyors
sampled56 weekday trips. Of thé&s6 weekday trips surveyed0 were Limited trains16 were Local
trains, and20 were Bullet trains.In 2013, arveyors sampled 62 weekday trips and 10 weekend trips. Of

the 62 weekday trips surveyed, 29 were Limited trains, 19 were Local trains, and 14 were Bullet trains.

The raw Triennial Survey data are in a large Excel spreadsheet with individual respardemgsed as
rows and their specific responses to questions arranged in coluifiris. datasetis utilized to perform

statistical analysis, including data crdabulations, to supporthe research.

The GoPass survey is an annual survey that is requirehjoparticipant to receive a GoPass. In total,
15,784 GoPass users completed the survey in 2848 19161 in 2014 The survey is conducted online
using SurveyMonkey and once complete, the system authorizes the GoPass administrator to provide the
participant with a GoPass sticker for his/her identification badge. The survey features questions
regarding how long respondents have used the program, when they joined, how often they ride Caltrain,
trip purpose, and how receiving the pass will alter Caltraiage behavior. The survey represents a-100

percent sample of all GoPass users.

The National Transit Database is a collection of data reported annually by all transit agencies receiving
federal funds. Agencies report on ridership, fare revenue, fleeratheristics, service levels, and

service area characteristics. The data are accessible online and Caltrain is included within the dataset.

¢CKS FAYIl f LIASOS 2F GKS RFEGF LIAOGAZINE Aa RA&GNRO dzi
Customer 8rvice Department, which manages the GoPass program for the agency. Staff keeps track of
the number of employers and patrticipants at each employer and is responsible for ordering and

distributing passes to those employers each year.

Research Methodology
The research methodology is broken into four primary sections: Rider Profile, Service Usage Profile,

GoPass Revenue Analysis, and GoPass Ridership Impact.
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Rider Profile
The first section of the capstone report foes®n a profile of the typical Caltrain customer versus that

of the subset of Caltrain Customers using the GoPass as their fare medium. | will perform the following
data crosgabulations to build a profile of the typical GoPass customer:
9 Fare type vs. Ethcity
Fare type vs. Age
Fare type vs. Household income

1
1
1 Fare type vs. Language spoken at home
1 Fare type vs. Sex

1

Fare type vs. Educational attainment

This profile, expressed in a series of charts, $iklp reader visualize the distinctions between a typical
Caltrain customer and a typical GoPass usealsti illustrateshe differences in the market between

the two.

Service Usage Profile
Following development of the basic profile, the service usage characteristics of GoPassrasers
analyzel versususers of the system as a whole. This inchudi#a crosgabulations of fare type (GoPass
and nonGo-Pass) with the following:

9 Fare type vs. Trip purpose

1 Fare type vs. Frequency

1 Fare type vs. Longevity (how long they have used the service)

These data crestabulations represent the development of the core of the research. They are critical to
analyzing how often users of the GoPass patronize the service versus those using other fare media.
They allowfor the correlation ofthe number of trips made for @ry GoPass distributed by Caltrain staff.

They alsdndicatehow many trips are made by those not using the GoPass.

Finally,the number of GoPass participants per year of involvement with the progrananalyzed The
results will be illustrated in aistogram illustrating the share of participants who began participating in
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each year since program inception. These data will be taken directly from the GoPass Survey required of

all participants.

GoPass Revenue Analysis

The next stefis the determination of how many trips are made per eligible participant. This will be
achieved by dividing the total number of trips taken by GoPass users in a typical week (as illustrated in
the Triennial Survey) by the number of total eligible participants for 20The number of eligible
participants is equal to the number of passes distributed by Caltrain to participating employers/schools.
The weekly number will be multiplied by 52 to estimate the number of annual trips made by GoPass
participants. This number wilhen be divided into the total revenue collected by Caltrain from
employers participating in the program. This final figure will be the amount of revenue the agency earns

for each trip taken via GoPass on an annual basis.

The trips taken byGoPass ussrare then subtractedrom the rest of theannual unlinked trips on
Caltrainand used tocalculate the total number of unlinked trips they represent on an annual basis.
Thenthe National Transit Database daftar Caltrainare usedto find the total amountof fare collected
systemwide. Any GoPass revenue included within that metiscsubtractedand the figured is then

divided by the total remaining passengers (i.e., those passengers not using a GoPass). Total ridership for

the year will be from the Natiwal Transit Databaseports for 2013 and 2014

These calculations will yield two numbers:
1 Average GoPass revenue/GoPaigknked trip

1 Averagenon-GoPas$are/non-GoPassinlinked triptrip.

These two numbers can be compared directly to determine whetine GoPass is a cesffective

means of generating ridership growth. If the GoPass revpendripA & KA IKSNJ G KIy (KS NE
fare media, the program is a cesffective means of driving ridership through a novel fare strategy.
However, ifthe average fare/non GoPass user is higher, then the program pricing should- be re
evaluated to achieve greater parity with the rest of the codified tariff. In this case, the appropriate

pricing strategy by multiplying the average fare/non GoPass triphiey number of GoPasaligible
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participantswill be calculatel. This will yield a total sum of GoPass program revenue necessary to

achieve parity.

GoPass Ridership Impact

Finally, a determination ofwhether the GoPass has been successful in drividgrship growth
regardless of its costffectivenesss madep CANB UG / Ff NI Ay Qa 246y | yydz f
(when the GoPass program was launched) be used Then the past two Triennial Surveys (2010 and
2013)will be usedo calculate he change in share of GoPass users during that theae span. Should

the GoPass program grow at a greater rate than Caltrain ridership as a whole, there is a logical argument

that the program is responsible for a share of the new riders on the system.
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5. RIDER PROFILE

In understanding whether the GoPass is a @fftctive means of increasing Caltrain ridership, it helps
to first begin by understanding who the GoPass users are and how that differs from the rest of the
aeaidsSyQa dza S NBW eachfafe catégSry i okekNIatad wih3he responses associated

with a demographic question from the Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey.

With respect to Annual Household Income, GoPass users are significantly less likely to fall into the
lowest income strata, with only 0.9 percent making less than $30,000 per annum versus 9.6 percent
Systemwide. However, Go Pass users are less likely to be in the $200,000 or more strata (14.7 percent)
than the system as a whole (15.1 percent). It is cleat the GoPass, which is typically tied directly to an
employer, means its users have a steady income, especially when compared withyoicket and Day

Pass users, who are much more likely to be in the lowest income bracket.
Exhibit3: Fare Media vsAnnual Household Income

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
W Less than S30K mS30K- S49K  m S50K - S74K S75K - S99K

B S100K - 149K mS150K - S199K m S200K or more

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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The GoPass user tracks closely with the system as a whole when analyzing the ethnic breakdown of each
fare category. Day Pass andi@ Ticket have the highest percentages of whisers while the Monthly

Pass has the highest share of Asian users among the fare categories.

Exhibit4: Fare Media vsEthnicity

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Asian m American Indian = Black = Hispanic/Latino
M Pacific Islander = White B South Asian B Middle Eastern

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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Go Pass users are composed of primarily English speakers,-dh Bcket users the only cohort more
likely to speak English within the home. Day Pass andwawyeTicket categories have the lowest

percentage of those who speak English at home and the most diversity among primary language.

Exhibit5: Fare Media vsLanguge Spoken at Home
System
GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass

Clipper 8-ride Ticket

Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%

mEnglish  mSpanish = Hindi or other Indian = Chinese m Other

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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Once again, the fact the GoPass is typically tied to employment makes its demographic composition
much different than the system as a whole. Only 0.2 percent of GoPass users are hsmadgetof 18

and only 1.5percent are over the age of 65, both of which are the lowest numbers in the system. It also
has the lowest percentage of those age28in the system. In total, 91.7 percent of GoPass users are

between the age of 25 and 64 compdrwith 80.9 systerwide.

Exhibit6: Fare Media vsAge

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m13-17 wm18-24 m25-34 m35-44 m45-54 m55-64 mo65andolder

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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In general, Caltrain users skew male, with 60.2 percent of respondents indicating such. Monthly Pass

users are even higher, at 62.9 percent. Go Pass users are the most likely to be female, with 53.9 percent
of respondents indicating they are mal€his indcates the GoPass program does an effective job of
improving the gender split among Caltrain users simply by being available to all employees/students.

Exhibit7: Fare Media vsSex

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass

Clipper 8-ride Ticket

Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Male mFemale

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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GoPass users aréng most likely to becollege graduates or higher with respect to educational
attainment, with 87.1 percent of responding as such. Once again, it is clear this is related to the fact the

GoPass is employdased.

Exhibit8: Fare Media vsEducational Attanment

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Some high school m High school graduate
= Some college or tech school m College graduate

M Post graduate degree

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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Systemwide, 85.2 percent of Caltrain users are employed either full or-fiae, but among GoPass
users, that figure jumps to 98.7 percent. Only 0.2 percent of GoPass users are students, compared with

7.1 percent systerwide.

Exhibit9: Fare Media vsEmployment

System
GoPass
Clipper Monthly Pass

Clipper 8-ride Ticket

Clipper E-Cash |

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Employed full time ® Employed part time
1 Student Retired

B Homemaker B Unemployed

B Self-Employed/Freelance/Contractor M Disabled

H Intern/Volunteer/Trainee

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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6. SERVICE USAGE PROFILE

Systemwide, only 0.2 percent of respondents were on their first trip at the time of the survey. That
number jumps to 15.3 percent for GoPass users. Takifgtliter, 46.2 percent of GoPass users have
been using the system less than one year, which is significantly higher than the system as a whole (29.8
percent). Based on these results, the GoPass appears to be an effective means of driving new users to
the system. The likely explanation for this is the fact the GoPass is sponsored by employers and is

provided to userdor free, serving as a strong incentive to try the Caltrain system forwedted trips.

Exhibit10: Fare Media vsCustomer Longevity

System

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W This is my first trip m Less than 6 months
@ 6 monthsto lessthan 1 year = 1 yearto lessthan 2 years

B 2 years to less than 4 years B 4 years or more

Saurce: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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The only fare category whose users are more likely to use the system at least five days a week is the
monthly pass, which is 82.6 percent compared to the GoPass at 67.8 percent. Given users have to pay
for the Caltrain Monthly Pass, they have an incentive to use it frequently to ensure they maximize its

dl t dzS o ¢tKS alyYS AyOSyiA@gS R2SayQi SEA&G T2N GKS

the system as a whole.

Exhibit11: Fare Media vsTrip Frequency

Svstem H
N

GoPass

Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash

Day Pass

One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m 6 - 7 days/week m 5 days/week m 4 days/week
3 days/week m 2 days/week m 1 day/week
B 1 - 3 days/month B Lessthan once a month

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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The Trip Purpose results track closely with those of the Employment-taiogation. A total of 95
percent of GoPass users indicated their trip purpose was Work when surveyed. Thiaresrto 73.6

percent for the system and 41.6 percent for@way Ticket users.

Exhibit12: Fare Media vsTrip Purpose
System
GoPass
Clipper Monthly Pass
Clipper 8-ride Ticket
Clipper E-Cash
Day Pass
One-way Ticket

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Work mSchool mAirport = Social mShopping/Errands m Home

Source: Caltrain 2013 Triennial Customer Survey
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/.REVENUE ANALYSIS

This section includes a detailed breakdown of the GoPass program, including how many
organizations/employees are participating and how much revenue is associated with the program. It
then includes ridership and revenue history for Caltrain as a wholrallysithe GoPass program is
compared directly to the rest of the service to identify whether it is a -eff&ictive means of driving

ridership growth.

| GOPASS PROGRAM ANALJSIS

Staff at the San Mateo County Transit District, which administers theai@aservice on behalf of the
three-county Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, has collected and maintained records for GoPass
participation and revenue. The first element of this section is to illustrate some of the figures associated
with the GoPasprogram, including analysis of the number of organizations participating, the amount of

revenue collected, and the amount of revenue collected per organization and individual participant.

Since 2006, the number of employers participating in the GoPagggmohas increased dramatically. In

2006, only 13 employers utilized GoPass. That number has since climbed to 92 as congestion along the
corridor has increased and many jurisdictions have begun to phase in Transportation Demand
Management requirementéthe number has climbed to 104 in 2015, though 2015 is outside the range

of this study)
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Exhibit 13 Number of Organizations Participating

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source:Caltrain GoPass Program Data

Page38| 58



Michael Eshleman | MTM 290

Participation in the GoPass program has increased from 17,566 in 2006 to a peak of 63,324 in 2014. This
may be correlated withincreasing congestion and changes in local regulatory environments on
employers, forcing them into TDM arrangementsThis tred will be discussed further in the Findings

section of the document.

Exhibit 4: Number of Enrolled Participants

63,324

T T T T T T T T
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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Since 2006 the number of organizations participating in the GoPass program has increasedrglgnific
This increase in the number of organizations has corresponded with a drop in the average number of
participants per employer. Given all ftithe employees from each organization must be included in the
program, it is clear from the following eXiii the newer employers have been smaller than those
participating in 2006. One possible explanation is there are no longer many large organizations along
the corridor left which are not participating in the program. That said, the mean organizatiois siié

above 500. Organizations range in size from 20 participants (D2M), to 2,600 (Adobe), and more than

10,000 (Stanford University).

Exhibit 15: Average Organization Size

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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There has been a dramatic increaserévenue associated with the GoPass program since 2008. Given
the number of employers has increased 607.7 percent and the number of participants has grown 260.5
percent across that time, it is no surprise revenue has increased almost 230 percent, stoumgier

$1.7 millionin 2006to more than $8.5 million 2014

Exhibit 16: GoPass Revenue

$8,579,180

$6,830,677

$5,939,962

$3,740,853

$3,009,589

$2,316,570

$1,691,711

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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As mentioned before, the number of organizations has increased dramatically along with the amount of
revenue associatewith the GoPass program. The following exhibit illustrates the amount of revenue
collected per participating organization. It is clear the program has a robust amount of revenue coming
in from each organization, with the average annual bill for each drgéion increasing from just over
$58,000 in 2008 to more than $93,000 in 2014. This increase can be attributed to several increases in

GoPass pricing, from $106 per employee in 2008 to $165 per employee in 2014.

Exhibit 17: GoPass Revenue per Organizati

$97,376

$94,871

$93,252

§74,817

$69,990

$66,188

T T T T T T
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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The amount of revenue generated on an annual basis from each participant has increased from just
$104 in 2008 th165 in 2014. This number closely tracks with the regular increases in pricing structure.

In addtion to the perLJr NI A OA LI yi FSS>Z GKSNB Aa faz2 Iy |yydzt
this floor was $7,420, which was applied to each company with fewer than 70 eligible participants.
Starting late in 2014, this figure was $15,120 for comigs with fewer than 84 eligible participanfshe

new pricing structure has not yet had an impact on revenue as of the end of @lfl#respect to the

analysis in this document, the floor in 2013 was $13,750 for those companies with fewer than 8¢ eligibl

participants and $165 for those with more than 84 participants.

Exhibit 18 GoPass Revenue per Participant

$135

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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| CALTRAIN SYSTEM ANAL)SIS

The Caltrain system has seen dramatic ridership growth across the past few years, nearly doubling
0S06SSYy mopdpdp YR HAMOOD l'a NARSNEORNM:2Y daKS 272 &KS
Hnnnas [ FEGOGNI Ay NBIF Ol SR vieedin 2004, (WNighRefziddyirda reverdalooR . dz
fortune. Ridership has nearly tripled since its trough in 2004, with only one other down year in 2010,

which corresponds with service cuts at both Caltrain and its sister service, SamTrans. Since that time, th
system has added several trains back into its schedule and welcsixedillion more riders. Loads

have become so heavy that the system recently acquired additional train cars from Metrolink in

Southern California so that it can lengthen train conssthighridership schedules.
Exhibit 19: Caltrain Ridership History

16,384,630

12,999,293

12,574,233
11,359,225

10,611,734

9,925,201

9,004,662

8,735,022

8,137,583 8,120,853

8,621,841

6,625,358

6,710,468

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Source: National Transit Database
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Fare revenue on Caltrain has increased substantially across the past 15 yedP<JFBehas adjusted

fares regularly to ensure sufficient revenue is available to avoid significant service cuts and continually
drive revenue growth. Th@CPB does not have a dedicated revenue stream such as a sales tax so it
must rely heavily on passengearés for its operations. It also receives fundingia formulag from

each of the three participating agencies: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, San Mateo County

Transit District, and City and County of San Francisco.

While ridership grew @ percent between 1999 and 2013, fare revenue increased by 226 percent, from

just $19 million to more than $62 million.

Exhibit 20 Caltrain Fare Revenue History

$62,351,542

$55,079,355

$45,676,967
541,263,557

$40,114,524

$33,058,402

$28,844,742
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$21,072,750 $21,968,325

$20,862,625
$18,427,496

$19,105,460 $19,429,573
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Source: National Transit Database
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8. GOPASS COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Coinciding with tk rise in overall fare revenue, GoPass program reveyiumds paid by participating
employers/schoolg; has constituted a larger percentage of overall fare revenue each year since 2008.
That year, GoPass program revenue only made up 4.4 percent of sigstenevenue. In 2014, GoPass
revenue accounted for 11.5 percent of total fare revenue. This can be attributed to the significant
growth in the number of organizations participating in the program. Overall, GoPass revenue grew
more than 400 percent beteen 2008 and 204

Exhibit 21 GoPass Revenue Share

11.5%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Sources: National Transit Database and Caltrain GoPass Program Data
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Following analysis of customer demographics, how customers use the system, GoPass program
characteristics, and Caltrain ridershgmd revenue, it is possible to determine whether the GoPass
program represents a cosfffective means of increasing ridership on the system. Put simply, if the
revenue earned from each unlinked GoPass trip is higher than the revenue earned from eakbdunlin
Caltrain trip using any other fare media type, then it is a -eff&ctive way to drive new riders into the

system.

This analysis is critical for future decisimaking by the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board in that
knowing how much revenue iassociated with each trjpthe agency can make informed decisions
regarding how to drive future ridership growth. Each new passenger places some strain on a system that
already has significant capacity issues on pealr trips, with customers far outstnpng seats and

large numbers of standees. Increased fare revenue is critical to performing maintenance, purchasing
rolling stock, and making infrastructure upgrades that can increase the number of trips operated on a

daily basis.

Given the unique natureof the GoPass among fare media types offered by the PGJR&E all
participants actually take advantage of the benefit of having a GoPass avajltideprogram relies

upon the fact that only a small percentage of eligible participants will actuallyesend use the pass.

In 2013, 15,784 eligible participants actually applied for and received the GoPass sticker. This amounts
to 38.2 percent of the 41,345 employees eligible for the program spread across 72 companies. Taken
together, these employees t&03,939,686 unlinked trips in 2013. This figure was calculated by
multiplying the number of users by the average number of dagrsweekthose users reported riding
Caltrain inthe 2013 GoPass Survey (2.4), then multiplying that number by the estimated number of daily
trips taken by each customer (2). This yielded a total number of weekly trips which was multiplied by 52
to estimate the number of trips taken per annum. In 2019,161 GoPass users took an estimated
4,782,586 unlinked trips on Caltrain.

Taken together, the 2013 trips represent 24 percent of the total system annual ridership for that year
(16,384,630) and 28.1 percent of system trips in 2014. GoPass program revenue amounted to 11

percent of total fare revenue in 2013 and 11.5 percent oéfeevenue in 2014. In comparing these
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FAIAINB A S A (p&centaddofSripd\idkenfoy GoPasskc@stomers exceeds the percentage of fare

revenue paid by employers participating in the program.

Finally, total GoPass program revenue was dividethbyestimated number of trips taken by GoPass
users in 2013 to calculate the amount of program revenue associated with each unlinked GoPass trip.
¢KS OFfOdzA FGA2y NBO@SFESR GKIFIG /FEGNIAY 6Fa aLI ARE

Catrain received $1.79 for every unlinked trip taken by GoPass users.

Exhibit 22 GoPass Revenue per Trip Calculation

GoPass

Average Estimated Total Annual | Percentof| GoPass | Revenue

Year Users Trips/Week Trips/Day Trips/Week| Trips System | Revenue | per Trip
2013 15,784 2.4 2 75,763| 3,939,686 24.0% $ 6,830,677| $ 1.73
2014 19,161 2.4 2 91,973| 4,782,586 28.1% $ 8,579,180 $ 1.79

To put this number in context and determine whether the GoPass program represents a more cost
effective means of generating ridershipan using the other fare media types available to Caltrain

customers, a similar calculation was done for the system absent GoPass ridership and revenue.

First, the estimated number of GoPass unlinkedstfigr each year was subtracted from the total
number of system unlinked trips for each respective year, yielding 12,444,944Go&ass trips in 2013
and 12,246,861 in 2014. Second, the total amount of GoPass program revenue was subtracted from

system fare revenue for 2013, leaving $55,520,865 for the.y@atotal of $66,266,820 was colledtvia
non-GoPass products in 2014.

Finally, system nooPass revenue was divided by the number of trips taken byQuitass users each
year to calculate the amount of fare revenue associated with each unlinkeeGaBass trip. The

calculation revealed that Caltrain earned $4.46 for every unlinked®oRassrip in 2013 and $5.41 in
2014.
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Exhibit 23: GoPass Revenue per Trip Calculation

2013 | 12,444,944 $ 55,520,865 $ 4.46
2014 | 12,246,861 $ 66,266,820 $ 5.41

These two numbers are compared directly in the Exhibit below. In each yalarai€ earned more

revenue for every noiGoPass trip than it did for every GoPaslaited trip.
Exhibit 24: Revenue per Passenger Comparison

$5.41

$4.46
$1.79

$1.73

2013 2014

B GoPass Revenue per Trip M System Revenue per Trip
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9. GOPASS RIDERSHIP IMPACT

While GoPass users are taking a disproportionate number of systdmtrips, it is also important to

look into the role the GoPass plays in generating ridership, regardless of impacts on revenue. As
mentioned earlier in this document, GoPass patrticipatias grown significantly across the past decade,
from 17,566 in 2006 to a peak of 63,324 in 2014 (260.5 percent). Across the same span, Caltrain
ridership grew 89.1 percent, fro®004,662to 17,029447.

The following exhibit illustrates this trend, wi@altrain Ridership growth and GoPaasticipant growth
expressed on the same chart. It is clear that while Caltrain has made dramatic gains, GoPass

participation has seen even more significant growth.

Exhibit 25 Caltrain Ridership vs. GoPass PartigipAlumerical Change
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The chart below illustrates the percentage gain (or loss) for Caltrain Ridership and @affiagstion

each year since 2006. Since 2009, GoPass participation has seen-digubjearoveryear growth in

all but two years, withwo years exceeding 50 percent. The Caltrain system, whose growth exceeds the
national average for ridership growthh 2.6 percent in 2012 according to the American Planning

Association (APTA 201djt has not kept pace with the growth of GoPass particirati

Exhibit 26 Caltrain Ridership vs. GoPass Participant Percent Change

53.2%

3.9%

T T T T T T T
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
-6.6%

-10.6%

=4 GoPass Participant % Change == Caltrain Ridership % Change
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users made an estimated 24 percent of total system unlinked tripgs Mumber grew to 28.1 percent in
2014. As more employers sign up to participate in the program (whether of their own free will or as a

result of TDM requirements), this number is projected to continue its rise.

In the 2010 Caltrain Triennial Customam&y, 10 percent of respondents indicated they used the
GoPass as their means of paying for their trip. That number escalated to 14 percent in the 2013
Triennial Survey. This growth is a result of increased GoPass participation, but it was accompanied by
drops in the Monthly Pass andrigle ticket as these payment methods were moved entirely over to the

Clipper regional fare card during that period.

Exhibit 27 GoPass Trips as Percent of System

28.1%

24.0%

2013 2014
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10. FINDINGS

CKAA &addzRe asSSia G2 ARSY (A Fide piodtadniiskaSosiifectivé mehds A y Q a
of growing transit ridership. Secondarily, it seeks to determine whether the GoPass has been a
contributor to recent Caltrain ridership growth. Theudy relies upon data from the 2010 and 2013
Caltrain Triennial Customer surveys, annual GoPass user surveys, and Caltrain ridership and revenue
information obtained via the National Transit Database. The methodology is detai&@thpter 4 while

the calwlations and analysis of the cesftfectiveness and ridership are detailed in ChaperThis

chapter summarizes the findings and conclusions arising from that analysis.

| GOPASS COSFFECTIVENHSS

In comparing the amount of GoPass revenue @&timated unlinked trip taken by GoPass users versus
the amount of norRGoPass revenue collected per rRGoPass trip, it is clear the GoPass is not as cost
effective as the other fare media types, taken as a whole. Altogether, Caltrain collected $1.73 per
GoPass trip in 2013 versus $4.46 per trip for #@oPass tripgn 2013 The gap widened in 2014, with

Caltrain collecting $1.79 per GoPass customer that year versus $5.41-@GofRass revenue.

The chart below illustrates the amount of revenue lost perP&ss unlinked trip, assuming those

customers would use other fare media were the GoPass not available.
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Exhibit 2: Revenue Loss per GoPass Trip vs. {&@iass Trip

These findings indicate that when usitige amount of fare collected as a proxyrfoosteffectiveness,

the program results in some revenue loss. GoPass revenue makes up about 11.5 percent of system fare
revenue but GoPass users constitute an estimated 28.1 percent of Caltrain ridership. These GoPass
riders utilize the system at a highte based on the 2013 Customer Survey, with almost 70 percent of
respondents indicating they ride five days a week or more. One huge benefit tpraggamis that

when polled, GoPass riders also have a high likelihood of being new to the system, ®ithed&ent

having used it for less than one year, much higher than the system average (29.8). Based on these
results, the GoPass appears to be an effective means of driving new users to the system. The likely
explanation for this is the fact the GoPasspensored by employers and is provided to udersfree,

serving as a strong incentive to try the Caltrain system for weldted trips.
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